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resumo 
 
 

Apesar da crescente preocupação com a inclusão social, as pessoas com 

incapacidades sensoriais (PcIS), como as relativas à visão ou audição, são dos 

grupos mais marginalizados. Os museus, como importantes espaços culturais 

com funções sociais, procuram adotar práticas mais inclusivas e participativas 

para estimular a cocriação de experiências para pessoas com deficiências. No 

entanto, ainda existem restrições que impedem as pessoas com deficiências de 

desfrutarem plenamente dos museus. Apesar do elevado número de PcIS, 

existe uma falta de pesquisa acerca de como estas cocriam experiências em 

museus, dos fatores que podem estimular ou restringir esta cocriação, bem 

como sobre os seus benefícios. 

Esta tese tem como objetivo analisar a influência dos antecedentes na cocriação 

das experiências de visita a museus, de PcIS, tanto no que concerne a 

antecedentes relacionados com os visitantes como com os museus, bem como 

examinar a forma como as PcIS cocriam em museus, e os benefícios obtidos 

dessa cocriação, nomeadamente, o valor percebido, a satisfação e a lealdade. 

Uma extensa revisão da literatura foi realizada permitindo propor um modelo 

conceptual para colmatar várias lacunas de investigação identificadas. O 

modelo engloba antecedentes, cocriação e resultados obtidos pelas PcIS nessa 

cocriação em museus, sugerindo que os antecedentes, quando identificados e 

trabalhados, podem potenciar a cocriação de experiências em museus por parte 

destes visitantes, e que esta cocriação pode ter resultados positivos relevantes. 

O estudo empírico foi realizado com base numa abordagem mista. Primeiro, 

realizaram-se focus groups para compreender, mais profundamente, a forma 

como pessoas com incapacidade visual cocriam experiências em museus e o 

papel de diferentes antecedentes nessa cocriação, bem como para obter 

indicações sobre como avaliar os construtos em análise. Seguidamente, para 

testar o modelo proposto, foi feito um estudo quantitativo com base num 

inquérito por questionário. Foram obtidos 675 questionários válidos, 254 de PcIS 

e 421 de pessoas sem incapacidades sensoriais. Os dados foram analisados 

utilizando os softwares Statistical Package for the Social Sciences e SmartPLS. 
Regressões lineares múltiplas e modelação de equações estruturais de mínimos 

quadrados parciais (PLS-SEM) permitiram testar as hipóteses e comparar 

perceções das pessoas com e sem incapacidades sensoriais. 

Os resultados revelam que os antecedentes relacionados com visitantes e com 

museus têm um impacto significativo em várias dimensões da cocriação das 

PwSI em museus. Além disso, as dimensões específicas da cocriação 

influenciam as dimensões do valor percebido, e foram encontrados efeitos 

indiretos significativos na satisfação e lealdade. A condição de ter uma 

deficiência sensorial tem impactos positivos significativos em várias dimensões 

da cocriação e no valor emocional, de aprendizagem e social percebido, 

destacando-se a relevância de experiências cocriativas significativas para esses 

visitantes. Contribuições teóricas e de gestão para a gestão de museus são 

apresentadas para promover experiências de valor acrescentado mais 

inclusivas para as PcIS. 
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abstract 
 

Despite the growing concern with social inclusion, people with sensory 
impairments (PwSI), such as those regarding vision or hearing, are one of the 
most marginalized groups. Museums, as important cultural spaces with social 
functions, are trying to adopt more inclusive and participatory practices to 
encourage the co-creation of experiences for people with disabilities (PwD). Yet, 
there are still constraints, which restrict PwD from fully enjoying museums. In 
spite of the high number of PwSI, there is a lack of research regarding how they 
co-create their museum experiences, on factors that may stimulate or constrain 
that co-creation, as well as on the corresponding outcomes.  
This thesis aims to analyse the influence of antecedents that interfere in the co-
creation of PwSI’ museum visit experiences, regarding both antecedents related 
to the visitors and the museums, as well as examine the way PwSI co-create in 
museums, and the benefits they obtain from that co-creation, namely perceived 
value, satisfaction and loyalty.  
An extensive literature review was carried out allowing to propose a conceptual 
model to address several research gaps identified. The model encompasses 
antecedents, co-creation and outcomes obtained by PwSI in this co-creation in 
museums, suggesting that the antecedents, when identified and worked on, can 
boost these visitors’ co-creation of experiences in museums, and that this co-
creation can have relevant positive outcomes.  
Empirical research was undertaken adopting a mixed methods approach. First, 
focus groups were carried out to more deeply understand how PwSI co-create 
their experiences in museums and the role of several antecedents in that co-
creation, as well as to obtain insights on measures for assessing the constructs 
under analysis. After, to test the model proposed, a quantitative study was 
carried out based on a questionnaire survey. A total of 675 valid questionnaires 
were obtained, 254 from PwSI and 421 from people without sensory 
impairments. Data were analysed using the software Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences and the SmartPLS. Multiple linear regressions and partial least 
squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) were undertaken to test the 
hypotheses and compare perceptions of PwSI and people without disabilities. 
Results reveal that antecedents, both related to visitors and to museums, have 
a significant impact on various dimensions of PwSI’ co-creation in museums. 
Also, specific dimensions of co-creation influence perceived value dimensions, 
and significant indirect effects on satisfaction and loyalty were found. The 
condition of having a sensory impairment was found to have positive significant 
impacts on several dimensions of co-creation and on perceived emotional, 
learning and social value, highlighting the relevance of highly and meaningful co-
creative experiences for these specific visitors. Theoretical and managerial 
contributions for museum management are drawn to foster more inclusive value-
added experiences for PwSI.  
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1. Introduction 

“I can’t change the direction of the wind, but I can 

adjust my sails to always reach my direction”  

Jimmy Dean 

The present doctoral thesis addresses existent research gaps concerning the co-creation 

of experiences in museums by the general public, but especially by people with sensory 

impairments (PwSI), namely by providing both theoretical and practical insights on the topic. 

Through this thesis, it is hoped that the area of co-creation in museums, especially 

concerning PwSI, will gain new directions that can benefit everyone involved in managing 

these cultural institutions as well as visitors of these spaces.  

This chapter intends to offer an overview of the contents of the thesis, guiding the readers 

throughout the study, and highlighting the relevance and scope of this research. Concerning 

its structure, this introductory chapter will start by explaining the relevance of the thesis 

(Section 1.1), which is mainly related to the gaps found in previous literature reviews 

regarding the co-creation of experiences in museums for PwSI. Following this stage, the 

objectives of the study will be defined (Section 1.2). The third part of the introduction 

includes a brief reference to the methodology adopted across the thesis (section 1.3), which 

is followed by a presentation of the structure of the thesis (Section 1.4). 

1.1. Relevance of the thesis 

The selection of the research topic may arise from different sources, including a popular or 

media issue; a published research agenda, a policy or management problem, an issue of 

social concern, reading a research literature, the researcher’s personal interests and/or a 

brainstorming (Veal, 2018). According to Veal (2018), reviewing previous research and the 

knowledge of existing literature is an essential step in the research process. Most of the 

literature on the topics under analysis has emerged from the service management field 

(Kambil et al., 1996), although innovation management studies, marketing, and consumer 

research have also brought important contributions to these work (Azevedo, 2009; Bertella, 

2014; Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009; Ek et al., 2008; Ihamäki, 2012; Kreziak & Frochot, 

2011; Mathisen, 2013; Prebensen & Foss, 2011; G. Richards, 2011; N. Scott et al., 2009; 

Tan et al., 2014). 
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There has been growing research and managerial attention to the co-creation of 

experiences in tourism activities. The search for unique and new experiences is rising as 

new tourists want to be engaged on an emotional, physical, spiritual, and intellectual level 

during their service encounters (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Zhang 

et al., 2018). The visit experience is dynamic, and the active participation and interaction of 

the consumer may occur in different stages where co-creation can happen (López Sintas 

et al., 2014; Sheng & Chen, 2012). Despite all the research on co-creation, there is no 

universally accepted definition of this concept, nor a consensus regarding its facets. Apart 

from behavioural engagement, co-creation may involve customers emotionally and 

cognitively, leading visitors to experience a deep understanding and a feeling of personal 

relevance and connection to the experience (Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014), 

as will be more deeply analysed in this thesis. Museums perform a very important role in 

attracting tourists due to the functions they hold (Hsieh et al., 2015). Thus, in contemporary 

societies these institutions have acquired a public role to benefit a wider public, promoting 

feelings of relevance and encouraging consumer participation (Sweet, 2007). The growth 

of the cultural, social, and educational value of museums makes these institutions some of 

the most important tourist attractions worldwide. One of the actual concerns of those 

managing these organisations must be the equal accessibility of these important cultural 

places for all, which leads us to people with disabilities (PwD), among who we find PwSI. 

This last aspect, partially justifies the importance of this thesis, since even though 

disabilities are considered a minor issue for most people, PwD represent more than 1 billion 

people in the world (Shakespeare, 2018; WHO, 2020) and the rights of PwD have also been 

recognised and advocated by many people and by some organisations (Balakrishnan et al., 

2019; WHO, 2020; WHO & The World Bank, 2011). 

The relevance of this thesis mainly arises from the gaps existing in the literature regarding 

co-creation of experiences in museums for the general public, including PwSI. According to 

the research, there is no work that focuses on the antecedents that leads to the co-creation 

of experiences in museums by PwSI neither on the outcomes arising from co-creation. No 

previous study compared the co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI, including 

people with visual and hearing impairments. The study of these features has a significant 

relevance, due to the outcomes that it may have on understanding the co-creation 

experience in museums especially for those with sensory impairments. 

As a result of increasing market competition, the process of co-creation as a way of 

engaging customers in value creation has recently been a topic of interest among tourism 
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and hospitality service providers (Lei et al., 2020; Mohammadi et al., 2021; Zizka et al., 

2018). Co-creation studies go back to 2004, being introduced by Prahalad and Ramaswamy 

(2004). In tourism, the concept of co-creation experiences was first referred by Binkhorst 

(2006), being nowadays a mark in the experience economy (Fu & Lehto, 2018). The concept 

of co-creation is used in several areas, which causes a lack of consensus among 

researchers. Even though, the literature review made it possible to identify several facets 

of co-creative experiences, such as active participation, co-production, interaction, 

personalization, customization, and emotional and cognitive engagement. Apart from 

behaviour engagement, co-creation may involve customers emotionally and cognitively, 

leading visitors to experience a deep understanding and a feeling of personal relevance 

and connection to the experience. Thus, the first gap identified is related to the absence of 

clear consensus regarding the concept of co-creation, as well as its facets. 

The previously referred gap is highlighted by the fact that even though all experiences are 

co-creative (Antón et al., 2018; Campos et al., 2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018), the level of co-

creation can vary depending on the nature of the service (Bitner et al., 1997) and on the 

characteristics of the consumer. Moreover, this concept emerged in different academic 

areas of disciplines and areas of knowledge where various perspectives of co-creation 

emerged, not always being compared with each other. 

Another gap in the literature is the scarce existence of research examining the co-creation 

of experiences in museums. Only a small number of researchers has deeply analysed the 

co-creation in museums, with some of them not even referring directly to the expression 

“co-creation” (Falk & Dierking, 2016a, 2016b; Farsani, 2019; Goulding, 2000; Mirghadr et 

al., 2018; Moscardo, 1996; Taheri, 2011). Despite the relevance of these studies, they only 

consider people without impairments and don’t consider all the stages of the visit (pre-visit, 

on-site experience and post-visit).  

To date, few studies examined the co-creation of experiences for PwD in museums 

(Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; Vaz, 2020). However, within the literature, 

a small number of researchers have considered co-creation of experiences in museums for 

PwSI, or people with visual impairment or hearing impairment (Grandi & Gomes, 2017; 

Hetherington, 2015; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; V. Richards et al., 2010). 

However, they did not provide a broad overview on the several dimensions of co-creation 

of museums by PwSI or on the antecedents and outcomes of that co-creation.  
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Moreover, they also did not offer a deep perspective on how co-creation by PwSI occurs in 

museums. 

Concerning co-creation in museums, some studies highlight the importance of factors such 

as cultural capital, prior knowledge, and motivations (Taheri, 2011) while others study co-

creation in a physical, social and digital context (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Minkiewicz et al., 

2014, 2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018). Although the studies approach different factors that 

influence co-creation, most of the studies refer to the constraints experienced by these 

groups. Nevertheless, there is a notorious gap in the literature that provides a broad 

overview on the factors that affect both positively and negatively co-creation in museum 

visits. 

In addition to the aforementioned aspects, for the choice of the theme, other essential 

factors, both personal and professional, were also considered, namely: 

• The work previously developed by the author, namely in her master's thesis;  

• Some of the articles and chapters published by the author;  

• The author being an official guide and conducting guided visits to the public with 

visual impairments; 

• The author's willingness to contribute with a work that improves the daily lives of 

PwD. 

The results achieved with this study are thought to help different stakeholders such as 

museum managers, providers of other tourism services, who are responsible for defining 

strategies to increase value in the co-creation of experiences and tourists, mainly PwSI. 

Social relevance is also aimed, since the study is expected to contribute to the following: 

• A more inclusive attitude that takes into account the constraints of PwSI; 

• The reinforcement of the perspective that museums must be for all; 

• Acknowledging the outcomes that public and private institutions (museums 

managers) and other service providers can extract from the implementation of 

different strategies. 

• Adopting this inclusive approach to gain competitiveness, increasing the satisfaction 

and loyalty of visitors in general. 

This thesis considers the co-creation of experiences in museums and highlights the 

importance of co-creation to PwD among which we have PwSI. Hence the overall objective 



1 – Introduction 

7 

of this thesis is to contribute to a cumulative body of knowledge about the co-creation of 

experiences, the antecedents and outcomes that arise from the museum visit, for the public, 

including PwSI. This research aims to build both theoretical and empirical knowledge 

concerning the co-creation of experiences, in museums, by the general public and by 

people with sensory impairments. The approach adopted is both from the management and 

marketing perspective and from the psychological perspective areas (C.-F. Chen & Chen, 

2010; Havlena & Holbrook, 1986; Hosany & Witham, 2009; Hung et al., 2016; H. M. Lee & 

Smith, 2015; MacInnis & Folkes, 2010; Minkiewicz et al., 2016; Oh et al., 2007; Pine & 

Gilmore, 1998; Quan & Wang, 2004; Schmitt, 1999; H. J. Song et al., 2015; J. Song & Qu, 

2017), considered relevant to the research being conducted. 

The research questions guiding this thesis were developed through a deductive approach. 

According to Veal (2018), a deductive process starts and moves via observation until 

analysis which will confirm or reject the research questions. The deductive approach moves 

towards hypothesis testing which presents an assertion about two or more concepts that 

attempts to explain their relationship (Gray, 2004).  

In the present thesis three research questions were the focus of the study: 

1. Do antecedents in museums have an influence in co-creation of experiences by 

PwSI? 

2. Does co-creation of experiences in museums lead to emotional, learning, and social 

value, specifically among PwSI? 

3. Do emotional, learning, and social value influence the satisfaction and loyalty, 

specifically among PwSI?  

1.2. Objectives  

The main purpose of this thesis is to overtake the gaps found in literature by deeply 

understanding the way co-creation by PwSI occurs in museums. To answer all research 

questions, a set of main objectives were established. Then, to achieve the three general 

objectives, a series of specific objectives were designed. The three general objectives of 

the thesis are: 

• To provide a deep understanding of co-creation of experiences in museums, in the 

case of PwSI; 
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• To provide a deep understanding of the way antecedents related to visitors and 

museums stimulate or prevent co-creation in museums; 

• To analyse the outcomes of co-creation in museums by PwSI. 

Based on these general aims, a set of specific objectives were defined focusing on PwSI:  

• To conduct a literature review about experiences and co-creation of tourism 

experiences to explore the evolution of the concept, the state of the art and possible 

gaps; 

• To conduct a literature review about co-creation of experiences of visitors with 

disabilities, specifically PwSI, in museums; 

• To analyse the influence of visitor’s antecedents (e.g., individual antecedents or visit 

context group) on co-creation of experiences in museums; 

• To examine the museums’ antecedents of co-creation in museums, such as 

physical, communicational or attitudinal factors; 

• To identify the outcomes of co-creation of experiences in museums, including 

emotional, learning or social value; 

• To propose and test a model of co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI, 

that explicitly incorporates the antecedents, co-creation and outcomes; 

• To provide guidelines to museum managers for promoting successful co-creation of 

museum experiences for PwSI ; 

• To suggest co-creation initiatives to be adopted by museum managers. 

1.3. Methodology 

The general aim of this thesis is to analyse the co-creation of experiences in museums by 

PwSI, the factors that stimulate visitors’ participation in co-creation and the outcomes 

achieved from co-creation.  

The literature review started with an analysis of literature on the conceptualization of 

experience, co-creation, museums, and people with disabilities, antecedents, and 

outcomes of co-creation. Once the topic is identified the literature review is essential for the 

researcher to gain existing knowledge in the field (Veal, 2018). The aim of the literature was 

to identify the state of art. Then, in order to reach the aims proposed and to test the defined 

hypotheses, the option was to carry out two different empirical studies that complement 
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each other. The first study was directed to people with visual impairments (PwVI) and was 

essentially exploratory and qualitative, willing to more deeply understand the way PwSI co-

create experiences in museums and more fully understanding factors facilitating or 

constraining that co-creation. This study was conducted using focus groups. This approach 

was adopted mainly as qualitative approaches are recommended for minor groups such as 

PwVI, due to the scarce research regarding the topic. This and the will to stimulate the 

exchange of experiences between participants, justifies the exploratory nature of the 

approach. The focus groups provided data that were analysed and coded using content 

analysis, which allowed to identify the themes and sub-themes most identified.  

The results of the qualitative research allowed, together with the previous literature review, 

to design the second empirical study, using a quantitative approach. The objective of this 

study was not only to analyse the co-creation more deeply in museums by PwSI, but also 

its antecedents and outcomes. A questionnaire survey was conducted among the general 

public who had visited museums in the last three years. Questionnaires were administered 

face-to-face and online in Portugal and other countries, from September 2020 to June 2021. 

Several institutions for the blind or people with low vision and for people with hearing 

impairments (PwHI), national and foreign, were contacted. Data were entered, coded and 

analysed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 27 and later 

imported into SmartPLS software to test the hypotheses. Furthermore, multiple linear 

regressions were undertaken to analyse the impact of antecedents related to visitors and 

to museums on the co-creation undertaken by PwSI and people without sensory 

impairments. The methodology in the empirical research will be discussed in detail in 

chapter 5. 

1.4. Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is organised into four parts, structured in a total of 8 chapters (Figure 1.1). The 

first part (Part I), introduction, corresponds to the first chapter, which covers the relevance 

of the thesis, its main objectives, a brief reference to the adopted methodology in the thesis, 

as well as the structure of the thesis. 

In the second part (Part II) a literature review was carried out, presenting the theoretical 

reflections carried out to build the conceptual framework that underlies the model proposed 

in the scope of this thesis. This review allows, among other aspects, to better understand 
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and identify the main concepts and variables relevant to the study of co-creation of 

experiences in museums by PwSI, the factors influencing that co-creation, as well as the 

outcomes arising from that co-creation. With the purpose of clarifying the concepts of the 

various themes of the thesis, the literature review includes three chapters and focuses on 

the following main themes: (i) co-creation of tourism experiences (Chapter 2) where the 

concept of experiences and co-creation will be analysed; (ii) co-creation of experiences of 

visitors with disabilities in museums (Chapter 3), where museums’ definitions and functions 

will be discussed, as well as the relationship between PwD and museums, and the different 

types of co-creation for general public and PwD, specifically PwSI; (iii) and, finally, the 

antecedents and outcomes of co-creation of experiences of visitors with disabilities, 

specifically PwSI in museums (Chapter 4). At last, but not least, the relationships between 

antecedents of co-creation, co-creation and the outcomes of co-creation, are explained by 

presenting the conceptual model proposed in the scope of this thesis (Chapter 4). 

 

Figure 1.1. Thesis structure 

Source: Own elaboration. 

The third part (Part III) is entirely dedicated to the empirical research. The methodology 

adopted in the empirical research of the thesis is presented (Chapter 5). It starts by 

establishing some considerations about the epistemology of the scientific method, aiming 

to frame this thesis within the post-positivism paradigm and thus justifying the choice. The 
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used methods and techniques are also discussed in detail by presenting aspects related to 

the qualitative and quantitative study (data collection process and data analysis 

procedures). Then, the two empirical studies conducted in order to achieve the research 

aims are presented. The empirical results will be discussed in detail. The qualitative 

empirical study corresponds to only one chapter (Chapter 6) dedicated to the exploratory 

study based on focus groups carried out with PwVI, presenting the analysis of the results 

of this study (Chapter 6). Next, the quantitative empirical study (Chapter 7), which involves 

conducting a questionnaire survey designed to test the proposed model, is presented. The 

sample is characterised, and the results concerning hypotheses’ testing, concerning 

antecedents of co-creation, co-creation by PwSI in museums and the respective outcomes, 

will be presented and discussed. 

Finally, the fourth part (Part IV) presents the main findings and conclusions of the study and 

advances the thesis contributions, both at theoretical and management levels. It ends by 

discussing the thesis’ limitations and providing some suggestions for future research on this 

topic. 

The purpose of this framework is to achieve the objectives previously identified in section 

1.2, and thus contribute to the study of co-creation of experiences for the general public, 

including PwSI. 
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2. Co-creation of tourism experiences  

2.1. Introduction 

“Be thankful for everything that happens in your 

life. It’s all an experience.” 

Roy T. Bennett 

On the research agenda for more than 40 years, the experience concept emerged in 

tourism research in the 1970s and is now one of the most popular academic topics (Björk, 

2014; Cohen, 1979; Csikszentmihalyi, 1975; Dann & Jacobsen, 2002; Hennig-Thurau et al., 

2002; McCabe, 2002; Quan & Wang, 2004; Tung & Ritchie, 2011; Voss, 2004). 

The tourism industry is one of the leading industries in the experience economy and, in this 

field, supply is becoming inherently experiential (Quan & Wang, 2004; Tsaur et al., 2007; 

Zhang et al., 2018). According to several authors, the demand for more participatory and 

interactive experiences is becoming increasingly common in tourism, which gradually is 

becoming an industry that sells experiences (Buhalis & O’Connor, 2005; Campos et al., 

2018; Ihamäki, 2012; J.-H. Kim, 2010; Mathisen, 2013; Morgan et al., 2009; Ooi, 2005; 

Quan & Wang, 2004; Volo, 2009). Nevertheless, there is still no consensus on the definition 

of tourism experience neither on the dimensions that compose tourism experiences.  

Concerning co-creation, despite the already large amount of research on the subject, there 

is no consensual definition about the concept nor a complete consensus regarding its 

facets. Despite the variety of theoretical approaches and perspectives, there is consensus 

on the prerequisite forms for co-creation, the combination of “participation”, “involvement” 

and “engagement. Therefore, this chapter discusses the relevance of experiential 

consumption, outlines the definition of tourism experiences, and attempts to identify the 

dimensions of these experiences together with the discussion about co-creation of 

experiences. The literature review about co-creation provides a critical analysis of the 

relevant literature on the co-creation concept. It begins with a brief review of the concept, 

including its emergence and its direct link to the service-dominant logic (S-D logic). Next, 

different approaches for analysing the concepts are identified and, finally, different facets of 

co-creation on-site are described. 
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2.2. Experiences 

2.2.1. Experiential consumption 

Nowadays, tourists are increasingly searching for unique and new experiences (Azevedo, 

2009; Darmer & Sundbo, 2008). While travelling, the new tourist looks for physical and 

psychological benefits as inspiration, knowledge, pleasure or happiness, meaningfulness, 

authenticity, memories, values, sense of belonging and hedonic benefits (Binkhorst & Den 

Dekker, 2009; Björk, 2014; Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Prebensen, Woo, et al., 2013; 

Ramkissoon & Uysal, 2008, 2011).The new approach oriented for generating value in 

consumption, in opposition to the traditional view, where the focus was put in the products, 

aims to create a sentimental value (Grönroos & Voima, 2012) between the consumer and 

the consumed item (Vargo et al., 2010; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The new tourists are 

searching for unique experiences that engage them in a personal way (Azevedo, 2009; Pine 

& Gilmore, 1999). The tourism experience can be viewed as a psychological process that 

engages and motivates people on an emotional, physical, spiritual, and intellectual level 

(Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; Pine & Gilmore, 1999). 

Some researchers suggest that the subjective mental state of tourists during a service 

encounter is known as tourism experience and depends on a huge number of different 

factors (Cohen, 1979; Otto, & Ritchie, 1996; Ryan, 2002; Uriely, 2005; Zhang et al., 2018) 

such as tourists’ motivations, needs and interpretations (E. E. Kim et al., 2011; Ooi, 2005). 

Consumption of experiences is one of the most emerging phenomena of the global 

economy (Pine & Gilmore, 1999; G. Richards, 2002). Pine and Gilmore adopted the 

expression “experience economy” in 1998 to emphasize the importance of the experiential 

value in creating economic value. In the experience economy, all the actors devote a big 

attention to the supply of memorable and meaningful experiences (Gibbs & Ritchie, 2010; 

Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Sternberg, 1997; Voss, 2004).  

Addis and Holbrook (2001, p. 50) identify the roots of the experiential consumption 

recognizing the importance of aspects such as “the roles of emotions in behaviour; 

consumers are feelers as well as thinkers and doers”. The significance of symbolism in 

consumption, the consumer’s need of fun and pleasure, as well as the roles of consumers 

in the different stages of consumption experience are important features that have been 

considerably neglected before (Addis & Holbrook, 2001; Carù & Cova, 2003). According to 
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Holbrook and Hirschman (1982, p. 132), in experiential consumption “consumption has 

begun to be seen as involving a steady flow of fantasies, feelings and fun encompassed by 

what we call the ‘experiential view’”. In this consumption, the consumer is attached to the 

service/product in an emotional and interactive way (Taheri, 2011). The consumption of the 

experiences includes a series of activities that influence consumers’ decisions and future 

actions (Carù & Cova, 2007). According to Miller (1998), the experiences are a central part 

of the life of today’s consumers. Life has an emotional and a rational side and the different 

experiences in which the customer immerses lead to life’s construction (Firat & Dholakia, 

2005). Providing satisfactory experiences is very important to consolidate an advantageous 

position regarding competitiveness and sustainability (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003; Tung & 

Ritchie, 2011). According to some authors such as Pine and Gilmore (1999) and Morgan 

(2006), experiences, rather than products, are the way to create sustainable competitive 

advantages. In order to be competitive, it is of utmost importance to deliver rewarding, 

authentic, unique, peak and memorable experiences (Gnoth & Knoblock, 2012). Despites 

its relevance, in general, and particularly in the field of tourism, there is not a consensual 

definition of experience. In the next section the concept of experience will be discussed. 

Although several fields of research will be taken into account, special attention will be 

assigned to tourism, which is the main context of research in this thesis, given that museums 

are very relevant tourism attractions. 

2.2.2. Definition of experience 

In order to understand how experiences can contribute to the development of tourism, some 

definitions of experience are analysed. The experience concept has been studied in the 

scope of different sciences such as philosophy, sociology, psychology, anthropology and 

ethnology, management, marketing, economy, and tourism studies (Havlena & Holbrook, 

1986; Hosany & Witham, 2009; H. M. Lee & Smith, 2015; MacInnis & Folkes, 2010; 

Minkiewicz et al., 2016; Oh et al., 2007; Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Quan & Wang, 2004; Schmitt, 

1999; J. Song & Qu, 2017). Definitions of experience mentioned in Table 2.1, even 

emerging from different fields, have been accepted in tourism. 

According to the Oxford English dictionary, “experience” is defined as the knowledge or 

skills acquired by a period of practical experience of something, something felt or learned  
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by personal contact with the observation of facts or events (Beeho & Prentice, 1997). 

Merriam-Webster (2021b) evidences the cognitive dimension of experience, stating that an 

experience can be a fact or state of having been affected by or gained knowledge through 

a direct observation or participation.  

Table 2.1. Definitions of experience emerging in different fields and accepted in tourism 

Author (year) Definition 
Cohen (1979) The tourism experience is searching for self-identity as a tourist. 

Holbrook and Hirschman 
(1982) 

An experience is a personal occurrence, normally with an emotional state 
loaded with symbolic meaning, founded on the interaction with the 
product or service consumed. 

Otto and Ritchie (1996) A subjective mental state felt by participants. 

Carlson (1997) An experience can be defined as a constant flow of thoughts and feelings 
that occur during moments of consciousness. 

O’Sullivan and Spangler 
(1998) 

Involves the participation and involvement of in the consumption and the 
state of being physically, mentally, emotionally, socially, or spiritually 
engaged in the experience. 

Schmitt (1999) 

Experiences are private events that are not self-generated but rather 
occur in response to some staged situation and involve the entire being 
as a result of observing or participating in an event. In order to stimulate 
desired consumer experience, marketers must provide the right setting 
and environment. 

Pine and Gilmore (1999, 
p. 12)  “Experiences are events that engage individuals in a personal way”. 

Gupta and Vajic (2000) 
An experience occurs when a customer has any sensation or knowledge 
acquisition resulting from some level of interaction with different elements 
of a context created by a service provider. 

Li (2000) A contrived and created act of consumption, a response to problems with 
“ordinary” life, a search for authenticity, and a multifaceted leisure activity. 

Lewis and Chambers 
(2000) 

The total outcome to the customer from the combination of environment, 
goods, and services purchased. 

B. Lee and Shafer (2002) Experience can be described as a subjective mental state of mind felt by 
participants. 

Berry et al. (2002) The means of orchestrating all the clues that people detect in the buying 
process. 

Hoch (2002, p. 448) 
“Experience is defined as the act of living through and observation of 
events and also refers to training and the subsequent knowledge and skill 
acquired”. 

Quan and Wang (2004) The tourism experience is thus understood as the “pure”, “net” or “peak” 
experience, usually derived from the attractions. 

Oh et al. (2007, p. 120) From a consumers’ perspective experiences are “enjoyable, engaging, 
memorable encounters for those consuming these events”. 

Mossberg (2007) A blend of many elements coming together and involving the consumer 
emotionally, physically, intellectually, and spiritually. 

Larsen (2007) A past travel-related event, which was significant enough to be stored in 
long-term memory. 

Gentile et al. (2007, p. 
397) 

“The customer experience originates from a set of interactions between a 
customer and a product, a company, or part of its organisation, which 
provoke a reaction. This experience is strictly personal and implies the 
customer’s involvement at different levels: rational, emotional, sensorial, 
physical, and spiritual”. 

Bjork and Sfandla (2009) The tourism experience is an individual perception generated in the 
context of interactions and integration of resources. 

Schmitt (2010) 
Knowledge, skill, or practice derived from direct observation of or 
participation in events: practical, wisdom resulting from what one has 
encountered, undergone, or lived. 

Source: Own elaboration. 
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Several definitions of experiences adopted in the tourism field have a management or, 

more specifically, a marketing perspective. Marketing scholars have examined the 

experience in several different contexts and perspectives such as consumption experiences 

(Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982), product experience (Hoch, 2002), memorable experience 

(Pine & Gilmore, 1999), extraordinary experience (LaSalle & Britton, 2003), aesthetic 

experience (Joy & Sherry, 2003), service experience (Hui & Bateson, 1991), shopping 

experience (Kerin et al., 1992), and customer experience (Ryder, 2007), among others. In 

all the contexts before mentioned, emotions, often cited as the heart of the consumption 

experience, and transformations in the individuals, are produced. From the marketing 

perspective, the consumer experience may be defined as “the total outcome to the 

consumer from the combination of environment, goods, and services purchased” (Lewis & 

Chambers, 2000, p. 46). It is accepted that experiences are individual and private events 

created in the context of interactions and resources integrations (Björk & Sfandla, 2009; 

Cohen, 1979; Gentile et al., 2007; Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Pine & Gilmore, 1999; 

Schmitt, 1999). From the management perspective, in consumer behaviour research, an 

experience has also been considered a personal occurrence in the context of consumption, 

most of the time with emotional significance, based on different interactions (Holbrook & 

Hirschman, 1982). Thus, experiences involve feelings and thoughts (Carlson, 1997) that 

occur during moments of consciousness. 

Examining the different approaches and definitions presented in table 2.1, two main 

common aspects can be identified: experiences are personal and involve customers at 

different levels (Björk & Sfandla, 2009; Gentile et al., 2007; Gupta & Vajic, 2000; Holbrook 

& Hirschman, 1982; B. Lee & Shafer, 2002; Mossberg, 2007; O’Sullivan & Spangler, 1998; 

Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt, 2010). Additionally, despite the subjective and personal 

dimension of this concept, several researchers’ definitions also imply that experiences are 

a moisture of elements coming together – e.g. products/services, environment and people 

(Brakus, 2001; Carlson, 1997; Fiske & Taylor, 2017; Gentile et al., 2007; Goleman, 2009; 

Lofman, 1991; Mossberg, 2007; O’Sullivan & Spangler, 1998; Pine & Gilmore, 1999; 

Schmitt & Simonson, 1997; Tavassoli, 1998). 

Analysing more in depth the character of experiences and the specific features that 

characterize them, based on the definitions before presented, it is possible to conclude that 

emotions and hedonic features are in the center of experiences, which are not simply 

rational consumption. Moreover, experiences are different from products or services due to 

their subjective nature (J.-S. Chen & Liu, 2007). Jackson and Marsh (1996) corroborate 
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this idea stating that experiences may be rather subjective and change from person to 

person. This subjective nature of consumption experiences has been reinforced by 

Holbrook and Hirschman (1982, p. 132), who define it as a “primarily subjective state of 

consciousness with a variety of symbolic meaning, hedonic responses, and aesthetic 

criteria”. In the context of tourism, experiences have also been described as a subjective 

mental state of mind felt by participants (B. Lee & Shafer, 2002; Otto, & Ritchie, 1996).  

During the consumer experience, a person can satisfy some particular needs, feelings of 

desire and joy (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). The involvement of a person in different levels 

can produce a good experience. Despite this, it is also important to recognize that some 

experiences may be negative and may produce negative emotions (Carbone & Haeckel, 

1994).  

Social interactions are fundamental in almost every sector as no joint value creation can 

exist and no co-creation can happen without the interaction between the supplier and the 

customer (Grönroos, 2011b). Thus, the interaction concept is a key construct in relationship 

marketing, in service marketing and in tourism as tourism experiences have a social 

dimension and meaning (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; De Rojas & Camarero, 2008; 

Grönroos, 1982; Gummesson, 2008; Kreziak & Frochot, 2011; Morgan, 2006). Many 

consumers want to interact, actively learn, and use knowledge more than observe (Campos 

et al., 2016; Tan et al., 2013, 2014). 

Usually experiences also involve the stimulation of senses (Agapito et al., 2013) like seeing, 

hearing, feeling, smelling, and tasting. The appeal to the several senses helps to create 

“unique and memorable” experiences that, to be effective, should take the visitor to a 

“transformation” through the acquisition of new skills, knowledge, self-confidence and self-

image (Morgan, 2006).  

As mentioned before, an experience may be described as a result of a set of emotional, 

physical, spiritual and/or intellectual involvement perceived by the tourists throughout 

its different stages (Brakus, 2001; Carlson, 1997; Fiske & Taylor, 2017; Gentile et al., 2007; 

Goleman, 2009; Lofman, 1991; Mossberg, 2007; O’Sullivan & Spangler, 1998; Pine & 

Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt & Simonson, 1997; Tavassoli, 1998).Consequently, in tourism, the 

experience concept is many times related to long term memories, authenticity and 

engagement (Larsen, 2007; Oh et al., 2007), which lead the experience to be understood 

as the “pure”, “net” or “peak” experience, usually derived from the attractions. 
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In this thesis, the definition adopted will be that proposed by Holbrook and Hirschman 

(1982), that states that an experience is above all a personal occurrence, often with 

important emotional significance, founded on the interaction with stimuli which are the 

products or services consumed.  

Besides, according to Frambach et al. (2007), the consumption experience can be divided 

into three major stages. First, there is the pre-purchase stage – which involves searching 

information on the attributes of the product considered to be purchased. Secondly, the 

purchase stage derives from the importance of the attributes of the product and from the 

comparation of its alternatives offered. Thirdly, there is the post-purchase stage, when the 

customer may maintain the relation with the provider or may repeat the purchase. In the 

field of tourism, which will be a main context of analysis in this thesis, many researchers (D. 

Anderson & Lucas, 1997; Calver & Page, 2013; Campos et al., 2016; Guisasola et al., 2009; 

Kempiak et al., 2017; Leighton, 2007; López Sintas et al., 2014; Taheri, 2011) are likely to 

identify three main stages at the consumption experience: (i) the pre-visit (information, 

planning and anticipation) to tourism destinations or tourism attractions (e.g. museums, 

theme parks); (ii) on-site engagement (resulting from management techniques such as the 

provision of information, communication and engagement with tourists); and (iii) post-visit 

memories (related to visit duration, acquisition of knowledge and level of satisfaction) 

(Kempiak et al., 2017; Larsen, 2007; Waligo, 2013). This suggests that, in the context of 

tourism, and in the context of this thesis related to museums, it makes sense to consider 

three main stages of the experience represented in Figure 2.1. The focus of this thesis will 

be the on-site experience. 

 

Figure 2.1. Stages in the consumption of the tourism experiences 

Source: Elaborated based on D. Anderson and Lucas (1997), Calver and Page (2013), Campos et al. (2016), 
Guisasola et al. (2009), Kempiak et al. (2017), Leighton (2007), Sintas et al. (2014) and Taheri (2011). 

Considering the variety of elements that compose experiences, various studies pay 

particular attention to the identification of their different dimensions. The approaches 

developed to categorize these dimensions will be analysed in the next section.  
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2.2.3. Dimensions of the experience 

Several researchers tried to identify the dimensions of the experience. To Lofman (1991), 

the consumer purchase intention involves two types of consumption: one “logical and 

rational” and another “experiential and irrational”. He identifies six components on 

experiential consumption: setting, sensation, thought, feeling, activity and evaluation. The 

“setting” is an experiential input and refers to physical environment, as well as atmospheric 

and other environment intangibles that can help to describe the place and the time of the 

experience. The “sensation” component refers to sensory processes like hearing, seeing, 

tasting, smelling, and touching. The “thought” refers to attributes, benefits or disadvantages 

and associations in consumption. “Feelings” refer to affective responses in consumption, 

emotions, or mood state. The “activity” refers to the behavioural events that occur during 

consumption. Finally, “evaluation” refers to the appreciation made by the market. Sensation, 

thought, feelings and activity may be considered experience dimensions. As far as 

evaluation is concerned, it is a more transversal feature, which overlaps with some of the 

before mentioned dimensions. Hence, evaluation involves thinking and may, for example, 

be an emotional evaluation, involving the emergence of emotions.  

For Pine and Gilmore (1998), there are two dimensions to consider in experiences: the 

first is the customer participation (passive or active) and the second is the connection 

with the event or performance (immersion or absorption). According to the authors, 

experiences are then sorted in four categories – entertainment, educational, escapist and 

aesthetic – depending on the level of the customer involvement and on the immersion in 

the environment. A more passive participation corresponds to the entertainment and 

aesthetic experiences whereas the escapist and educational experiences refer to a more 

active participation. In addition, depending on the level of connection that people have with 

the event that is occurring and with the environment where this event takes place, their 

experience may be characterised by absorption, if this level of connection is low, or by 

immersion, if they have a strong connection with the event and the environment. Absorption 

is likely to occur in entertainment and educational experiences. Immersion takes place when 

the customer gets deep in the experience through aesthetic and escapist experiences 

(Mehmetoglu & Engen, 2011; Pine & Gilmore, 1998). 

Schmitt (1999) states that the differences between the traditional marketing and this new 

approach to marketing – called experiential marketing – are mainly four. The differences 

are that, in the experiential marketing: (i) a greater importance is conferred to the customer 
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as experiences occur due to an encounter; (ii) the consumption is considered a holistic 

experience; (iii) customers are considered rational and emotional; (iv) and the methods and 

tools of experiential marketers have an eclectic nature – they may take the traditional format, 

being verbal, or they may be visual, applying to creative thinking. According to Schmitt 

(1999), experiential marketing is everywhere, and he introduces five strategic experiential 

components which correspond to dimensions of experience: sensory experiences (sense); 

affective experiences (feel); creative cognitive experiences (think); physical experiences, 

behaviours, and lifestyle (act); and social identity experiences that result from relating to a 

reference group or culture (relate). 

Similarities can be found between the dimensions proposed by Schmitt (1999) and other 

approaches, such as the Thought-Emotion-Activity-Value (TEAV) model from Hirschman 

and Holbrook (1986). “Thought” refers to the imaginary process present in associations 

made during consumption and the cognitive process. "Emotion" represents the feelings 

present in the experiences. "Activity" refers to the act, physical experiences, behaviours, 

and lifestyle. Therefore, the cognitive, behavioural and affective or emotional dimensions 

proposed by Schmitt (1999) are common to the TEAV model but are also encompassed by 

other approaches such as that suggested by Lofman (1991). “Sensory” also greatly 

corresponds to what Lofman (1991) designs by “sensation”. Only small differences can be 

noticed between the Schmitt (1999) approach and the TEAV. For example, Schmitt (1999) 

hasn’t mentioned value (that reflects self-oriented economic, hedonic value in Hirschman 

and Holbrook, 1986), but refers to a “relate” component that represents the outcomes of the 

social experiences of a certain group or culture. Hirschman and Holbrook (1986) proclaim 

the importance of consumer experience by focusing on the symbols and icons, the 

hedonism and aesthetic of the consumption process leading to different typologies of 

experiences, going from basic experiences, successful experiences, quality experiences, 

to extraordinary and memorable experiences. 

Fornerino et al. (2006) identify five distinct dimensions: the “cognitive”, which refers to 

the thoughts produced in the experiences; the “affective”, which refers to the feelings 

produced by the experiences – excitement, joy, pleasure and sadness, among other; the 

“sensorial”, which reflects the senses stimulation; the “physical behavioural” refers to the 

physical manifestations resulting from the experiences; the “social” component, related to 

the interaction and communication with friends or others. These dimensions greatly 

correspond to those suggested by Schmitt (1999).  
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Han Chen and Liu (2007) identify five components of experiential marketing in their 

study of online consumer’s attitude and behaviours in the context of what they called “virtual 

experiential marketing”: sense, interaction, pleasure, flow, and community relationship. 

Some of these dimensions identified – sensory, emotional, and behavioural aspects, 

namely interactions -, are common to many of the previously referred approaches to identify 

dimensions of experience. In contrast, flow, for example, is more specific of this 

classification of Han Chen and Liu (2007). 

Some of the previous approaches emerging in fields of study other than tourism (e.g., the 

approach of Pine and Gilmore, 1998), have also been adopted to analyse the tourism 

experience. For example, Hoffer M. Lee and Smith (2015) adopted this approach to 

develop a multiple-item scale to measure tourists’ experiences of visiting historic sites and 

museums, while Oh et al. (2007) used it to develop a measurement scale to assess 

experiences in bed-and-breakfast accommodation. However, some specific approaches 

have also been explicitly developed to measure tourism experiences, incorporating several 

dimensions of these experiences.  

Otto and Ritchie (1996) measure the nature of satisfaction with the service experience 

across the leisure and tourism industries. In this context, these authors proposed a scale 

for a construct they termed as the service experience, but that is applied to tourism. The 

aim of the research is to measure the nature of satisfaction with the service experience 

across tourism industries. As the authors mention, tourism is a business comprising many 

services sectors. In their study (Otto and Ritchie, 1996), six dimensions of the experience 

in services – hedonism (excitement, enjoyment, memorability), novelty (escape, doing 

something new), stimulation (educational and informative, challenging), safety (personal 

safety, security of belongings), comfort (physical comfort, relaxation) and interactive 

benefits (meeting people, being part of the process, having choice) – were confirmed to 

exist.  

In turn, Jong-Hyeong Kim et al. (2012) developed a valid scale to apply in destinations in 

order to measure the memorable tourism experience. Hedonism, refreshment, local 

culture, meaningfulness, knowledge, involvement, and novelty are the domains identified 

by these authors.  

Although many other approaches have been specifically developed to analyse the tourism 

experience, that incorporate several dimensions of this experience, these are some of the 

most often used.  
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Most of the approaches mentioned for identifying dimensions of the experiences, show 

several similarities even if they have some differences among them. The dimensions of 

experiences most frequently identified by the researchers considered in this section are: (i) 

the emotional dimension (generating moods, feelings and emotions such as pleasure and 

excitement); (ii) the cognitive dimension (acquisition of knowledge and mental skills); (iii) 

the sensory dimension (good sensory experiences which can address hearing, touching, 

tasting and smelling so as to incite sight and aesthetical evaluations, including a sense of 

beauty); (iv) the behavioural dimension (corresponding to the behaviour of the consumers, 

including the activities they do); and (v) the relate dimension (social dimension) (Figure 2.2). 

Other dimensions were only mentioned by very few authors like Jan Packer (2006) – who 

refers the transcendent dimension of the experience – or Cutler and Carmichael (2010) – 

who mention the personal dimension that encompasses all the elements of a tourism 

experience which are within the individual such as motivation, expectations, memory, 

perception, and self-identity, among other.  

 

Figure 2.2. Dimensions of experiences 

Source: Elaborated based on H. Chen and Liu (2007), Hirschman and Holbrook (1986), J.-H. Kim et al. 
(2012), Lofman (1991), Mehmetoglu and Engen (2011), Pine and Gilmore (1998) and Schmitt (1999). 

As far as the behavioural dimension is concerned, not all the researchers explicitly 

mention it. Actually, this dimension is more explicit in the approaches of authors such as 

Fornerino et al. (2006), Hirschman and Holbrook (1986), Lofman (1991) and Schmitt (1999), 

but is also implicit in the approaches of other researchers such as Pine and Gilmore (1998), 

when these authors refer to active participation. It is also interesting to highlight that, 

sometimes, social interaction seems to be incorporated in a general behaviour dimension, 

and sometimes it is considered an autonomous dimension, which highlights the relevance 

of this interaction in the scope of consumer behaviour. 

Dimensions 
of experiences

Emotional Cognitive Sensory Behavioural Relate Other



2 – Co-creation of tourism experiences 

26 

2.3. Co-creation of tourism experiences 

2.3.1. Co-creation  

Even if co-creation in tourism studies goes back to 2006 being first addressed by Binkhorst 

(2006), this important concept to tourism has been used in various areas which result in a 

complicated field with a variety of theoretical approaches and perspectives (Galvagno & 

Dalli, 2014; Mohammadi et al., 2021).  

The growth of competition between company’s led to the increase of the studies exploring 

the concept of value co-creation as a way to involve customers in this process (Neuhofer, 

2016). According to Sthapit and Björk (2019) all the stakeholders engaged in co-creation 

process, customers, managers, employees and other platers, benefit from their interaction. 

Various perspectives of co-creation and its foundations, as well as several of their 

theoretical backgrounds such as marketing, service, design, and innovation management 

(Etgar, 2008, 2015; Jawiorski & Kohli, 2015; Kambil et al., 1996; Nambisan & Baron, 2009; 

Payne et al., 2008; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000, 2004) should be considered. These 

perspectives emerged in research specially regarding: 

• Marketing (Ballantyne & Varey, 2006; Cova & Dalli, 2009; Grönroos, 2011a; 

Gummesson & Mele, 2010; Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Payne et al., 2008; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004; Salloum et al., 2014; Salloum & Azoury, 2012; Witell et al., 

2011); 

• Service logic and service-dominant logic (Ballantyne & Varey, 2008; Bolton & 

Saxena-Iyer, 2009; Cova & Salle, 2008; Dong et al., 2007; Edvardsson et al., 2011; 

Etgar, 2015; Ferguson et al., 2010; Maglio & Spohrer, 2008; Vargo, 2008; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004); 

• Design logic (Brohman et al., 2009; Kohler et al., 2011; Mukhtar et al., 2012; 

Nenonen & Storbacka, 2010; Sanders & Stappers, 2008); 

• Innovation and new product development (Bowonder et al., 2010; Franke & 

Schreier, 2010; Michel et al., 2008; Nambisan, 2010; O’Hern & Rindfleisch, 2008; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Romero & Molina, 2011; Sawhney et al., 2005; 

Tanev et al., 2009). 
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There is a high degree of consensus among the definitions that co-creation involves 

multiple stakeholders to co-create value, with some of the authors specifically stressing 

that co-creation involves the creation of an experience collaboratively (Binkhorst & Den 

Dekker, 2009; Björk, 2014; Campos et al., 2016; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Neuhofer et al., 

2013; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Prebensen et al., 2018; Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 

2013).  

Most of the literature has emerged from the service management field (Kambil et al., 1996), 

although innovation management studies, marketing, and consumer research have also 

brought important contributions (Azevedo, 2009; Bertella, 2014; Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 

2009; Ek et al., 2008; Haahti, 2006; Ihamäki, 2012; Kreziak & Frochot, 2011; Mathisen, 

2013; Prebensen & Foss, 2011; G. Richards, 2011; C. A. Scott, 2009; Tan et al., 2014). The 

term became more well-known through Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000, 2004), who 

referred to value co-creation as the co-creation of personalised experiences with the 

customers. They stated that value is created by the interaction between the customer and 

the firm in a relevant field of interest. 

The co-creation concept is directly related to the core of service-dominant logic (S-D logic) 

that always considers the customer a value co-creator (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The service-

dominant logic was introduced as a “new dominant logic for marketing”, where service is 

the essential basis of business (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Based on a broad perspective, co-

creation has become evident mainly with this new service approach, in which all the 

stakeholders – e.g. consumers, firms and other organisations –, act as resources 

integrators (Arnould et al., 2006; Holbrook, 1996; Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013).  

According to some authors, value is created with customers, by the users to the users 

(Grönroos, 2011a; Lusch et al., 2008; Lusch & Vargo, 2006). In this new perspective of 

business, the producers and consumers are not separated, and value is always co-created 

during usage by both providers and consumers. Hence, the idea that the customer is the 

main actor in this process is rather simplistic (Vargo & Lusch, 2011) as both are key players 

in the process of co-creation. Some authors argue that companies can only be co-creators 

of value either through their interaction with customers (Grönroos, 2008) or by collaborating 

in the co-creation of new products and services (Ballantyne et al., 2008). 

Despite recognizing the crucial role that both producers and consumers can have in the co-

creation process, co-creation conceptualizations can be divided broadly into those that 

are primarily firm focused, with a high business orientation and a high importance assigned 
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to strategies towards competitiveness (Bharwani & Jauhari, 2013; Chathoth et al., 2013; 

Ciasullo & Carrubbo, 2011; Shaw et al., 2011), and those that are customer focused and 

view co-creation as a new relationship between producers and consumers, in which an 

emphasis is put on consumers, described as co-creators of value or even the only creators 

of value (Azevedo, 2009; Li & Petrick, 2008; Rihova et al., 2018) (Figure 2.3). 

 

Figure 2.3. Co-creation conceptualizations 

Sources: Elaborated based on Azevedo (2009), Bertella (2014), Bharwani and Jauhari (2013), Binkhorst and 
Den Dekker (2009), Chathoth et al.(2013), Ciasullo and Carrubo (2011), Ek et al. (2008), Eraqi (2011), Haahti 

(2006), Ihamaki (2012), Kreziak and Frochot (2011), Li and Petrick, (2008), MacLeod, Hayes and Slater 
(2009), Mathisen (2013), Mkono (2012); Prebensen and Foss (2011), V. Richards (2010), Rihova et al. (2013), 

Samuelsen (2010), Tan et al. (2013), Tan, Luh, and Kung (2014) and Volo (2009). 

 

In firm-focused approaches, emphasis is put on business orientation and, consequently, 

on processes to engage consumers in co-creation (Bharwani & Jauhari, 2013; Chathoth et 

al., 2013; Ciasullo & Carrubbo, 2011; Shaw et al., 2011). This may include a co-creation 

that involves the participation in the design, production, and consumption of the service and 

in the creation of new products and services (Eraqi, 2011; Samuelsen, 2010; Santos-

Vijande, 2012). This conceptualization obligates firms to mobilize all networks and 

processes to attract consumers to the generation of value (Ciasullo & Carrubbo, 2011; 

Eraqi, 2011). 
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In customer focused approaches, the role of the consumer in the co-creation processes 

is emphasized (Azevedo, 2009; Li & Petrick, 2008; Rihova et al., 2018). It is specially 

remarked the role of the consumers as active players (Bertella, 2014; Binkhorst & Den 

Dekker, 2009; Ek et al., 2008; Ihamäki, 2012; Mathisen, 2013; Mkono, 2012; Prebensen & 

Foss, 2011; Rihova et al., 2018) and the relevance of the providers interacting with 

consumers (Azevedo, 2009; Bertella, 2014; Haahti, 2006; Kreziak & Frochot, 2011; 

MacLeod et al., 2009; G. Richards, 2011; Tan et al., 2013, 2014; Volo, 2009).  

This thesis adopts the customer focus on the conceptualization of co-creation, in which 

the role of the consumer in the co-creation processes is highlighted.  

According to different aims, authors distinguish several types of co-creation: co-creation 

of experiences (Battarbee & Koskinen, 2005; Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009), co-recovery 

(Roggeveen et al., 2012; Xu et al., 2014), co-innovation (Shaw et al., 2011) and, finally, co-

marketing, which includes co-creating brand (Payne et al., 2009). In this scope, Shulga et 

al. (2015) proposed a framework of customer-company interaction in value co-creation, 

where the authors identify different types of co-creation: (i) co-creation of experiences; (ii) 

co-recovery; (iii) co-innovation and (iv) co-marketing. Figure 2.4 presents a framework 

adapted from that of Shulga et al. (2015), which includes the contributions of other 

researchers previously mentioned. 

 

Figure 2.4. Types of co-creation 

Source: Adapted from Battarbee and Koskinen (2005), Binkhorst and Dekker (2009), Gentile et al. (2007), 
Grönroos (2011b), Payne et al. (2009), Roggeveen et al. (2012), Shaw et al. (2011), Shulga et al. (2015) and 

Xu et al. (2014). 
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Most authors who discuss co-creation in the scope of management (Cova & Dalli, 2009; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2008) or even specifically in the field of tourism (Bertella, 2014; Binkhorst 

& Den Dekker, 2009; Campos et al., 2016; Ek et al., 2008; Ihamäki, 2012; Tan et al., 2014), 

refer explicitly or implicitly to the co-creation of experiences that the consumers live. 

According to Fu and Lehto (2018) co-creation marks a new era of experience economy 

where customers value the experience increasing the value both for customers and service 

providers. 

Another type of co-creation identified in the literature is co-recovery (Dong et al., 2007; Mohr 

& Bitner, 1995; Payne et al., 2008; Roggeveen et al., 2012; Xu et al., 2014). This term has 

been coined by Dong et al. (2007) and is the process of creating a solution through 

interactions between customers and their service company during a service recovery, in 

which the company is responsible for the error (Xu et al., 2014). In co-recovery, customers 

take part in problem solving, providing their opinions and their recommendations (Xu et al., 

2014). Thus, customers can co-recover service failures (Payne et al., 2009), helping firms 

to improve their products and services. Co-recovery can be viewed as a product or service 

development (Xu et al., 2014) and some authors argue (Dong et al., 2007) that the more 

customers participate in the service recovery, the more satisfied they become, and the 

greater is their intention to co-create value in the future. The idea of firms to involve 

customers in the recovery process aims to offer customers a certain degree of perceived 

control and empowerment during a service failure situation (Xu et al., 2014). According to 

Roggeveen et al. (2012), the co-recovery process is found to be effective only when the 

customers find it to be positive. On the other hand, it is harmful if customers see their effort 

as doing a job for the company. Customers must feel that the company is making a larger 

portion of the joint-recovery effort, to justify their loss and all the inconvenience caused 

(Dong et al., 2007). In co-recovery, the more the customers perceive effort made by the 

employees in order to solve the problem, the more positive is the recovery (Mohr & Bitner, 

1995; Xu et al., 2014). 

Co-innovation is said to be a product or service development (Shulga et al., 2015). In co-

innovation a high level of customer participation is required for the purpose of innovation 

(Kristensson et al., 2008).  

Finally, co-marketing concerns the co-creation of value in the scope of marketing, usually 

in brands. This value is co-created with consumers and other stakeholders, and the element 

of co-creation is, many times, perceived by consumer groups as brand communities and 



2 – Co-creation of tourism experiences 

31 

user communities, that actively create brand identity (Payne et al., 2008). Consumers may 

identify themselves with company brands, destination brands, among others, and they 

actively participate in the co-creation of content. The term co-branding, also known as brand 

alliance, brand extension, marketing partnership and strategic alliance, can be defined as 

multiple brands collaborating in technology development, marketing, and production, while 

keeping their independence as separate businesses. It is a strategy to launch new products 

(S. Lee et al., 2006). Co-branding uses two or more brands in one single product, while in 

other co-marketing approaches brands work together to promote their products.  

This thesis will focus on the co-creation of experiences. The concept of co-creation of 

experiences will be further explored in the next sections. In the next section, the concept of 

co-creation is examined by specifically analysing its facets. 

2.3.2. Co-creation of experiences 

In order to clearly delimit the scope of this thesis, it should be noticed that the visitor 

experience is a dynamic process with different stages and that co-creation may occur in 

one, in some or in all the stages of the experience. Hence, in section 2.2.2, it was pointed 

out that many researchers recognised three stages in one consumption experience – the 

pre-consumption experience, the purchase experience and the post-consumption 

experience – and that this conclusion was extended to tourism contexts, such as visits to 

tourism destinations or attractions, where three stages of the experience can also be 

identified: pre-visit experience, visit experience and post-visit experience. 

Considering now the experience co-creation, it is also possible to distinguish several stages 

in experience co-creation. Despites this topic is discussed in many fields of study, it makes 

sense to analyse approaches adopted in the area of tourism, since tourism is a major 

context of analysis in the present thesis. When referring to the experience of visits to tourism 

destinations or tourism attractions, several authors (Arnould et al., 2006; Carù & Cova, 

2003; T. Chen et al., 2017; Clawson & Knetsch, 2011; Ek et al., 2008; Kempiak et al., 2017; 

López Sintas et al., 2014; W. D. Neal, 1999; Prebensen et al., 2016; Sheng & Chen, 2012) 

identify different stages of the tourist experience co-creation. Most of these researchers 

referred to three stages of the experience co-creation that correspond to co-creation that 
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takes place in the three stages of the visitors’1 experience already identified: pre-visit 

experience, on site experience and post-visit experience (Figure 2.5).  

 

Figure 2.5. Stages of co-creation of tourist experiences 

Sources: Elaborated based on T.Chen et al. (2017), Ek et al. (2008), J.D.Neal et al. (1999), Prebensen et al. 
(2016) and Sheng and M.C. Chen (2012). 

What was previously mentioned implies that, regardless of the number of phases identified, 

at any point of the process, it is possible to co-create value in the experience, ranging from 

the pre-visit to the post visit stage. Before the visit, the active participation can emerge 

from actively searching for the information one is interested in, as a visitor, using, many 

times, instructional materials and activities or technologies (D. Anderson & Lucas, 1997; 

Daengbuppha et al., 2006; Guisasola et al., 2009; Kempiak et al., 2017; McLellan, 2000; 

Patel et al., 2016; Streitz et al., 2005) such as websites (Marty, 2007) and mobile devices 

(Udo & Fels, 2010). At this stage, consumers may also be requested to participate in the 

design of an experience (e.g. to help design an exhibition in a museum), by expressing their 

needs or preferences (Campos et al., 2016; S. M. Davies, 2010; Kujala, 2003; Lynch, 2011; 

Nesset & Large, 2004). This co-creation can be especially important to create experiences 

better suited to the needs and wants of specific segments of consumers, which are likely to 

result in higher satisfaction. At the on-site stage, consumers can actively create the 

experience during the visit in several ways, as will be observed in further detail in section 

3.5 (Erätuuli & Sneider, 1990; Liu, 2008; Mygind et al., 2015; Othman, 2012; Taheri, 2011). 

At the post-visit stage, visitors can co-create the experience, for example, through sharing 

experiences and memories (Calver & Page, 2013; Campos et al., 2018).  

 
1 A visitor is a traveler taking a trip to a main destination outside his/her usual environment, for less than a year, 

for any main purpose (business, leisure or other personal purpose) other than to be employed by a resident 
entity in the country or place visited. A visitor (domestic, inbound or outbound) is classified as a tourist (or 

overnight visitor) if his/her trip includes an overnight stay, or as a same-day visitor (or excursionist) otherwise 

(WTO - World Tourism Organization, 2007). 
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The present thesis will focus on the on-site experience co-creation, where there is not 

only a plethora of possibilities to co-create experiences, but also where suppliers have more 

opportunities to encourage co-creation, by providing stimuli to trigger this process. 

Consequently, the literature review will concentrate on the co-creation of on-site 

experiences. Opportunities to co-create during visits, both during visits to tourism 

destinations and to museums, with these last being the focus of this thesis, are going to be 

further discussed in the next sections. In order to more deeply understand the co-creation 

of experiences, the facets of this co-creation and different aims of the co-creation of 

experiences will also be discussed, as well as the contexts where co-creation may occur. 

2.3.3. Facets of on-site co-creation of tourist experiences 

All experiences are co-creative as they represent the outcome of participation and 

interaction between a huge number of participants such as organisations, service 

employees and customers (Antón et al., 2018; Campos et al., 2018; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 

2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Payne et al., 2008; Prebensen et al., 2013). However, the level 

of co-creation can vary depending on the nature of the service (Bitner et al., 1997). 

Sometimes all that is required is the presence of the customer and the firm assumes the 

entire service production; otherwise, the consumption experience may be widely co-

designed and co-produced by the customer. Despite the already large amount of research 

on the subject, there is not a consensual definition of co-creation nor a complete consensus 

regarding its facets. In the present study the designation ‘facets’ will be used, as suggested 

by Minkiewicz et al. (2014), to refer to expressions of co-creation which may overlap, as 

discussed later. The literature suggests that co-creative experiences may have several 

facets, such as: (i) active participation; (ii) co-production; (iii) interaction; (iv) personalization; 

(v) customization; and (vi) emotional and cognitive engagement.  

One facet that characterizes co-creative experiences is active participation. Hence, as a 

theoretical construct, the co-creation of experiences is characterized by customer active 

participation in consuming and producing value (Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Bendapudi & 

Leone, 2003; Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Jawiorski & Kohli, 2015; Payne et al., 2008; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). Corroborating the 

perspectives suggested in other fields of study, in tourism it has been always considered 

that co-creation involves tourists’ active participation (Antón et al., 2018; Bertella, 2014; 

Binkhorst, 2007; Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009; Cabiddu et al., 2013; Ciasullo & Carrubbo, 
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2011; Ek et al., 2008; Eraqi, 2011; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Haahti, 2006; 

Ihamäki, 2012; Jager, 2009; Lugosi, 2014; Lugosi & Walls, 2013; Mathisen, 2013; 

Mehmetoglu & Engen, 2011; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Mkono, 2012; Morgan, 2006; Morgan 

et al., 2009; Mossberg, 2007; Neuhofer et al., 2012; Prebensen, Woo, et al., 2014; G. 

Richards, 2007, 2011; N. Scott et al., 2009; Tan et al., 2013, 2014; Thompson, 2008; Volo, 

2009; W. Wang et al., 2011; Zouni & Kouremenos, 2008). In fact, the defining aspect mostly 

attributed to co-creation is active participation. It is highly consensual that co-creation, which 

emerges as a new paradigm in the literature, involves the transformation of visitors from 

receivers to co-creators, from a “passive audience” to “active players” (Baron & Harris, 

2008; Payne et al., 2008; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Xie et al., 2008).  

Co-creation is not the firm trying to please the customer, but it is about joint creation of value 

by the providers and the customers. Customers are allowed to co-construct the service to 

suit their needs (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). They play a more important role than the 

service providers either in the creation or in the provision of the service, increasing the 

benefit to the customer (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000). The consumer becomes an actor 

participating in co-creating value by interacting with the firm that co-shapes his/her 

expectations (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The active role of the customer has been 

emphasized in many contexts by several authors, which refer to the consumer as a central 

part in the co-creation of value (Chathoth et al., 2013; Payne et al., 2008; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004; Prebensen & Foss, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Wind & Rangaswamy, 

2001; Xie et al., 2008). Researchers agree that co-creation needs a consumer who is active 

in the creation of his/her experience (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).  

This active participation may include, among other features, some kind of interaction of the 

customer with the space, the physical environment (Antón et al., 2018; Campos et al., 2016; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Mirghadr et al., 2018), through the contact with objects (e.g. 

touching objects and, therefore, connecting with the objects on display) or with interpretation 

means, virtual and non-virtual (e.g. using interactive panels) (H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016).  

The active participation may also involve participating in activities during a certain period, 

for example, engaging in interactive and “hands-on” workshops and participating in 

performances (Antón et al., 2018; Kempiak et al., 2017), or in some kind of entertainment 

(Campos et al., 2016) and, thus, feeling to be more an actor than a spectator (Antón et al., 

2018).  
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Sometimes, this active participation also involves a sensory dimension (Agapito et al., 2013; 

Schmitt, 1999). Several authors point that environments are multisensory, composed by 

visual impressions, sounds, tastes and touch (Ackerman, 1990; Agapito et al., 2013; 

Schmitt, 1999), and highlight the importance of the senses in the construction of the tourist 

experience. In the experience concept diverse definitions refer senses has crucial to both 

having and staging the experience (Agapito et al., 2013; Carù & Cova, 2003; Dann & 

Jacobsen, 2003; Ooi, 2003; Walls et al., 2011). 

One facet that is often overlapped with active participation is co-production, which involves 

active participation and can’t be disfellowshipped from it. It needs to be clarified that, 

according to Payne et al. (2008), the two constructs – co-production and co-creation – have 

been frequently used interchangeably. Historically, the service literature has related the 

term co-production to the involvement of the customer during the exchange process due to 

the simultaneous production and consumption characteristic of the service (Bitner et al., 

1997) and, according to Lusch and Vargo (2006), the term co-production is connoted with 

the good-dominant logic. In fact, according to Yen et al. (2004), co-production is used to 

refer to the “interactive nature of services” occurring when the customer actively participates 

in the creation of the core offer itself (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2000; Lusch & Vargo, 2006; 

Ordanini & Pasini, 2008). The term “prosumer” first mentioned by Toffler (1980), referred to 

one who both consumes and produces the service. Vargo and Lusch (2006, p. 8) also tried 

to clarify the differences between the two concepts and, in the same perspective, 

considered that “co-production is a component of co-creation of value and captures 

participation in the development of the core offering itself”. In the same line, for Ordanini 

and Pasini (2008), co-production will always be an aspect of co-creation. Customer co-

production of the “end” product makes the difference between a service based and a good 

based transaction (Parasuraman et al., 1985). Co-production occurs through the integration 

and application of resources both by the firm and by the customer (Payne et al., 2008). 

Under the service-dominant logic, co-production goes beyond inviting the customer to 

participate in the process of production or design (Vargo et al., 2008). In a controversial 

way, “it places the customer explicitly at the same level of importance as the company” in 

the value creation process (Payne et al., 2008, p. 83). Ramsey White et al. (2009) propose 

that co-creation occurs when consumers contribute to determining the perceived value of 

an organisation and its offerings while co-production occurs when consumers actively 

contribute to the production of goods or services. Consumers and organisations are the 

beneficiaries of both co-production and co-creation. 
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In sum, as previously mentioned, there is not a consensual definition of co-production. 

Several researchers (Bendapudi & Leone, 2003; Chathoth et al., 2013, 2016; Shulga et al., 

2015) consider co-production and co-creation almost as synonymous, both reflecting the 

involvement and the active role of the consumer in producing and consuming value. On the 

other hand, others regard co-production as a component of co-creation related to the 

creation of the core offering. Despite the difficulty in establishing the boundaries of the core 

offering, in the present thesis this last approach will be advocated and co-production will be 

referred, as mentioned by (Lusch & Vargo, 2006), as a “component of co-creation of value” 

that “captures participation in the development of the core offering itself”. 

Active participation often involves the interaction of visitors with other persons. Due to its 

relevance, social interaction has been considered as another facet of co-creation. In fact, 

the interaction concept is a key construct in co-creation of experiences (Grönroos, 2011a, 

2011b). Interaction is a mutual action where the parts involved have a bilateral influence 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). Interaction has been, 

traditionally, considered of main importance to tourism (Prebensen et al., 2016). In services, 

interactions take place in service encounters. Instead of two processes (provision and 

consumption of the service) occurring in different moments in time, we have one period 

where both processes take place simultaneously. 

In terms of service-dominant logic, value co-creation is conceptualized as an interactive 

process between the customer and the service provider (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008), but 

the way customers interact with each other is not always considered (Rihova et al., 2013). 

Some researchers (Vargo & Lusch, 2008) argue that value is generated, mainly, through 

interactions between the customers and the service providers; thus, interaction between 

both parties has a crucial role in helping to create value (Azevedo, 2009; Bertella, 2014; 

Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009; Ek et al., 2008; Ihamäki, 2012; Kreziak & Frochot, 2011; 

MacLeod et al., 2009; Mathisen, 2013; Mossberg, 2007; Rihova et al., 2013; Tan et al., 

2013, 2014; Volo, 2009). According to Matthing et al. (2004), the service providers learn 

from customers who share with them their needs, preferences, habits, and values (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004). Grönroos (2011a, p. 244) considers interaction as a “mutual or reciprocal 

action where two or more parties have an effect upon one another”. Co-creation is 

considered as a series of interactions and activities performed by the customer and 

connecting him/ her with other actors to achieve the desired outcomes (McColl-Kennedy et 

al., 2012; Payne et al., 2008). In some cases, interaction is considered either as formal 

(written communication) or informal (oral communication) (Gwinner et al., 2005; Shen & 
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Ball, 2009; Surprenant & Solomon, 1987). Co-creation can be built on constant and 

intensive dialogue with other customers, operators, service and content providers and a 

variety of other partners (Chathoth et al., 2013). Customers use their knowledge and skills 

in social, dynamic, and interactive relationships with service providers and other 

stakeholders.  

Adopting a service-dominant logic allows the firm to get involved with their customers, taking 

an active part in the value generation process and fulfilment for customers. During direct 

interactions with customers, the firms get the chance to engage in their customers’ value 

creation and customers become co-creators of value as well (Grönroos, 2008). Hence, 

customers are in charge of their value creation and are fundamentally the value creators, 

during direct interactions and, if the firm makes use of the opportunities of such an 

interactive process, the firm also co-creates value with the customers. Value co-creation 

can take place only if interactions occur between parties, for example between the firm and 

the customer. If there are no direct interactions, no value co-creation is possible; the quality 

of the interactions between the parties is fundamental for value co-creation (Fyrberg & 

Jüriado, 2009). In conclusion, with direct interactions between firms and customers, firms 

get opportunities to become co-creators of value with customers.  

Several authors mentioned the social component of interaction in the tourism context and 

its importance in co-creation, referring the social contacts of tourists with relatives and 

friends, other visitors, locals, staff and other suppliers present in the context of the 

experiences (Antón et al., 2018; Campos et al., 2016; H. Chen & Rahman, 2018). Research 

confirms the relevance of interaction between the parts involved in the process, in the scope 

of tourism, since tourism has a relevant social dimension (Campos et al., 2018; Carù & 

Cova, 2015; Falk & Dierking, 2000; Prebensen & Foss, 2011; Rihova et al., 2015). One of 

the main reasons that motivate consumers to co-create (Pera & Viglia, 2015), social 

relationships are a social phenomenon and need to be understood as such, since 

customers co-create their experiences through relationships with other visitors (Carù & 

Cova, 2007; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Prebensen & Foss, 2011; vom Lehn, 2006), with 

friends and family (Minkiewicz et al., 2014) and by interacting with employees/staff (Bitner 

et al., 1994; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Simon, 2010; Slåtten et al., 2011), among others. 

Hence, social contacts can happen between those who are together or those who happen 

to be in the same place (Patel et al., 2016). Questioning the staff, asking for help, and 

sharing opinions with other visitors are types of interactions that can occur while traveling 

(Minkiewicz et al., 2016; Taheri, 2011). Within the literature, there is a general consensus 
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that interaction between consumers has gained relevance (Minkiewicz et al., 2014; 

Prebensen & Foss, 2011) and sometimes the social context of the visits is the main aspect 

remembered in later years (Antón et al., 2018; Campos et al., 2017; H. Chen & Rahman, 

2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr 

et al., 2018; Taheri, 2011). Selby (2004, p. 191) referred tourists have been “dynamic social 

actors, interpreting and embodying experiences, whilst also creating meaning and new 

realities through their actions”. The social component during travel is an essential output as 

social interaction helps knowing new people, making new friends or spending time with 

relatives (Buonincontri et al., 2017). Socialization is already considered as an important 

motivation in the scope of tourism and, sometimes, social interaction can also contribute to 

meet other needs and desires of visitors, such as expanding knowledge. However, the 

potential outcomes of co-creation will be discussed more in-depth in chapter 4. The 

stakeholders with which the visitor may interact, and the character of these interactions will 

also be more deeply explored in chapter 3, when talking about the contexts of interaction. 

Co-creation is thus a process through which organisations and individuals work actively 

together, interacting with each other, delivering benefits for the several parties involved. 

Personalization and customization are also considered facets of co-creation. There is not 

a consensual perspective about these concepts, which make them somehow difficult to 

delimit. According to some researchers (Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Shen & Ball, 2009), these 

concepts are unified, and personalization may be defined as “customizing services to an 

individual customer through the adaptive behaviour of service representatives” (Shen & 

Ball, 2009, p. 81).  

Despites several authors do not establish a clear differentiation between personalization 

and customization, some literature differentiates them (Arora et al., 2008; Ball et al., 2006; 

Bettencourt & Gwinner, 1996; Cöner, 2003; Gilmore & Pine, 1997; Kumar, 2007; 

Montgomery & Smith, 2009; O’Shaughnessy & O’Shaughnessy, 2009). Cöner (2003) states 

that personalization is performed by the company and is based on adapting contents to 

users, while customization is performed by the users. According to the author, 

customization is a form of personalization which is done by the customer (e.g., during a tour 

guided visit, the guide adapts the visits’ contents to the public). 

Sunikka and Bragge (2012, p. 10050) referred to personalization as “to offer the right 

products and services at the right time and in the right place to the right customers”. 

According to Minkiewicz et al. (2014), personalization may take three forms: (i) tailoring of 
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the experience (e.g., take some control of their experience, for example experiencing the 

exhibits in one’s preferred manner, using the space in one’s own way); (ii) interaction with 

employees; and (iii) technology and interactive displays personalization (using technology 

as a personalization tool). Minkiewicz et al. (2014), following the line of Shen and Ball 

(2009), have a broader perspective of personalization highlighting various dimensions, with 

one of these corresponding to customization. They are partially in the same line of Gwinner 

et al. (2005) and Surprenant and Solomon (1987) since the latter consider that one 

dimension of personalization is the interpersonal adaptive behaviour, where employees 

may adjust their verbal and non-verbal behaviour to the interpersonal context of the service 

interaction such as addressing customer by first name, engaging in a small talk, giving 

personal attention and warmth and displaying a genuine desire to assist him/her. Shen and 

Ball (2009) also suggest a third way of personalizing interactions with visitors through 

technology-mediation, also considered by Minkiewicz et al. (2014), such as individualized 

interactions on websites and/or through the telephone, personalized emails, and 

customization of websites messages.  

In this context personalization has become an important aspect of co-creation due to the 

diversity of customers’ identity and cultural background and to the uniqueness of services 

(Sugathan & Ranjan, 2019). 

Customization has been considered by Eugene Anderson et al. (1997) as the more or less 

degree of tailoring of the services/products done by the firms to satisfy the different needs 

of the customers. The desire to personalize products or services to fit them to the individual 

needs of consumers is, according to Fan and Poole (2006), as old as humanity. 

Traditionally, customization was in the form of “made to order” products and services (Wind 

& Rangaswamy, 2001). The aim of customization is to satisfy as many needs of the 

customers as possible (Fiore et al., 2004; Simonson, 2005) through personalization. 

Gilmore and Pine (1997) define four basic types of customization: (i) adaptive customization 

offers standard products that can be changed by the users; (ii) cosmetic customization 

supplies standard products differently to diverse customers; (iii) transparent customization 

serves individual customers, with unique goods or services without customers being aware 

that those products and services have been customized for them; lastly, (iv) collaborative 

customization leads to dialog with customers in order to make customized products and 

services for them. According to Wind and Rangaswamy (2001), in customization the 

customer is an active participant at every stage of the product development, purchase and 

consumption process, and a co-producer of the product and service offerings. Many firms 
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now offer highly customized products in a wide range of categories. In some offerings, when 

customers desire a high level of customization, the production process allows the 

customization of the product and service offerings at feasible costs (Wind & Rangaswamy, 

2001). However, there are some products and services where the customer’s needs are 

best satisfied by product customization, but there may be high costs in the selling price 

(Wind & Rangaswamy, 2001). In the present study, there will be a focus on customization, 

where the customer is an active player at every stage of the product development and 

controls the experiences, having a main role in their development.  

Another facet of co-creation is engagement, that has been discussed from various 

perspectives. Engagement is used by some authors as a synonymous of active 

participation. The literature review reveals that when engagement is related to a behavioural 

component, involving a physical action, the preferred denomination is active participation 

(Bertella, 2014; Mathisen, 2013; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Mkono, 2012). Co-creation of 

experiences is often mainly associated with the behavioural dimension of the experience, 

with co-creative experiences being characterized by the presence of behaviourally active 

people (Bertella, 2014; Larsen, 2007; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Mkono, 2012; Morgan & Xu, 

2009; Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013). The behavioural engagement refers then to the 

active component of the experience, which may involve doing physical activities such as 

touching and smelling things (Minkiewicz et al., 2014).  

According to Kahn (1990, p. 694), “in engagement, people employ and express themselves 

physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances”. Some authors refer that 

engagement goes beyond behaviour and is also highly associated with the emotional or 

cognitive dimensions of the customer experience (Bowden, 2009; Brodie et al., 2013; 

Cheung et al., 2015; Fornerino et al., 2006; Harrigan et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; 

Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Schmitt, 1999). Hence, according to Minkiewicz et al. (2014), 

engagement is an individual’s psychological state of cognitive and emotional immersion in 

the consumption experience. To immerse, according to the Cambridge Dictionary is “to 

become completely involved in something” (Cambridge University Press, 2021). Following 

Black (2012), engagement usually requires a sufficient amount of time to be involved with 

the activity and implies deep sensory-perceptual, mental and/or affective involvement with 

the exhibition. Personal interpretation of the contents is required. These two aspects of the 

experience – emotional and cognitive engagement – correspond to important ways of 

producing experiences (Carù & Cova, 2007; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Zatori et al., 2018). 
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Emotional immersion happens when visitors experience a deep understanding, a feel of 

personal relevance and connection to the experience, for example, when customers interact 

with other people (e.g. staff or other visitors), and stories, information and memories are 

shared (Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Emotional immersion is influenced 

by customers’ state and also by external aspects of the space. According to Payne et al. 

(2008, p. 92), “For many customers, recreational travel is about making their dreams come 

true”; travelling involves emotional and experiential aspects. The degree of a costumers’ 

identification with the experience leads to a higher level of emotional engagement. When 

costumers perceive the experience as unique, a feel of inspiration, pride and wellbeing is 

raised by engagement and immersive experiences (Prebensen et al., 2018). Thus, it 

becomes harder to forget those moments, and the intention to recommend the places and 

to revisit them later on pops up.  

In turn, cognitive engagement is associated with the desire of acquiring knowledge and 

learning (Black, 2005; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Suppliers of tourism services can provoke 

thought and stimulate curiosity through several approaches such as conveying interesting 

information and questioning consumers, motivating them to reflect about certain topics and, 

even, about their own lives (Black, 2005; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Personal stories are 

highly recommended in order to stimulate thought and to capture visitors’ attention (Black, 

2005). Cognitive engagement enriches customers’ understanding by gaining information 

and knowledge (Black, 2012; Doering, 1999). 

Behavioural, emotional, and cognitive engagement can be interrelated since some activities 

and, therefore, behavioural engagement, may elicit emotions and provoke thought, leading 

to emotional and cognitive engagement. Both elements cannot be separated as they are 

associated and one can lead to the other (Carneiro et al., 2019). The frequent option of 

operationalizing co-creation based on behavioural engagement will be further discussed 

in section 3.5. 

Figure 2.6 summarizes the facets of co-creation of experiences identified in this section. 

They are designated as facets since they are not completely exclusive and partially overlap, 

as may be understood, every time that, for example, active participation requires interaction. 



2 – Co-creation of tourism experiences 

42 

 

Figure 2.6. Facets of co-creation 

Sources: Elaborated based on Antón et al. (2018), Azevedo (2009), Bertella (2014), Binkhorst (2007), 
Binkhorst and Den Dekker (2009), Cabiddu et al. (2013), Campos et al. (2016), Ciasullo and Carrubbo (2011), 

Eraqi (2011), Falk and Dierking (2016b), Farsani (2019), Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer (2012), Haahti 
(2006), Ihamaki (2012), Jager (2009); Kempiak et al. (2017), Kreziak and Frochot (2011), Lugosi and Walls 

(2013), Lugosi (2014), Mehmetoglu and Engen (2011), Minkiewicz, Evens and Bridson (2014), Mkono (2012), 
Morgan (2006), Morgan et al. (2009), Mossberg (2007), Neuhofer et al. (2012), Prebensen and Foss (2011), 

Prebensen et al. (2013), Tan et al. (2014), Thompson (2008), Volo (2009), Wang et al. (2011), Zouni and 
Kouremenos (2008). 

The definition of co-creation of experiences adopted in this thesis, built on the literature 

reviewed, defines co-creation as a process in which “the tourists play an active part in both 

the production and the consumption of their own experiences” (Neuhofer et al., 2013, p. 

291) and in which interaction between all stakeholders is of primary importance, with 

consumers being described as co-creators of value (Li & Petrick, 2008) through active 

participation, co-production, social interaction, personalization, customization and 

emotional and cognitive engagement.  

2.4. Conclusion 

This chapter highlighted two different concepts that emerged in tourism research in the last 

decades. First, the growing relevance of experiences, namely in the domain of tourism 
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attractions, in which visitors increasingly seek for more participatory and interactive 

experiences, is discussed. The study of the experience concept evolved from a simple 

definition where the personal occurrence of an emotional state associated emerged to a 

more complex definition where many elements involved the consumer in emotional, 

physical, intellectual, and spiritual levels. The first definition was presented by Cohen (1979) 

and since then several researchers have identified other key aspects of the concept.  

The literature review indicates that despite the different approaches proposed by 

researchers some common aspects still exist. Researchers agree that even if experience 

is individual and subjective, it is an amalgam of different components and involves 

customers at different levels. Also, the active participation and the connection with the event 

are considered to be at the center of experiences. Nowadays, experiences are an important 

way to add value and to create sustainable competitive advances. The emotional, physical, 

spiritual and /or intellectual involvement perceived by the tourists leads to different 

emotions. The consumption experience can be divided in three major stages related to the 

pre-purchase stage, the on-site stage, and the post-visit stage. Despite the increase of 

studies concerning this topic, it is concluded that further research is needed in these areas 

due to the subjectivity and complexity of the concept.  

The second concept discussed in the present chapter is co-creation. As the above 

discussion indicates, there has been also a growing research and managerial attention to 

co-creation as customers want to be active players, in the tourism system, interacting with 

environment, other consumers and objects. Co-creation is related to the core of service-

dominant logic where value is created by the user. The visit experience is a dynamic 

process, with different stages, where co-creation can happen. Despite all the research on 

co-creation, there is not a universally accepted definition of the concept nor a consensus 

regarding its facets. Even though, the literature review made possible to identify several 

facets of co-creative experiences, such as active participation, co-production, interaction, 

personalization, customization, and emotional and cognitive engagement. Apart from 

behavior engagement, co-creation may involve customer emotional and cognitive 

engagement, leading visitors to experience a deep understanding and a feel of personal 

relevance and connection to the experience.  

In the next chapter co-creation of experiences of visitors with disabilities in museums will 

be analysed in order to ascertain the relation established between museums and visitor with 

disabilities and the way visitors co-create in these cultural spaces. It starts with an overview 
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about museum definition and about its functions, finishing with the subject of co-creation in 

museums in different contexts. The literature which sheds light to these concepts will be 

explored in order to understand the challenges museums are facing nowadays, specifically 

regarding the aforementioned visitors.  
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3. Co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

“I choose not to place ‘DIS’, in my ability.”  

Robert M. Hense 

3.1. Introduction 

In the previous chapter, some important concepts related to the thesis were analysed. Even 

if both concepts, experience, and co-creation have emerged in the last decades, the review 

revealed some limitations that could be addressed by future research. 

The context of this thesis are museums, and the aim is to understand co-creation of 

experiences in museums for the general public and people with sensory impairments. 

Museums as important cultural attractions have become an essential component in 

constituting attractiveness and competitiveness to tourism destinations (H. Kim et al., 2007).  

The aim of this chapter is to review the concept of museum and museums’ functions, as 

museums’ space and functions have changed since their begin. 

After the critical review of the museum concept and functions, a discussion focused on 

people with disabilities will follow. Then, cocreation of experiences in museums for the 

general public, including people with sensory impairments, is discussed, by analysing how 

co-creation may occur in different museum contexts.  

3.2. Definition and functions of museums 

The growth of museums, viewed as a symbol of the Western society since the Renaissance 

(G. Hein, 2002), was the manifestation of the idea of the universality of culture of the 

bourgeois class. Museums, in an ample meaning, are as old as history and they exist since 

Humankind began to collect and store objects for gods or himself. The word “museum” has 

its origin in the Greek word “mouseion”, the religious, contemplative “seat of the Muses” 

and, after passed into Latin, it acquired its present spelling while the original meaning 

remained (Kiefer, 2000; Yale, 2004). 
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Falk and Dierking (2000, 2016b) mention that museums, since the earlier times in their 

history, were created to preserve things considered valuable and precious. In the modern 

sense, museums were developed in the seventeenth century and, in 1682, the term 

“museum” was first used, describing the collection of strange, rare, and exotic things that a 

gentleman, Elias Ashmole, gave to the University of Oxford (Ambrose & Paine, 2018). At 

that time, its position concerning the public was one of superiority (Weil, 1990). Museums 

were developed for experts, excluding most of the population.  

It was only by 1990 that museums had to carry out the greatest changes due to 

technological advances and different concepts were introduced such as value, performance 

management and commercialization (Foley & Mcpherson, 2000). Twenty-first century 

museums face several challenges since the global financial crisis in 2007/8, public subsidy 

has caused reductions in public funding. Museums were forced to generate their revenues 

and become dependent on the consumers’ buying power caused a pressure to increase 

visitors’ numbers and income (Black, 2012; Goulding, 2000; Taheri, 2011; Van Aalst & 

Boogaarts, 2002). Lack of supports, lack of funding, lack of clear policies and lack of 

institutional goals (Black, 2005, 2012; Goulding, 2000; Hooper-Greenhill et al., 2000; Taheri, 

2011) are, among other, some of the potential problems the 21st century museums have to 

deal with. 

According to the Dictionary of the English Language published in 1755, it was important to 

keep and care “learned curiosities” and a museum was a building used for the storing and 

exhibition of objects illustrating antiquities, natural history, arts, among others. From “simple 

repository of learning curiosities” (Yale, 2004, p. 22), museums became the center of 

cultural tourism (G. Richards, 1996) and one of the most popular cultural attractions, 

providing a wide range of benefits for communities (Ambrose & Paine, 2018).  

The definition of museum is dynamic and has evolved in the last century, alongside 

society, being updated according to the changes of the community that it serves (ICOM, 

2018). Defining the museum has been one of the concerns of ICOM (International Council 

of Museums), a nongovernmental organisation linked to United Nations Educational, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), since its founding in 1946. The ICOM’s 

definition is of core importance in the museum legislation of different countries. The essence 

of museums are objects, and, despite the different typologies of museums, all have a 

common denominator – they all make a unique contribution to the public by collecting, 

preserving, and interpreting things of this world (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Black, 2005, 2012; 
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Falk & Dierking, 2016a). The first definition of museum suggested by the ICOM in 1946, 

referred that museums include all collections open to the public, of artistic, technical, 

scientific, historical or archaeological material, including zoos and botanical gardens, but 

excluding libraries, except in so far as they maintain permanent exhibition rooms (ICOM, 

2018).  

Ten years later, in 1961, the purpose of education and enjoyment was added by ICOM 

with museums being recognized “as any permanent institution which conserves and 

displays, for purposes of a study, education and enjoyment, collections of objects of cultural 

or scientific significance”. Since then, minor changes have been introduced, although the 

purpose of preserving and studying was a common element in all the definitions formulated 

by ICOM. 

The last ICOM definition was adopted by the 22nd General Assembly in Vienna, Austria, 

in 2017: “A museum is a non-profit, permanent institution in the service of society and its 

development, open to the public, which acquires, conserves, researches, communicates 

and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of humanity and its environment for the 

purposes of education, study and enjoyment” (ICOM, 2017, p. 46). In this definition, several 

levels of purposes are referred: first, museums are “in the service of society and its 

development”; second, museum purposes are education, study and enjoyment (ICOM, 

2017). Another aspect that differs from the previous definition is the fact that also intangible 

heritage is referred. 

Due to the fast changes that have been occurring in society and in museums principles, 

policies and practices, the ICOM museum definition seemed, no longer, to reflect the 

principles, vison and responsibilities of today’s museums (ICOM, 2019). A new museum 

definition was proposed to be voted during the Extraordinary General Assembly (EGA) 

that took place on September 2019: “Museums are democratizing, inclusive and polyphonic 

spaces for critical dialogue about the pasts and the futures. Acknowledging and addressing 

the conflicts and challenges of the present, they hold artefacts and specimens in trust for 

society, safeguard diverse memories for future generations and guarantee equal rights and 

equal access to heritage for all people. Museums are not for profit, they are participatory 

and transparent, and work in active partnership with and for diverse communities to collect, 

preserve, research, interpret, exhibit, and enhance understandings of the world, aiming to 

contribute to human dignity and social justice, global equality and planetary wellbeing”. This 

definition was not accepted and sparked controversy leading to the request to postpone 
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vote. Some of the causes of complaint from a number of organisations were that this new 

proposal was not a new definition but a statement of fashionable values or a political 

manifesto (Gould, 2019).   

At national level, in the definition proposed by the Museums Association (MA), the oldest 

museum association in the world, located in United Kingdom, it was mentioned that 

“museums enable people to explore collections for inspiration, learning and enjoyment. 

They are institutions that collect, safeguard and make accessible artefacts and specimens, 

which they hold in trust for society” (Goskar, 2016). In the United States, the American 

Alliance of Museums, previously designated as American Association of Museums, is a 

non-profit association that has arose museums together since 1906, the date of its 

foundation. This important association is a vital part of the American Museums. In 1972, the 

American Alliance of Museums referred to financial aspects and human resources in its 

definition by characterizing a museum as an organized and permanent non-profit institution, 

essentially educational or aesthetic in purpose, with professional staff, which owns and 

utilizes tangible objects, takes care of them and exhibits them to the public on some regular 

schedule (American Association of Museums, 1972). Later, in 2011, this American 

association argued that museums make their unique contribution to the public by collecting, 

preserving, and interpreting the things of this world. They consider both governmental and 

private museums of anthropology, art, history and natural history, aquariums, arboreta, art 

centers, botanical gardens, children’s museums, historic sites, nature centers, 

planetariums, science and technology centers and zoos that, although diverse in their 

missions, have in common their non-profit form of organisation and a commitment of service 

to the public.  

Even if the museums definition is under an updating process, there is a concern that it 

should keep the focus in the unity and interconnectivity of the multiple functions of a 

museum: acquiring, conserving, researching, communicating and exhibiting heritage 

(ICOM, 2018). 

The definition adopted in the thesis is the aforementioned current ICOM definition of 

museum: “a museum is a non-profit, permanent institution in the service of society and its 

development, open to the public, which acquires, conserves, researches, communicates 

and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of humanity and its environment for the 

purpose of education, study and enjoyment” (ICOM, 2017, p. 47). This definition was found 

appropriate since it encompasses the several functions of museums, focusing on people, 
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and on their learning and enjoyment, rather than just on research and collection. Joining 

together educational and cultural activities with the help of digital means and new 

technologies have become essential to the 21st century museums and to the visitor who 

become more active and participative in the visit process (Van Aalst & Boogaarts, 2002). 

Nowadays, museums vary tremendously in their size, purpose and public (Ambrose & 

Paine, 2018) and are expected to respond to their audience (Watson, 2007). Museums 

perform a very important role in attracting tourists due to the functions they hold (Hsieh et 

al., 2015). Museums are important places for obtaining information and increasing 

knowledge, and their functions evolved from an initial focus on the collections, namely on 

acquiring and conserving objects, to the provision of other services for visitors (Mirghadr et 

al., 2018).  

Hence, Yale (2004) identified three major functions of museums: (i) collecting; (ii) 

education; and (iii) entertainment, all interrelated.  

As said before, one of the museums’ main purposes, since the beginning, involves 

conserving and exhibiting collections. However, thinking of museums simply as repository 

of collections can lead to problems, such as a surplus of objects that can’t be displayed and 

that are expensive to store (Yale, 2004). The educational role of museums is widely 

recognized since the 19th century and is still vital nowadays. However, during much of the 

20th century, the educational function came in second place after the function of conserving 

and exhibiting objects (Black, 2005). Today, one of the major functions of the museum is to 

use its collections and objects for enabling learning. Despite education is now considered 

a main function of the museums, they are trying to stimulate different forms of learning, such 

as live interpretation, guided talks and walks, sound and light shows, and learning supported 

by different technologies (e.g. audio-guides, audiovisuals, virtual and augmented reality, 

tablet/mobile phone apps, virtual reality simulators), different from the traditional ones, 

which were based on several rules and obligations (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Black, 2005; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016b).  

In contemporary society, one of the main roles of museums is indeed to be a place of 

education, a source of civic pride and a place to improve social behaviour and to encourage 

a sense of community by sharing time with friends and strangers that have similar interests 

(Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Stephen, 2001). These institutions have acquired a public role 

with the goal of benefiting a wider public, what forced these spaces to change the 

relationship they have with customers, promoting feelings of relevance and encouraging 
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consumer participation (Sweet, 2007). Although the protection of the site or collection 

remained the priority of museums, there has been an increasing pressure to change the 

way the collections are presented to the public (Black, 2005; ICOM, 2013). Museums are 

no longer simply exhibition spaces; rather they have become sites where people participate, 

interpret, and buy, rather than just visit, and become educated (Edson & Dean, 1994; 

McPherson, 2006). In fact, the commercial function has become an opportunity to increase 

the income generated by visitors as, today, visitors are the target (Van Aalst & Boogaarts, 

2002). Hence, traditionally, museums are viewed as partners in curating public education, 

having evolved from collectors and preservers of objects to places where people learn and 

interact, and that contribute to civic enlargement.  

According to Yale (2004), there are several ways for visitors to learn beyond examining 

collections, such as museum publications, loan services, libraries, lectures, exhibitions and 

improving interpretation, among others. Learning requires prolonged and meaningful user 

engagement (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Black, 2005; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Simon, 2010). 

Learning, according to some authors, is both a process (how we learn) and an outcome 

(what we gain); it is not just about contents as it includes experiences and emotions 

(Ambrose & Paine, 2018).  

The broader public role of museums also includes entertainment, which contributes to 

increase the value of these institutions within the contemporary society (Stephen, 2001). 

Education and culture become deeply related with commerce and entertainment (Van Aalst 

& Boogaarts, 2002). The idea that “learning is fun” has become part of museums since they 

become part of the amusement industry (Van Aalst & Boogaarts, 2002) and they will 

become hybrid places, allying learning with entertainment in order to fulfil their mission 

(McPherson, 2006). Black (2005) argues that it is important to provoke thought, to increase 

and motivate visitors in a funny way. There are many ways to learn, and nowadays 

interactive exhibits become common in museums. A huge number of devices exist in order 

to offer a better experience to those who visit museums. Computer games, clothes to try on 

and jigsaws, touch screens and trackballs, are among some of the interactive tools that can 

be used to help learning with pleasure (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Van Aalst & Boogaarts, 

2002). Falk and Dierking (2016b) refer that both the community inside and outside the 

museum dichotomize the reasons for visiting a museum: fun or recreation and, on the other 

hand, education, or learning. Nevertheless, this argument, according to some authors, is 

false, since several visitors see both learning and fun as important reasons to visit a 

museum (Falk et al., 1998; J. Packer, 2006; Sickler & Fraser, 2009). Having museum 
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experiences that are entertaining and enjoyable does not mean minimizing the experience 

or the mission of the institution (Falk & Dierking, 2016b). Entertaining experiences in 

museums actively engage the visitors both intellectually, emotionally, and physically by 

leading them to get involved in the exhibitions by touching objects, posing questions, 

manipulating machines, smelling an environment and hearing sounds (Falk & Dierking, 

2016b).  

Immersive environments have been designed to respond to the demands of new users who 

want to actively participate in the construction of their own understanding of the context of 

visit. Liu (2008) argues that visitors want to participate interactively in the visit and, within 

the literature, is consensual that visitors can learn and have fun at the same time (Taheri, 

2011). Kotler (2001, p. 418) points that one observable trend in contemporary museums “is 

a growing attention to sociable, recreational and participatory experiences that redirect the 

traditional and singular focus on collections and exhibitions”.  

It is not only important to know the main functions of museums, but also that the way of 

implementing these functions has evolved across the time. Hence, additionally to the fact 

that some functions assumed more importance across time, the implementation of these 

functions (e.g., education) has known modifications. Nowadays, museums maintain their 

inner functions, like protection of their collection, but must concentrate more on the way 

these collections are explored to provide valuable experiences to visitors (Hooper-Greenhill, 

1999). Leinhardt et al. (2011) argue that, firstly, museums are leading institutions for 

learning that represent a special kind of sociocultural institution. Museums facilitate learning 

about societal subjects like culture, history, society, and science (Dierking & Falk, 1998). 

The new perspectives on learning have not emerged suddenly. They resulted from several 

reflections made across the years, some of them incorporated in different kinds of 

bibliography, such as some key reports that recognize the importance of the museums to 

the society (Black, 2005, 2012), presented in table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1. Key reports on the importance of museums to society 

Key reports 

America’s Museums: The Belmont Report (American Association of Museums) 

(1969) 

Museums: Their New Audience. A Report to the Department of Housing and 

Urban Development by a Social Committee of the American Association of 

Museums (American Association of Museums) (1972) 

Museums, Imagination and Education (UNESCO) (1973) 

Museums for a New Century: A Report of the Commission on Museums for the 

New Century (American Association of Museums) (1984) 

Excellence and Equity: Education and the Public Dimension of Museums 

(American Association of Museums) (1992) 

A Commonwealth: Museums in the Learning Age (DCMS,1997) 

Learning Power of Museums (DCMS, 2000) 

Mastering Civic Engagement: A Challenge to Museums (American Association 

of Museums) (2002) 

Annual Report (Museums Association, 2007)  

Annual Report 2017 (ICOM, 2018) 

Source: Elaborated based on Black (2005, 2012) and American Association of Museums (2018). 

In the United States, the “America’s Museums: The Belmont Report” focus on the conditions 

and the needs of the American Museums and request the Federal recognition of the 

Museums’ Educational Role (Fleming, 1967). In the UK, the increase of the importance of 

education in museums can be attributed to the publication “A Commonwealth”, the 

establishment of the “Campaign for Learning in Museums” and to the election of the New 

Labor Government with Tony Blair speech in 1997, which emphasizes education and the 

increase of social inclusion (Black, 2005). Both functions, education and social inclusion 

were stated in the “Learning Power of Museums: A vision for Museum Education” 

(Department for Culture Media and Sport, 2000) publication, where key objectives and 
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areas of action were identified. In that publication it was explicitly stated that “The 

Government believes that education is central to the role of Museums” (DCMS, 2000, p. 4). 

According to these reports, “life-wide” and “lifelong” learning must become a central 

function of museums.  

The challenge for the 21st century museums is to provide an environment in which visitors 

can increase their knowledge. Learning is a process of active engagement (MLA - Modern 

Language Association, 2001), in which most of what is learnt comes from doing, from active 

participation. In this context, to learn, people need to do and see rather than to be just told 

(G. Hein, 2002). Museums are no longer cellars of collections, but places that provide 

attractive and interesting experiences, including education and learning (Mirghadr et al., 

2018). Among its traditional functions, the contemporary museum thus encourages a range 

of experiences that provide recreational, cultural, and educational benefits and that have 

potential to develop social capital (Kinghorn & Willis, 2008). The users are now engaging 

with museums in different ways: physically, online and through mobile applications (Kelly, 

2010). Exhibitions are designed with more interactive and flamboyant areas, along with 

areas that are quieter and contemplative (Falk & Dierking, 2016b) and the activities are 

created for enjoyment and education purposes (J. Barr, 2005; Bourgeon-Renault et al., 

2006; Dewey, 1980; Falk & Dierking, 2000; Taheri, 2011). Museums are becoming 

extremely sensory, and visitors are overloaded with sights, sounds, smells and motion 

(Black, 2012; Falk & Dierking, 2000, 2016b; Taheri, 2011). The museum space design can 

be a facilitator of the experience and influence visitor behaviour, being unpressured and 

open-ended, sensory, safe for experimentation, impacting on the emotions and on the 

intellect, and creating diverse stimuli and responses (Falk & Dierking, 2016b).  

As the above discussion indicates, museums today are facing an enormous challenge due 

to the changes that occurred in society. These transformations occurred at different levels: 

first, the cuts of budgets forced museums to adopt new strategies to generate their own 

revenues; second, the increase of facilities in the leisure sector forced museums to adopt 

new ways to attract visitors; third, visitors want more participative experiences, in which they 

can mix educational and entertainment functions (Van Aalst & Boogaarts, 2002). The 

functions of museums evolved, and specially education and entertainment should be carried 

out in order to allow audience engagement and offer satisfying experiences (Black, 2012), 

considering the services that museums provide to visitors. Later, in section 3.2, the way 

museums functions are carried out will be discussed. The growth of the cultural, social, 

educational value of museums makes museums one of the most important tourist 
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attractions worldwide. One of the actual concerns must be the equal accessibility of these 

important cultural places for all, as we will see later on. 

3.3. People with disabilities 

People with disabilities (PwD) are one of the most marginalized group, which results in 

poorer health outcomes, lower education, less economic participation and higher rates of 

poverty for this group than non-disabled people (Jacob, 2005; WHO, 2015; WHO & The 

World Bank, 2011). 

Even if disability is considered a minority issue for most of the people, PwD represent 15 

per cent of the population, which means that over 1 billion people, live with some form of 

disability, 20% of whom live with great functional constraints in their daily life (Shakespeare, 

2018; The World Bank, 2018; WHO, 2021).  

A “Visual impairment occurs when an eye condition affects the visual system and one or 

more of its functions” (WHO, 2019, p. 10). According to WHO (2019) approximately 2.2 

billion people have a near or distance vision impairment.  

Hearing loss has often been referred as an “invisible disability” and represents the third 

largest disability that affects people of all ages. Someone with a hearing impairment is 

someone that is affected by hearing loss as soon as he loses 20 decibels. According to 

WHO (2021) considering deafness and hearing loss, 466 million people currently 

experience some degree of hearing loss, which represents 6% of the world population.  

About 450 million people have an intellectual disability (IQ below 75), and 75 million people 

need a wheelchair on a daily basis (WHO, 2019). 

Almost everyone will be affected by a disability at some point in life, temporarily or 

permanently. Therefore, almost everyone has a relative and /or friend with a disability.  

Length of life and, therefore, older people, are increasing throughout the world which can 

be associated with more illness, disability and dependency. The number of people aged 65 

or more is estimated to grow from 562 million (or 8.0 percent) in 2015 to nearly 1.5 billion in 

2050, with most of the increase in developing countries (He et al., 2016). Despite the oldest 

population profile being in the more developed countries, it is in the less developed 

countries that the most rapidly aging population occurs with the number of older people 

expected to increase more than 250 percent, compared with a 71 percent in developed 
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countries (WHO, 2007). There is an important relationship between ageing and rates of 

disability (Uhlenberg, 2009; WHO & The World Bank, 2011).  

Some reasons why it is so difficult to carry out studies on PwD are: (i) more than half of 

those who could be defined as disabled, do not think of them as disabled due to the 

stigmatized identity of the condition; (ii) the existing disabilities are diverse; (iii) approaches 

to measuring disability are not the same in all countries and (iii) cultural stereotypes exist, 

as well as the tendency to generalize some aspects of disabilities (Shakespeare, 2018). 

When talking about PwD, three concepts must be analysed: disability, impairment, and 

handicap (Burnett & Baker, 2001; Poria et al., 2009; Shakespeare, 2018). Usually, these 

terms are used interchangeably in common sense.  

Disability results from an impairment and is a restriction or lack of ability to perform an 

activity. The words “disability” and “disabled” both describe functional limitations that can 

affect daily life activities such as walking, learning and breathing, among others (Disabled 

World, 2020). Disability is a complex, dynamic and multidimensional concept that has been 

studied in different fields such as social and health sciences. A disability, according to 

Disabled World (2020), is defined as a condition or function that is impaired in terms of the 

usual standard of an individual or group. It refers to individual functioning, such as physical, 

sensory, cognitive or intellectual impairments, as well as various types of chronic disease. 

Disabilities are diverse and heterogeneous but, for many people with stereotypical views, 

PwD are only wheelchair users and other groups such as blind or deaf people. Health 

conditions related to disabilities may have different characteristics, since they may be: (i) 

visible (e.g. restricted growth or phocomelia – a congenital condition causing limb defects, 

associated with the use of drug thalidomide in pregnancy, cerebral palsy, Down syndrome) 

or invisible (e.g. epilepsy, depression or heart disease); (ii) temporary or long term; (iii) 

static, episodic or degenerating; and (iv) painful or inconsequential (World Health 

Organization & The World Bank, 2011). The PwD group covers children born with cerebral 

palsy, people with physical, sensory and learning difficulties or mental health conditions, as 

well as persons who experience difficulties in functioning due to a huge range of conditions 

such as noncommunicable and infectious diseases, neurological disorders, injuries, and 

conditions that result from the ageing process and people with chronic illnesses (Devile, 

2009; Shakespeare, 2018; WHO, 2011, 2015). Some of the disabilities are more visible 

than others and the latter group is often ignored, even being among the most common forms 

of disabilities (Shakespeare, 2018).  
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Lately, the terms “disability” and “disabled” have been going through changes due specially 

to the US and UK right movements. According to the purpose of data collection or according 

to classifications used, definitions of disability can vary (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011; WHO, 

2015, 2019, 2020). The aim of WHO revision through the development of a universal 

classification system is “to establish a common language for the area, provide a scientific 

basis for comparative data collection and provide a systematic coding scheme for health 

information systems” (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). In the last revision of the International 

Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF), done by World Report on Disability 

(2011), disability is an interaction between health conditions and contextual factors 

(attitudinal and environmental barriers). This subject will be discussed later in this section.  

Impairment is any loss or abnormality of psychological, physiological or anatomical 

structure or function (Poria et al., 2009; WHO, 2016; WHO & The World Bank, 2011). 

A handicap is a disadvantage that limits a person, preventing the fulfilment of a role that is 

normal for that person (Disabled World, 2020). The word “handicap” started to be used in 

1915 and, in certain countries like UK and US, it is employed to connote people with a range 

of impairments. With the rise of the disability rights movement, the term “handicap” became 

an inappropriate word for referring those with any kind of disability (Ralph, 2017; 

Shakespeare, 2018).  

The way society faces PwD and how people designate them has also evolved over time. 

Nowadays, traditional disability words like “handicapped”, “crippled”, “invalid”, “retarded”, 

“spastic”, “deaf and dumb”, “mad”, “crazy” or “psycho” are not acceptable since they are 

considered offensive. As said before, it is important, in the disability terminology debate, to 

put people as persons first (e.g. “people with epilepsy” instead of “epileptics”, “people with 

visual disabilities” instead of “visual disabled people”) (Ralph, 2017; Shakespeare, 2018). 

Nevertheless, the choice of some organisations and researchers to designate this group 

can vary depending on the focus they want to put on the problem, so we can have “person 

with disability” because it emphasizes the person rather the disability or “disabled person” 

because it refers that the person is disabled by society (Goodall et al., 2004). The most 

common, however, is to consider the person first and then the medical condition. For the 

same reason, institutions and researchers (Bergier et al., 2010; Devile & Kastenholz, 2018; 

Lyu et al., 2013; McKercher & Darcy, 2018; WHO & The World Bank, 2011), adopted the 

term “people with disabilities” and “disability”. The term disability is understood as 

encompassing the positive and negative aspects of functioning from a biological, individual 
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and social perspective and reflects the interaction between health condition, environmental 

and personal factors (WHO, 2001).  

To understand the topic, it is essential to understand the different models of disabilities, 

each means the way society understood disability and the way they have historically and 

socially evolved (Ralph, 2017). It is not easy to talk about disabilities as the thinking on 

disability changes over time and even for disabled people there is no consensus on the way 

to understand disability. The models of disability are, somehow, used to refer who in the 

society is disabled and who is not disabled. These changes shaped what is acceptable or 

not when talking about or to PwD. It is important to understand that who is disabled today 

has change according to the different models of disability. Even if there are a huge number 

of models of disability, in the present study, only three approaches will be discussed. These 

approaches correspond to three models, which are currently used to conceptualize the 

subject: impairment (medical model), functional (social model) and ecological 

(biopsychosocial model) (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; Barnes & McPherson, 2019; Buhalis & 

Darcy, 2011; Poria et al., 2009; Shakespeare, 2018).  

The medical model considers disability as an individual medical condition, which requires 

medical intervention and lies in the individual’s body or mind (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; 

Figueiredo et al., 2012; WHO & The World Bank, 2011). Medical intervention is required in 

the form of personal treatment to normalize his/her disabled body (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). 

In this model, the environment and social factors are neglected, and health care is the issue 

and the focus of intervention is at the political level (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). The term “the 

handicapped” is a key word from the medical lexicon together with “the blind” to refer to 

disabled or blind people. This model branched into other models that consider disability as 

a tragedy and something to be pitied (Ralph, 2017). 

In 1970s and 80s, PwD started to develop and demand for a new way of thinking, namely 

the social model. The social model was born of a disability rights movements, in the UK. By 

this approach persons are disabled by society; they may have an impairment, but they don’t 

have a disability (Ralph, 2017). This social model highlights the existence of obstacles to 

functioning and participating in society. In this case, it is the complex number of social 

environments and attitudes imposed by society that excludes disabled people from daily 

participation (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). People are disabled by society and the ableist 

structures and systems; they have impairments, but it is barriers that disable them (Ralph, 

2017). Therefore, the model focus on social responsibility and on the inclusive society. As 
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pointed by some authors, impairment is an individual condition while disability is also a 

social condition (Fontes, 2009; Shakespeare, 2018) and, since the issue is ideological, it 

must be placed on the political, economic, social and attitudinal agendas (Buhalis & Darcy, 

2011).  

With the social model, new strategies of social transformation became a priority, as well as 

removing barriers to promote inclusion and replacing the negative connotation of the 

condition felt by PwD (i.e., it was society that was at fault, not themselves, rather them 

demeaning charity, PwD should demand their rights) (Shakespeare, 2018). With this social 

model, the idea that people are disabled by society, rather than by their bodies, was 

established (Shakespeare, 2018). 

The last perspective is based in the biopsychosocial model, which recognizes that 

disability is an interaction of biological, social, environmental, cultural, and economic factors 

(Balakrishnan et al., 2019) and that both individual and environmental conditions should be 

taken into account to address disability and promote accessible activities and adequate 

public policies. According to this model, disability is regarded as an outcome of the 

interaction of impairment, activity limitations, and participation restriction in a certain 

environment (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; Poria et al., 2009; WHO & The World Bank, 2011). 

Thus, if the environment poses no restrictions, having an impairment does not mean that a 

person is disabled (Engel, 2012; Fontes et al., 2014; Kastenholz et al., 2015; Poria et al., 

2009). Disabilities are considered, by several researchers (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; WHO, 

2011), as dynamic interactions between health conditions and contextual factors that 

include attitudinal and environmental barriers. Being a mix of the biomedical and biosocial 

models, the biopsychosocial model was developed by George Engel and John Romano in 

1977 and considers biological, psychological, and social factors and their interaction in 

health, illness and health care delivery (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; Poria et al., 2009; World 

Health Organization & The World Bank, 2011). 

In the present study, the biopsychosocial model is adopted as it represents the 

compromise between the medical and social models. This is also the model adopted by the 

ICF as it understands disability and functioning as an interaction between health conditions 

and contextual factors (personal and environmental). Thus, according to that international 

classification (WHO, 2001, p. 220), health conditions “is an umbrella term for body 

function/structure, activity limitations or participation restrictions” and replaces disability 

conditions. This classification system and model of disability (referred as ICIDH-2 or ICF) 
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relates to health domains, as well as health related domains (WHO, 2001). Adopted by 

WHO as the framework for measuring health and disability at both individual and population 

levels, it changed the classification to “Body Function/ Structure, Activities and 

Participation”. This new perspective materialised in the publication of ICIDH-2, recognizes 

disability as a result of the interrelation between body functioning, body structures, activities 

and participation as well as personal and environmental contextual factors (Figure 3.1) 

(WHO, 2001). 

 

Figure 3.1. ICF Classification 

Source: World Health Organization (2011). 

The aims of the ICF classification system are (i) to provide a scientific basis for 

understanding health and health related states, outcomes and determinants; (ii) to establish 

a common language for describing health and health related states; (iii) to permit 

comparison of data across countries, health care disciplines and services among other 

aspects; and (iv) to provide a systematic coding scheme for health information systems 

(United Nations & Escap, 2008). Developed by a large number of academics, clinicians and 

PwD, the ICF classification overrides the previous International Classification of 

Impairments, Disabilities, and Handicaps (ICIDH). The main difference between the new 

Health Condition 

(disorder/disease) 

Body Function & 

Structure 

(Impairment) 

Activities 

(Limitation) 

Participation 

(Restriction) 

Personal Factors Environmental Factors 
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classifications and the previous one is the highlight of environmental factors in creating 

disability. The ICF is organized in two components:  

• Functioning and disability – body functions and structures (impairments, which 

include problems and alterations in body functions and structures, like paralysis, 

blindness or deafness, that can be temporary or permanent; progressive, regressive 

or static; intermittent or continuous), activities limitations (walking or eating) and 

participation restrictions which are problems with any area of life like discrimination; 

• Contextual factors – environmental factors and personal factors.  

Based on the medical conceptualizations of the health conditions, disorders and diseases, 

the system remains controversial among specialists, and it identifies the aspects that act as 

facilitators or obstacle for people in physical, social or attitudinal environments (Table 3.2) 

(WHO, 2001, 2011). 

Disability is a multidimensional concept and due to its complexity, its measurement is 

quite difficult. The way disability is measured varies from country to country, which 

influences the results; most of the times, the different types of disabilities are defined using 

only one of the aspects of disabilities which pose difficulties in determining their scope 

(WHO, 2015). Disabling conditions can be congenital or acquired with either acute or 

insidious onset; they may be degenerative over time or due to a single event (Yau et al., 

2004). The tendency to generalize can cause problems as there are significant differences 

among the several kinds of disability (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011; Darcy et al., 2010).  

Disability data improvement is needed in quest to better understand the barriers these 

groups face during their daily life or when participating in tourism activities or other (Yau et 

al., 2004). The use of a standard classification as ICF, the international framework 

mentioned before, is advisable in order to provide a standard for health and disability 

statistics and helps to homogenize approaches between sources, provided by countries, of 

disabilities data (World Health Organization, 2015). According to the Practical Manual for 

using the International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF) (WHO, 

2013), information concerning disabilities should be shared among countries and should be 

collected from different sources like statistical and administrative data from governmental 

agencies, reports produced by governmental bodies, international organisations, 

nongovernmental organisations or PwD organisations, as well as from academic journals. 
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Table 3.2. The International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health 

 Functioning and Disability Contextual Factors 

Components 

Body Functions Activities 
Environmental 

Factors 
Personal Factors 

Physiological 

aspects of the 

body and Body 

Structures 

(anatomical 

structures) 

Actions and 

tasks executed 

by individuals 

and Participation 

(involvement in 

life situations) 

 Physical, social 

and attitudinal 

environment in 

which people 

live and conduct 

their lives 

Gender, age, 

race, lifestyle, 

habits, education 

and profession 

Domains 
Body Functions 

Body Structures 

Life areas 

(tasks/actions) 

External 

influences on 

functioning and 

disability 

Internal 

influences on 

functioning and 

disability 

Constructs 

Change in body 

functions 

(physiological) 

Change in body 

functions 

(anatomical) 

Capacity 

Executing tasks 

in a standard 

environment 

Performance 

Executing tasks 

in a current 

environment 

Facilitating or 

hindering impact 

of features of the 

physical, social, 

and attitudinal 

world 

Impact of 

attributes of the 

person 

Positive 
aspects 

Functional & 

structural 

integrity 

Activities 

participation 

Facilitators 

Resulting 

performance will 

be above the 

expected 

capacity 

Not applicable 

Functioning 

Negative 
aspects 

Impairment 

(problem in body 

function and 

structure such 

as significant 

deviation or loss) 

Participation 

restrictions 

(problems an 

individual may 

experience in 

involvement in 

life situations) 

Barriers 

Resulting 

performance will 

be below his or 

her capacity 

Not applicable 

Disability (umbrella term for 

impairments, activity limitations and 

participation restrictions) 

Source: World Health Organization (2001.p.212,213). 

Due to the heterogeneity of this market, it is difficult, as said before, to tell exactly the 

number of disabled people. The World Health Organization provides a framework known 

as the MDS (Model Disability Survey) that intends to help countries understand better the 

situation of each person, including whether they have mild, moderate or severe disability. 

This model also supports countries to apply the principles presented at the Convention on 
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the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and Sustainable Development Goals (CRPD & 

SDGs) (United Nations, 2006). The MDS is based on the WHO ICF classification. 

According to the World Report on Disability (2011, p. 22), “People with the same impairment 

can experience very different types and degrees of restriction, depending on the context”. 

In practice, there are several ways to classify different types of disabilities (Buhalis & Darcy, 

2011; Darcy, 2002; WHO, 2015; Yau et al., 2004).  

Several authors (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; Buhalis & Darcy, 2011) recognize that a large 

number of disability statistics are collected using the ICF system. As so, in the present study, 

the main categories of impairment identified by the classification list will be used. The WHO 

(2001) describes the main categories of impairment as being mobility (physical mobility 

restrictions), sensory (vision, hearing) and communication (speech), intellectual/mental and 

hidden impairments (comprise a range of illnesses that are not obvious or visible). Yau et 

al. (2004) argue that disabling conditions involve mobility, vision, hearing, intellectual and 

psychiatric disorders and may be caused by a single event or being degenerative over time 

(Yau et al., 2004). 

Darcy and Buhalis (2011) refer five major dimensions of disability important for accessible 

tourism, classified in three categories: physical/mobility, sensory and/or cognitive. The first 

one includes people with varying levels of physical mobility restrictions, affecting legs, feet, 

back, neck, arms or hands. The second is when the capacity to see is limited or absent, 

when people are completely deaf or are hard of hearing, or when people have limited, 

impaired or delayed capacities to use expressive and/or receptive language. Finally, the 

third includes lifelong illnesses with multiple aetiologies that result in a behavioural disorder 

(Domínguez, Alén, et al., 2013).  

In the last decades, not only designations, as pointed out before, but also perspectives on 

disability have evolved. There has been a radical change in PwD subject since the 1970s 

and lives of PwD have been radically transformed in a large number of countries over the 

last fifty years. Many PwD were segregated, did not work and faced important barriers which 

lead them to experience several disadvantages (Shakespeare, 2018; WHO, 2011). The 

human rights have been expressed by the United Nations since 1948 with the “Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights”. Later, in 1970, disabled people began claiming for a better 

life and, in 1980, the expression “Disability Rights”, used by activists, grew in popularity 

(Disabled World, 2020). The planning of the United Nations (UN) International Year of 

Disabled Persons counted with only a member with a disability, Frank G. Bowe, a 
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distinguished professor on the study of disabilities, from New York University. He was 

named the father of Section 504, that in 1990 led to “Americans with Disabilities Act”. In 

1981, the International Year of Disabled Person (IYDP) was declared and, 10 years later, 

the concern about the designations and the new way to talk about this target led to the 

adoption of the following “person first, disabled second”, which means that the term 

“people with disabilities” should be used instead of “disabled people” (Ralph, 2017; 

Shakespeare, 2018).  

From 1983 to 1993, the United Nations Organization established a “World Programme of 

Action Concerning Disabled Persons”, adopted by the General Assembly on 3 December 

1982, by its resolution A/RES/37/52. This program emphasized the need to approach 

disability from a human rights’ perspective. The “equalization of opportunities” was the 

central theme of the World Programme of Action (WPA). Another major outcome of the 

decade of Disabled Persons (1983 to 1993) was the “Standard Rules on the Equalization 

of Opportunities for Persons with Disabilities” on December 1993 (A/RES/48/96). These 

rules are a powerful moral and political commitment of governments to take action to ensure 

the same opportunities for persons with disabilities.  

In the 1995 Persons with Disabilities Act, a person with disability was “a person suffering 

from nor less than forty per cent of any disability as certified by a medical authority”, with 

disabilities meaning: 

(i) Blindness – total absence of sight, visual acuity not exceeding 6/60 or 20/200 

(Snellen) in the better eye with correcting lenses or limitation of the field of vision 

subtending an angle of 20 degree or worse;  

(ii) Low vision – means a person with impairment of visual functioning even after 

treatment or standard refractive correction but who uses or is potentially capable of 

using vision for the planning or execution of a task with appropriate assistive device;  

(iii) Hearing impairment – loss of sixty decibels or more in the better ear in the 

conversational range of frequencies;  

(iv) Leprosy cured – any person who has been cured of leprosy but is suffering from 

loss of sensation in hands or feet, as well as loss of sensation and paresis in the 

eye and eye-lid but with no manifest deformity, manifest deformity and paresis, but 

having sufficient mobility in their hands and feet to enable engage in normal 

economic activity or extreme physical deformity, as well as advanced age which 
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prevents him from undertaking any gainful occupation, and the expression “leprosy 

cured” shall be construed accordingly;  

(v) Loco motor disability – disability of the bones, joint muscle leading to substantial 

restriction of the movement of the limbs or any form of cerebral palsy); 

(vi) Mental retardation – means a condition of arrested or incomplete development of 

mind of a person which is specially characterized by sub normality of intelligence;  

(vii) Mental illness – means any mental disorder other than mental retardation.  

The previous definition typifies a person based uniquely on the degree of disability (Buhalis 

& Darcy, 2011). In 2000, agreed by the international community and endorsed by 189 

countries, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) established a set of development 

objectives to be achieved by 2015 (WHO, 2018b). Then, in 2010, the limited opportunities 

faced by children with disabilities and the link between disability and marginalization in 

education were first mentioned. Disability was recognized as being a cross-cutting issue of 

major importance, that should be considered to achieve the aforementioned goals, and the 

United Nations General Assembly stated that policies and actions to attain that purpose 

must focus, among other, on PwD. The same United Nations General Assembly set up, via 

resolution 56/168, a commission to examine proposals that "promote and protect the rights 

and dignity of persons with disabilities" to better respond to some aspirations of non-

governmental organisations, on February  2002.  

The year 2001 was also critical for PwD since the World Health Organization approved the 

International Classification of Functioning of Disability and Health (resolution WHA 

54.21) (WHO, 2001). This resolution endorses the second edition of the International 

Classification of Impairments, Disabilities and Handicaps, with the designation International 

Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health, to be known as ICF (classification 

system previously mentioned). In 2006, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of 

People with Disabilities (UNCRPD) and its Optional Protocol (A/RES/61/106) were adopted 

with the highest number of signatories in history to a UN Convention. This convention led 

to a change of attitudes and approaches to persons with disabilities, who evolved from being 

viewed as “objects” of charity, medical treatment, and social protection towards being 

considered as “subjects” with rights. The UN Convention was the beginning of a new step 

in disabilities rights and the end of a long period of struggles led by advocates of human 

rights and disability rights movements (Rioux, 2011). 
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In 2015, the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) built on the MDGs 

established 17 goals with 169 targets that all Member States have agreed to work towards 

achieving by 2030 (WHO, 2018a). 

In 2016, the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (RPwD) Act replaced the People with 

Disabilities Act (1995) due to the need to shift from the medical model to the social 

model. According to this act, a person with a disability “means a person with long term 

physical, mental, intellectual or sensory impairment which, in interaction with barriers, 

hinders his full and effective participation in society equally with others”. The number of 

conditions of PwD Act (1995) were expanded from seven to twenty-one. The RPwD Act 

(2016) includes a wide range of disabilities such as cerebral palsy, dwarfism, muscular 

dystrophy, chronic neurological disorders (including Parkinson’s disease and multiple 

sclerosis), blood disorders (including haemophilia, thalassemia, and sickle cell disease), 

acid attack victims, speech and language disability, and intellectual disability (ID, which 

includes specific learning disability – SLD – and autism spectrum disorder). In contrast, in 

the RPwD Act a holistic view of what the person’s disability could comprise is provided, 

giving focus to biological, social, environmental and relational determinants (Balakrishnan 

et al., 2019). 

In the European Union, according to Eurostat (2019), in 2014, 37% of the EU-28 population 

aged 15 and over reported moderate or severe physical or sensory limitations; 26.8% 

referred moderate functional limitations and another 10.1% mentioned severe functional 

limitations of this type. In this survey, the proportion of women that reported (moderate or 

severe) physical and sensory limitations was higher than men, with exception of 

Luxembourg. With one in six people having a disability that ranges from mild to severe, 

numbers are expected to rise as the European Union population is getting older and over 

one third of people aged over 75 years have some kind of disability that do not allow them 

to have a normal life. Thus, it is estimated that there will be around 80 million people with 

disabilities in European Union, in 2020. In the European Union, the term “disabilities” was 

first introduced in the article 13 of the Treaty of Amsterdam, signed on October 1997 and 

lately replaced by the Lisbon Treaty, in 2007. On December 2000, another important 

document was produced – The Charter of Fundamental Rights of The European Union, 

which included two articles concerning integration of persons with disabilities (Articles 21 

and 26). During 2000 and the following year, important legislation was issued on this matter: 

directive 2000/78/EC, which establishes a general framework for equal treatment in 

employment and occupation of persons with disabilities, and the directive 2001/85/EC, 
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which refers that Class I vehicles shall be accessible to persons with reduced mobility, 

including wheelchair users, among others. In 2007, on 30 March, the European Union 

signed the UNCRPD (IP/07/446), which was the first time the Union signed an international 

instrument setting minimum standard for rights of people with disabilities, and a core human 

rights convention (Treaty On Disability Rights, 2007). It was in 2011 that the convention has 

been signed by all 27 EU Member States and ratified by 16 of these. All EU Member states 

signed and ratified the convention (MEMO/10/198) and some of them also signed the 

Optional Protocol. The countries that ratified the Convention must inform, periodically, the 

Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities about the measures taken to 

implement the Convention. The Optional Protocol, ratified separately, was where countries 

accept that complaints can be submitted individually by national citizens and that the 

Committee can probe Human Rights violations. The European Charter of Fundamental 

Rights says (Article 26 – Integration of persons with disabilities) that the “Union recognizes 

and respects the right of persons with disabilities to benefit from measures designed to 

ensure independence, social and occupational integration and participation in the life of the 

community” (European Union, 2020). In 2010, the European Union’s Disability Strategy for 

2010-2020 complements and supports actions by Member States which have the main 

responsibility in disability policies, with the aim to help implement the provisions of the 

Convention in practice, both at the Union and at national level (European Commission, 

2010). 

Countries also made legal regulations about disabilities. Legislation, together with 

international, regional, and national policies is indeed of great importance to improve 

availability of health care and promote better conditions for PwD. In 1995, the United 

Kingdom proclaimed the Disability Discrimination Act, which states that it is illegal to refuse 

to serve a disabled person, to provide disabled people with a lower standard of service or 

to provide a disabled person with a service on worse terms. In 1999, other aspects were 

introduced to that legislation, like changing practices, policies or procedures which make 

impossible or unreasonably difficult for disabled people to use services, providing auxiliary 

aids or services which could make it easier, or enable disabled people to use a service or 

overcoming physical features which make it impossible or unreasonably difficult for disabled 

people to use a service, by providing the service by a reasonable method instead (G. Miller 

& Kirk, 2002). In 2004, the physical features duties of the aforementioned Disability 

Discrimination Act became law and service providers were expected to remove any physical 

barriers (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011). 
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The Portuguese Constitution, adopted in 1976, dedicates an article to persons with 

disabilities, referring to the equality of all citizens, together with the obligation of the State 

to carry out a rehabilitation policy and to support organisations representing citizens with 

disabilities (Constituição Da República Portuguesa, 1976). Other important laws in Portugal 

that refer to people with disability are: (i) Law 6/71 of November 8 (that promulgates the 

bases for the rehabilitation and social integration of disabled individuals) (Lei No 6/71 Da 

Presidência Da República, 1971); (ii) Law 9/89, of May 2 (basic Law on Prevention and 

Rehabilitation and Integration of Persons with Disabilities) (Lei No 9/89 Da Assembleia Da 

República, 1989) ; (iii) Law 38/2004, of August 18 (defines the general bases of the legal 

regime for the prevention, abilities and participation of persons with disabilities) (Lei 

No38/2004 Da Assembleia Da República, 2004) ; (iv) Decree-law 163/2006, of August 8 

(approves the system of accessibility to buildings and establishments, repealing Decree-

law 123/97, of 22 May) (Decreto Lei No163/ 2006 Do Ministério Do Trabalho e Da 

Solidariedade Social, 2006); and (v) Law 46/2006, of August 28 (prevents and punishes 

discrimination of persons with disabilities). Due to non-governmental pressure, the 

UNCRPD (2006) was signed in Portugal, by the Portuguese Parliament on 30 March 2007 

and the ratification on 23 September 2009. In the preamble, it is stated that the States 

Parties to the Convention recognize “that disability is an evolving concept and that disability 

results from the interaction between persons with impairments and attitudinal and 

environmental barriers that hinders their full and effective participation in society on an equal 

basis with others”. In Portugal, although there is still a lot of work to be done, the award for 

Best Accessible Tourism Destination, bestowed in 2019 by the World Tourism Organization, 

somehow shows that the country is going on the right track.  

As the above discussion indicates, for tourism, disabled people represent a huge and 

heterogeneous market difficult to conceptualize, with a series of different sub-markets. 

Darcy and Buhalis (2011) identified seven main clusters in this market: (i) people with 

mobility impaired; (ii) blind or vision impaired; (iii) deaf or hearing impaired; (iv) speech 

impaired; (v) cognitive impaired; (vi) hidden impaired; and (vii) elderly/seniors/boomers. The 

way people live with impairments and disabilities may differ, among many other issues, 

according to whether they were born with the disability or acquired it. So, those who are 

born with an impairment and those who acquire one, may have different perspectives about 

barriers (Shakespeare, 2018). In the first case, PwD do not know some issues since they 

have no references from a life without impairments (e.g., people with visual impairments 

who already born blind do not know the colours and cannot compare them). In contrast, in 

the case of those who acquire an illness or impairment, the disability is experienced in 
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different ways depending on the age people have when they are affected (Shakespeare, 

2018). Depending on their level of dependence, this group may travel alone or need to travel 

in the company of friends, family member or an assistant. The levels of dependence (none, 

mild, moderate, severe, and profound) are also essential to understand the needs and 

motivations of this public.  

In an attempt to understand disability, this section explored the dominant models of 

disability: the medical, the social and the biopsychosocial model, with the latter being 

adopted in the present work. Despite the different types of disability mentioned, all have 

common features and three major dimensions of disability are referred: physical/mobility, 

sensory and/or cognitive. An important work has been done in this area; however, despite 

previous studies’ significant theorical contributions, the theme of co-creation of experiences 

in museums to PwSI requires further investigation which is one of the main objectives of the 

present study. PwSI represent a challenge and an opportunity for the travel and tourism 

industry, where museums are included. In the following section, the legislation on museums 

and the museums’ perspective regarding this public will be presented. 

3.4. Museums and visitors with disabilities 

Research on tourism and disabilities has increased over the last years (Altinay et al., 

2016; Domínguez et al., 2015; Lehto et al., 2018; Poria et al., 2009; Shaw et al., 2011; Shaw 

& Coles, 2004). However, much of the published research focuses on specific topics such 

as: (i) the characteristics of PwD and the potential of the market of PwD for tourism (Cloquet 

et al., 2018; Olya et al., 2018; Poria et al., 2009); (ii) the legislation concerning disabled 

people (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; United Nations, 2016) and (iii) the growing of minorities 

agenda (Farsani, 2019; Wong et al., 2019; Yau et al., 2004). Only some few studies, 

mentioned in table 3.3, explore some components of tourism or leisure experience for PwD 

in museums (Angkananon et al., 2015; Asakawa et al., 2018; Belver et al., 2018; M. Davies 

& Shaw, 2013; Erbay, 2017; Hesseldahl et al., 2018; Lanir et al., 2017; R. McMillen, 2012; 

Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Migliaccio, 2019, 2018; M. Newman & Weldin, 2010; Poria et 

al., 2009; Rieger et al., 2019; Sandell, 2003; Udo & Fels, 2010; vom Lehn, 2010; Walters, 

2009; Wiastutu et al., 2018). No study was found that focused on co-creation of 

experiences in museums considering PwSI and provided a deep analysis in this scope, 

which is the focus of the present thesis. Although some of the researchers mentioned in 

table 3.3 examined some features that may be related to cocreation, any of them focused 
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especially on this issue nor provided a broad view of the co-creation of experiences of PwSI 

in museums. This type of cocreation will be further discussed in section 3.5. As privileged 

learning environments, museums are of great value to PwD (Metatla et al., 2018). However, 

a lot of work still needs to be done to increase accessibility in museums, even if inclusion 

concerns have increased in the past decades (Cachia, 2013; Krivec et al., 2014; Mesquita 

& Carneiro, 2016; Small et al., 2012). Museums, as places for education and social 

encounters, have a prime importance in the inclusion of PwD (vom Lehn, 2010; Walters, 

2009). Several authors point out that museums have been seeking to enlarge their audience 

and claim to a wider social mix (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Merriman, 2000). Museums are 

becoming agents of social inclusion and, therefore, working practices to promote that 

inclusion are required (Black, 2005).  



3 – Co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

70 

Table 3.3. Research on PwD and museums (continues) 

Authors Country Title  Objectives 
Angkananon et 
al. 
(2015) 

UK Technology enhanced interaction 
framework and method for 
accessibility in Thai museums 

PwHI  The aim was to describe a Technology Enhanced Interaction Framework and 
method to help developers make local Thai museums more accessible for disabled 
visitors (reduce discrimination in access to information). 

Asakawa et al. 
(2019) 

USA An Independent and Interactive 
Museum Experience for Blind People  

PwVI The aim was to develop a solution to support an independent, interactive museum 
experience that uses the continuous tracking of the user’s location and orientation to 
enable a seamless interaction between Navigation and Art Appreciation and to 
provide the accurate localization and context-awareness and detailed audio content 
when facing an artwork within close proximity.  

Belver et al. 
(2018) 

Spain Art museums as a source of well-
being for people with dementia: an 
experience in the Prado Museum  

PwD 
 

The goal of this study was to describe the design, development and evaluation of a 
programme of artistic education activities for people with dementia based on visits to 
the Prado Museum.  

Davies and 
Shaw 
(2013) 

Turkey Diversifying the museum workforce: 
the diversity scheme and its impact 
on participants’ careers 

PwD The aim was to increase the accessibility of museum careers to Black, Asian, and 
minority-ethnic individuals and also to offer training to PwD and people from low-
income backgrounds.  

Erbay (2017) Turkey Museums and education projects 
targeting visitors with disabilities 

PwD The aim was to show social responsibility projects organized under the slogan 
"Accessible Museums". The article shows different supporting programs, held by 
museums, that develop training and education activities for people with disabilities.  

Hesseldahl et 
al.  
(2018) 

UK Using design thinking to develop new 
methods of inclusive exhibition 
making 

PwD This paper outlines recent approaches by relevant experts, in the field of attitude in 
the context of anti-discrimination legislation and outlines a new approach to use an 
inclusive design within the process of exhibition creation. It uses co-design methods 
to provide a set of principled guidelines that respond to all relevant stakeholders.  

Kinsey et al. 
(2019) 

UK The impact of including carers in 
museum programmes for people with 
dementia: a realist review 

PwD This review aimed to understand how including carers in museum programmes 
impacts the PwD, the carer, and the relationship between them. 

Kusayama 
(2005) 

UK  Access to museums for visually 
challenged people in Japan 

PwVI The purpose of this study was to share the present state and future prospect of 
accessibility to museums especially for visually impaired people in Japan.  

Vom Lehn 
(2010) 

UK Discovering “Experience-ables’: 
Socially including visually impaired 
people in art museums 

PwVI The aim was to explore how shared experiences of works of art are produced in 
interaction between sighted and visually impaired visitors. It explores how the 
participants have access to the pieces through sight, touch, and other means. 

McMillen (2012) USA The inclusive art museum: 
Determining disability access 

PwD The research shows disability access at a Midwestern contemporary art 
museum (MWCAM) in the United States using a nine-step strategy of accessibility 
for museum visitors published by the American Association of Museums (AAM) 

Mesquita and 
Carneiro (2016) 

Portugal Accessibility of European museums to 
visitors with visual impairments 

PwVI The study identifies a board set of strategies to increase the accessibility of 
museums to visitors with visual impairments and analyse the accessibility of 
museums in four European cities. 

Migliaccio 
(2018) 

Italy Accessible museums in Italy: An 
overview 

PwD The aim was to explore some valid experiences to propose useful benchmarking to 
public entities, associations, etc, in Italy.  
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Table 3.3. Research on PwD and Museums (continuation) 
Authors Country Title  Objectives 
Migliaccio 
(2019) 

Italy Tourism for PwD in Italy: An overview PwD The aim is to make an adequate review of international literature, a small summary 
of the evolution of the tourism sector and focus on some of the main laws. Some 
strategies implemented by different stakeholders, in Italy, were critically described. 

Newman and 
Weldin 
(2010) 

UK Museums, Multimedia and Me: 
Enhancing the Experience of Visiting 
the British Museum through the Use 
of Multimedia with People with 
Learning Disabilities 

PwD The aim was to explore ways of enhancing the experience for people with learning 
disabilities visiting the Hadrian exhibition at the British Museum in London. 

Poria et al. 
(2009) 

Israel People with disabilities visit art 
museum: an exploratory study of 
obstacles and difficulties 

PwD The goal of this article was to show some obstacles that people with disabilities 
(wheelchairs, crutches, and visually impaired people) face while visiting art 
museums. The non-physical elements of the museum environment (e.g., staff 
attitudes and interaction with other visitors), are presented as being major difficulties 
in achieving a full museum experience.  

Rieger et al. 
(2019) 

Australia  Doing Dis/ordered Mappings: Shapes 
of Inclusive Spaces in Museums  

All  The aim was to investigate how museum spaces are shaped, where spatial 
configurations, specifically when considering inclusion. Issues of accessibility and 
how knowledge is conveyed are presented.  

Rodgers (2005) Canada Managing Access at the Museums: 
Disability & Institutional Boundaries 

PwD The aim was to embody and institutionalize accessibility and to discover its context 
in the human realm and as organisational practice. 

Udo & Fels 
(2010)  

Canada Enhancing the entertainment 
experience of blind and low-vision 
theatregoers through touch tours 

PwD The aim was to present how universal design theory and the research available on 
museum-based touch tours can be used to develop a touch tour for blind and low-
vision theatregoers. 

Walters 
(2009) 

Sweden Approaches in museums towards 
disability in the UK and US 

PwHI The study was based on questionnaire surveys relating to responses to disability in 
museums in the United Kingdom and the United States, undertaken as part of a 
broader research enquiry. The aim was to identify underlying attitudes in museums, 
particularly within the imperatives of a dominant paradigm of inclusion.  

Wiastuti et al. 
(2018) 

Indonesia Implementation of accessible tourism 
concept at museums in Jakarta 

PwD The aim of this study was to identify the implementation of accessible tourism 
concept at the museum in Jakarta and to provide practical accessibility-
improvement measures for the museum in Jakarta towards accessible tourism 
concept.  

Source: Own elaboration. 

PwHI – People with Hearing Impairment | PwVI – People with visual Impairment | PwD – People with Disabilities  



3 – Co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

72 

Concerning the museum legal context related to PwD (Table 3.4), it is important to 

mention the ICOM Code of Ethics for museums, adopted in 1986 and revised in 2004. This 

important document provides some important guidance and principles in order to help 

museums’ professionals (ICOM, 2017). As said before, museums are responsible for the 

tangible and intangible natural and cultural heritage and so, museums and their collections 

must be available during reasonable hours and for regular periods. According to the 

previously mentioned code, during these periods special attention must be given to PwD. 

According to the same document, museums should conform to all national and local laws 

and respect the legislation of other states insofar as they affect their operation. Museums 

should also acknowledge the international legislation that is taken as a standard in 

interpreting the ICOM Code of Ethics for Museums presented in table 3.4. 

Table 3.4. International legislation on museums  

Designation Date/Organisation 

Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit 
Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property 

1970 

UNESCO 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 
Fauna and Flora 

1973 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service 

Convention on Biological Diversity 
1992 

UN 

UNIDROIT Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural 
Objects 

1995 

UNESCO 

Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of 
Armed Conflict with Regulations for the Execution of the Convention 

1954 | 1999  

UNESCO 

 

Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage 
2001 

UNESCO 

Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage 
2003 

UNESCO 

Source: ICOM,2017. 

In Portugal, the law of museums dates from 2004 and the main concerns are related to 

physical accesses. According to Law 47/2004 of August 19 (Article 42), “The museum 

systematically develops cultural mediation programs and educational activities that 

contribute to access to cultural heritage and cultural events. The programs referred are 
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articulated with sectoral public policies concerning family, youth, support for persons with 

disabilities, tourism and the fight against social exclusion”. This law takes in account the 

principle present in the Article 27 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights that states 

that every person has the right to take part freely in the cultural life and to enjoy the arts 

including PwD (Lei No47/2004 Da Assembleia Da República, 2004). 

The term “excluded” was first used in France in the 1960s to refer to the poorest groups 

within the society, followed by “social exclusion”, an expression first used in 1974 (Black, 

2005; A. Newman & McLean, 2002). Slowly, the first term evolved from poverty to social 

disintegration. In 1989, within the European Union, the concept came to the political agenda 

and the European Observatory on Policies to Combat Social Exclusion was established, 

simultaneously with the European Community Programme to Foster the Economic and 

Social Integration of Least Privileged Groups (Black, 2005). 

In 1992, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the 

Community Development Foundation organized the “International Community 

Development Conference”, exploring the reasons why urban areas faced some problems 

such as social exclusion, and the way to reduce urban decline. Since then, the social 

exclusion/inclusion moved up into the political agenda worldwide becoming the big social 

policy idea of the New Labour Government in 1997 (Hall, 2010).  

In the UK, the Reaching Out: An Action Plan on Social Exclusion, elaborated by the Cabinet 

Office (2006), stated that social exclusion can happen to anyone. However, people with 

certain backgrounds and experiences are disproportionately more likely to suffer from social 

exclusion. In this document, some factors that may contribute to social exclusion are 

mentioned, such as: low income; family conflict; school problems; being an ex-prisoner; 

being from an ethnic minority; living in a deprived neighbourhood in urban and rural areas; 

mental health problems; age and disability. Disability, together with unemployment, poverty, 

criminality, sexual, racial and ethnic and gender discrimination, corresponds to one of the 

most important factors of social exclusion (Abbott & McConkey, 2006; Kastenholz et al., 

2015; Michopoulou et al., 2015; Moussouri, 2007). 

In 1970s, museums were considered isolated from the modern world, being elitist spaces, 

obsolete and a waste of public money (Hudson, 1977). Concerned with their collections-

based functions, museums were socially associated with the cultural taste of a particular 

social group (McCall & Gray, 2014). Since then, a long road has been travelled. In 1980s, 

in the museums’ context, inclusion has become the word of the day, and, since 1990s, 
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boosting inclusion became a major concern of museums. Combating social exclusion 

became one of the highest priorities of Governments (Department for Culture Media and 

Sport, 2000). Kinsley (2016) points out that there has been an increasing recognition that 

museums have excluded some groups from their activities for years and that nowadays 

there is a concern to redress this.  

Museums developed from inward-looking and collection focused to outward-facing and 

audience-focused (Black, 2012). This change of direction toward the people is a reversal 

of the meaning and purpose of museums (Black, 2005, 2012; O’Neill, 2006). Collections 

naturally lose their primacy once the museum puts the visitors needs at the focus of their 

work (Appleton, 2007). This decline can be seen in several ways, namely in features such 

as museums projects involving polemic topics that reflect actual concerns, interactive 

exhibits with animations and technology replacing objects (Black, 2005, 2012; vom Lehn, 

2010). 

Sandell (2003) highlighted the potential positive impacts of museums on the 

disadvantaged or marginalized individual, community and society. At an individual level, 

engagement with museums can deliver positive outcomes such as enhanced self-esteem, 

confidence, and creativity. At a community level, museums can act as a catalyst for social 

regeneration, empowering communities to increase their self-determination and develop the 

confidence and skills to take greater control over their lives. Lastly, museums, through the 

representation of inclusive communities within collections and displays, have the potential 

to promote tolerance, inter-community respect and to challenge stereotypes. Several 

potential positive impacts of museums will be discussed in further detail in section 4.3. 

The concept of inclusion became a part of museums concerns and these organisations are 

expected to help alleviate factors that contribute to social exclusion (Appleton, 2007; 

Moussouri, 2007; Sandell, 1998; Tlili et al., 2007). Significant changes have occurred over 

the past 50 years within society due to social, economic, technological, and political 

changes. The movement known as the “New Museology” is a phenomenon with adherents 

across a variety of museums and was developed as a reaction against traditional museum 

practices considered outmoded, introducing a new philosophy to change the relationship 

that museums had with society and communities (McCall & Gray, 2014; Witcomb, 2007).  

The “new museum” involves, among other aspects, a redefinition of the relationship that the 

museum has with the community and the people, developing a new body of theories around 

museums in order to stop discrimination and inequality within society (Ambrose & Paine, 
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2018; Black, 2005; Sandell, 2002, 2003). Thus, museums are expected to be a refuge and 

a source of education and entertainment that offer broad and varied opportunities of 

experiences for their communities in many ways (Salmen, 1998).  

Social and cultural inclusion implies the removal of all kinds of barriers that don’t allow 

citizens to participate in society (Cass et al., 2005; Kastenholz et al., 2015). Being expected 

to offer a large and varied set of opportunities for experiences, museums should also be 

places with no barriers to participation, where the provided experiences should not be 

affected by the fact of being carried out by PwD (Poria et al., 2009; Rodgers, 2005; Salmen, 

1998; vom Lehn, 2010; Walters, 2009). 

In a recent report of American Alliance of Museums2 (American Alliance of Museums, 2018), 

the main concern are the effective museum inclusion practices and the diversity, equity, 

accessibility, and inclusion in all aspects of museums. ICOM’s Annual Report (2018) 

highlights the role of museums in serving society and promoting its development. Museums 

are essential in the increase of social cohesion and in minimizing discrimination and other 

human rights abuses. 

Constraints faced by PwD in museums and strategies that can be adopted to remove 

barriers in terms of physical access, attitudes and information will be addressed in more 

detail in section 4.2.2.2. 

Although interest on PwD in museums has increased over the last years (Angkananon et 

al., 2015; Asakawa et al., 2018; Belver et al., 2018; M. Davies & Shaw, 2013; Hesseldahl 

et al., 2018; R. McMillen, 2012; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; M. Newman & Weldin, 2010; 

Poria et al., 2009; Reed, 1997; Rieger et al., 2019; Sandell, 2003; Udo & Fels, 2010; vom 

Lehn, 2010; Walters, 2009; Wiastutu et al., 2018), research in this field remains scarce. 

This section has provided a comprehensive account on legal framework in museums 

legislation. Museums have a prime importance in the inclusion of PwD and legislation can 

make the difference by encouraging people to minimize barriers in these spaces. However, 

the willingness to implement strategies that permit to increase the accessibility of museums 

is also crucial in this scope. The potential positive impacts of museums on the 

 
2 Facing Change: Insights from the American Alliance of Museums’ Diversity, Equity, Accessibility, and Inclusion 

Working Group (American Alliance of Museums, 2018). 
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disadvantaged or marginalized individual, community and society were approached 

referring inclusion as being one of the main concerns of museums nowadays.  

In the next section co-creation in museums in different contexts for the general public 

including PwD will be analysed. 

3.5. Co-creation of experiences in museums in different contexts by PwSI 

Museums are considering ways to increase access for PwD (Lussenhop et al., 2016; Reich 

et al., 2010). Tourism and disability are phenomena where the collaboration between 

stakeholders across demand and supply is necessary in order to enable PwD – including 

mobility, vision, hearing and cognitive dimensions – to have access to tourism (Buhalis & 

Darcy, 2011; Darcy & Dickson, 2009; Michopoulou et al., 2015). 

The consensus that museums should be open to the public and the idea that museums 

should be accessible to all are rather new (Poria et al., 2009; Soren, 2009). A common 

language between all the stakeholders is important in order to better understand the subject. 

This is not an easy task as standards for accessibility vary across European countries 

(Eichhorn & Buhalis, 2011). 

The rise in the number of PwD (W. G. Kim et al., 2012; Lyu, 2017) brought several 

implications for tourism, such as an increasing importance of not disregarding this market. 

It is agreed that tourists with disabilities are a lucrative market segment (Lyu, 2017; 

Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016). However, despite this potential, the tourism industry has paid 

little attention to the constraints and needs felt by PwD, which are different from those of 

tourists without disabilities (Lyu, 2017; Pagán, 2012; Poria et al., 2009). The current ongoing 

interest in this market segment is also due to the growing awareness that tourism 

contributes to the wellbeing of PwD (Daniels et al., 2005). 

PwD face more difficulties and require a much higher degree of accessibility than non-

disabled people. Information on accessibility allows PwD to decide either to visit or not a 

certain place or destination. This information should be reliable, easy to obtain and 

presented in a variety of formats (Chiarelli et al., 2018). Knowledge and structures with a 

design that is inclusive for all citizens are the best way to ensure the access to travel and 

tourism for PwD (Eichhorn & Buhalis, 2011). The existence of a large number of barriers 

(Gillovic et al., 2018; Liasidou et al., 2019; Randle & Dolnicar, 2019) is one of the main 
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reasons why PwD are not well served by the tourism industry. The term accessibility has 

different meanings to different people. Tourism for all, or accessible and inclusive 

tourism, is of main importance and can address the needs of disabled people (permanent 

and temporary disabled) as well as the needs of people without disabilities but who have a 

special need, such as seniors, people traveling with young children, the obese, among other 

groups, as previously said (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011; Darcy & Dickson, 2009; Michopoulou et 

al., 2015; Poria et al., 2011).  

Accessible and inclusive tourism is defined by Souca (2010, p. 1154) as “access 

requirements including mobility, vision, hearing and cognitive dimensions of access, to 

function independently and with equity and dignity through the delivery of universally 

designed products and environments”. 

Generically the accessible tourism is a form of tourism that involves collaborative processes 

between stakeholders who provide reasonable adjustments to services eliminating or 

minimizing barriers. This concept is inclusive to all people including PwD and people with 

special needs (Darcy & Dickson, 2009). 

The AAM provided a manual along with the ADA which is part of a program addressing the 

issues of accessibility in museums. To museums, according to Salmen (1998, p. 11), 

“accessibility means making the site’s exhibits and programs available to all visitors”. The 

aim is to eliminate the physical, communication, and policy or procedural barriers present 

in the museums.  

One of the most relevant researchers in the field of accessible tourism, Darcy (1998) 

identifies the three dimensions underlying the term “access”: the physical, sensory and 

communication access. Meanwhile, Dwyer and Darcy (2011) refer the most common 

dimensions of access as being: mobility, sensory (hearing and vision), cognitive/ 

learning/ communication and environmental barriers (experienced by those having 

asthma, being affected by chemicals, among others). Accessibilities along with the topic of 

constraints will be discussed in section 4.2.  

Another important statement is that from Ralph (2017), a community activist, freelance 

trainer, when he refers that disability is created by barriers put in the way to accessing the 

world by society and that these barriers are attitudinal (e.g. schools not thinking about 

disabled students, or not believing that staff have the right skills or resources to engage 

students), physical (e.g. the lack of adaptations of the spaces for disabled people) and 
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organisational (e.g. the existent inflexible policies and practices that don’t allow PwD to 

access services or employment).  

Eliminating barriers and increasing accessibility in museums is crucial to foster cocreation 

in museums, especially as far as PwD are concerned. However, despite the importance 

that co-creation may assume in museums (potential benefits of co-creation in museums will 

be discussed in section 4.3), only a small number of researchers has deeply analysed the 

co-creation in museums, and specifically considered contexts of museums where co-

creation may occur, with some of them not even referring directly to the expression “co-

creation” (Falk & Dierking, 2016a, 2016b; Farsani, 2019; Goulding, 2000; Mirghadr et al., 

2018; Moscardo, 1996; Taheri, 2011). 

As mentioned before, co-creation involves an effort among suppliers to co-create 

experiences collaboratively with the consumer (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Co-creation is a 

process that implies action by both suppliers and customers (Frow & Payne, 2011; Pera et 

al., 2016) and, consequently, to promote it, it is necessary to study customer behaviours in 

order to better adapt the spaces to the current needs of visitors. Moscardo (1996), in her 

earlier studies, introduced the concept of mindfulness, which can enhance the quality of the 

visitors’ experience. The author referred that when people have the opportunity to control 

and influence the situation and when they recognize the relevance and the novelty of the 

situation, people are most likely to be mindful. 

Museums are important places for non-formal learning and education (Farsani, 2019) and, 

in order to achieve the goals of twenty first century museums and heritage sites, it is 

important to produce mindful visitors who are active, interested and questioning (Moscardo, 

1996). According to the same author (Moscardo, 1996) there are two sets of factors that 

influence visitors experience in heritage sites: setting factors (exhibits, displays, guided 

tours, signs, maps, guidebooks, brochures, and walks); visitors’ factors (familiarity with the 

space, motivation for visiting, and fellow visitors). Studies of museum visitors’ behaviour 

shows that there are a number of theories relating several aspects of the visit (Goulding, 

2000): social (status symbol of the cultural ones to the uncultured others, level of 

engagement with the museum); psychological (level of involvement and participation 

between visitors and exhibits); and environmental and spatial (museum setting and layout). 

One of the works that sheds more light on this topic and expresses a similar view is Falk 

and Dierking's (2016a, 2016b) model of learning or “interactive experience model”. In this 

model the authors identified three context affecting visitor’s participation in creating 
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interactive experiences in museums (Figure 3.2): (i) the physical context; (ii) the personal 

context; and (iii) the sociocultural context. The model has been cited by many researchers 

and led to further works in the museum field (Falk & Storksdieck, 2005, 2010; Taheri, 2011). 

The three overlapping contexts which influence interaction and experiences are dynamic 

and continuously constructed by the visitor. In 2013 the model has been adapted in order 

to respond to the actual changes operated in museums. The perspectives on all the contexts 

have been enriched by new thinking and research.  

The physical context includes the architecture of the place, the objects and artifacts within 

the museum and the ambience of the place. Falk and Dierking (2016b) referred that this 

context strongly influences the visitors’ visit to the museum and the way they move inside 

the space. The physical aspects can make easier or harder for people with special 

requirements to use the museum. Considering these people, for example, the entrance 

should be identified easily (Fédération Nationale des Comités Départementaux du 

Tourisme, 2004; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016), glass doors should be avoided (Barker et al., 

1995a; Instituto Português de Museus, 2004; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016), the name of the 

museum should be easy to read, there should be a logical arrangement of places (e.g. 

reception near the entrance), a differentiation of spaces through varied approaches – 

lighting, climate, colours or sound and furniture like benches or some materials like 

carpeting can lessen fatigue (Barker et al., 1995; den Brinker & Daffertshofer, 2005; Dos 

Santos & De Carvalho, 2012; Fédération Nationale des Comités Départementaux du 

Tourisme, 2004; Instituto Português de Museus, 2004; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; V. 

Richards et al., 2010). Also in the physical context, there are objects that visitors can interact 

with and activities they can participate in (e.g., reading information panels, touching 

objects). Later, in 2013, the authors emphasize the importance of the virtual due to the 

importance of technologies in society. Nowadays museums use a huge number of digital 

media to improve the visitors’ experiences (Falk & Dierking, 2016b), such as augmented 

and virtual reality, audio presentations (included in audio guides or not), in-gallery 

interactives, digital transactions (De Bernardi et al., 2018), smartphones apps, audiovisual 

presentations (that may be accessed through terminal computers or through other tablets, 

smartphones), audio-pens (optical reading pens that when pointed to a map, image or text, 

start an audio commentary), among many other technologies. Among the new technological 

innovations adopted in museums we have QRCode and the RFIDCode (De Bernardi et al., 

2018). 
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According to Falk and Dierking (2000, 2016b) it is also important to consider each museum 

visitor’s personal context, which is unique and leads to different experiences and 

knowledges. This context includes visitor’s individual interests, attitudes, and motivations, 

very important aspects nowadays, being the visitor focused service approach an essential 

and systematic element in all activities (Black, 2005; Falk & Dierking, 2016b). This context 

represents the amount of personal and genetic history that a visitor carries with him/her 

(Falk & Storksdieck, 2005). 

When talking about the sociocultural context, Falk and Dierking (2000) argue that people 

visit museums in group or alone, but even so, visitors come into contact with other visitors 

or staff and get influenced by each other. Therefore, museum visitors are deeply influenced 

by social interaction factors. The social context in museums refers to the interaction with 

multiple stakeholders such as with people within the group of visit, volunteers and other 

museum staff, producing different experiences (Dierking, 1989; Evans et al., 2013; Falk & 

Dierking, 2016a; Kelly, 2007; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Dialogs between different social and 

cultural groups can occur (Rahimi, 2014). 

 

Figure 3.2. Contexts of interactive experience in museums 

Source: Elaborated based on Falk and Dierking (2000, 2016a,2016b). 

There are other models or frameworks, some related to museums and others associated 

with tourism in general, that also provide insights on the contexts in which co-creation of 

experiences can occur in museums. Another relevant model in this context, “The 

experience pyramid”, was developed by Tarssanen and Kylanen (2005), in order to show 

the main important elements that are central to the creation of experiences. The first 

experiential element is individuality, which refers to awakening in the customer a sense of 

being worthy. The second is authenticity, which is the customer’s perception of what is a 

genuine product. The third element is story, which has the function of linking all the 

elements of the story. The fourth element is multi-sensory perception that means that this 
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kind of experiences may be created so that people can appreciate things through their 

different senses. The fifth element refers to the contrast the experience represents to 

the customer’s everyday routine. Finally, the last element is the interaction that 

represents the relation between the customer, the company and the other customers. 

Although the core of this model is not co-creation, it provides an important perspective about 

co-creation contexts. 

Mossberg (2007) proposed two frameworks about tourist experiences. The first one is 

related to creative industries (based on personal creativity, skill and talent) and coproduction 

of tourism products. The main important aspects of this framework are research, education, 

enterprises, culture, and cooperation between all the stakeholders. The second refers to 

the most important aspects influencing tourist’s experiences. In this research, Mossberg 

(2007) proposed some essential factors that influence the tourist experience: 

experiencescape, wherein personnel, other tourists, physical environment, 

product/souvenirs and theme story. The experiencescape involves the consumers 

emotionally, physically, intellectually, and spiritually (Mossberg, 2007). All these aspects 

together create the atmosphere that is the focus for creating a positive tourist experience. 

The physical environment is an amalgam of three dimensions: the ambient (music, light, 

colour, scent), the space layout and functionality (furniture and equipment placement) and 

signs, symbols, and artefacts.  

The central aspect of this model is the customer’s involvement, where the customer plays 

an important role in co-creation of experiences by continuously interacting with the 

company. The core of this model is to present a new way to produce rich tourist 

experiences, adding value to the tourists by gaining a better understanding of factors that 

influence tourism experiences. In these models, the author highlights the importance of the 

value in the construction of tourism experiences. 

The last two models, although not being related to museums, provide some light on the 

contexts where customers can co-create their experiences in the museum, making 

reference to some of the contexts also identified by Falk and Dierking (2016b). While 

Tarssanen and Kylanen (2005) refer to the personal and sociocultural contexts, Mossberg 

(2007) mentions the physical and sociocultural contexts. 

Rahimi (2014) presents another model, the sociocultural interaction model (SCIM), for the 

creation of strong sociocultural interactions between visitors and the museum space. The 

physical surroundings (tangible properties) can influence the social environment. According 
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to this model, sociocultural interactions are the product of three connected factors: 

motivation, context, and actuation. This model suggests that a visitor, to perform an 

interaction, must become motivated (emotionally and intellectually) and be in the right 

context (tangible and intangible properties). The third factor - actuation - refers to the 

impulse that leads the interaction. This model presents elements that facilitate the 

occurrence of an interaction in the museum space. Again, there are some similarities to the 

Falk and Dierking’s (2016b) approach, since the motivations are part of the personal 

context, the “context” dimension included in this model includes the physical context, and 

the outcome of the model – sociocultural interactions -, greatly corresponds to the 

sociocultural context.  

Considering that the model of Falk and Dierking (2016b) provides, through a simple 

approach, useful insights on the contexts of the museum where co-creation can occur, and 

that several references are made to some of the contexts they proposed, this model will be 

taken as a reference. The present thesis will focus on the two contexts mentioned by Falk 

and Dierking (2016b) that are more manageable by service providers, namely by museum 

managers - the physical and sociocultural contexts. This last context will be designed simply 

as social context, similarly to what happens in some models or approaches (e.g., in 

Mossberg’s model), to emphasise the social component of the interactions. Two other 

components are added to the two contexts already identified - the digital context, due to the 

increasing relevance of technology in experiences’ co-creation (e.g., using internet, using 

website, participating in online activities) and the multiple contexts, since many kinds of co-

creation in museums take place in more than one of the previously identified contexts (e.g., 

participating in guided visits, workshops, and role plays activities). Although Falk and 

Dierking (2016b) incorporated the virtual context in the physical context, given that the 

virtual world is not tangible it was decided to keep it as an autonomous component.  

In order to understand what dimensions of experience and facets of co-creation have been 

considered and analysed in research on co-creation in museums and the data collection 

methodologies that have been adopted, it was decided to analyse research on co-creation 

in museums. However, due to the scarcity of research in this field, this approach was 

extended to other influential research on co-creation in other areas of tourism, to also obtain 

insights on the dimensions of experience, facets of co-creation and data collection 

methodologies used in these studies. Table 3.5 illustrates a list of some of most influential 

studies of co-creation in museums or in other areas of tourism, that specifically analysed 

the co-creation in museums (Antón et al., 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Farsani, 2019; H. 
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M. Lee & Smith, 2015; Minkiewicz et al., 2016; Simon, 2010; Taheri, 2011), in attractions 

(Campos et al., 2016; Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014), hospitality and tourism 

(Busser & Shulga, 2018), and tourism destinations and sites (Buonincontri et al., 2017; H. 

Chen & Rahman, 2018; Tan et al., 2014).  
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Table 3.5. Selected studies on co-creation in museums or in other areas of tourism – aim, methodology, dimensions of experiences and 
facets of co-creation (continues) 

Author(s) Country Area of focus Aim Type of 
Research Data Collection Methods Dimensions of 

experiences 
Facets of 

Co-creation 
Antón et al. 
(2018) 

Spain Museums Exploring the role of the visitor 
as co-creator of experiences 

Empiric Qualitative (Self-
administered survey) & 
Quantitative 

Behavioural, 
emotional and 
cognitive 

Active participation 
and social 
interaction 

Falk and 
Dierking (2016b) 

USA Museums Experience in museums Conceptual ________ Behavioural, 
emotional, cognitive 
and sensorial 

Active participation 
and engagement 

Farsani (2019) Iran Museums Identifying the key 
components of education and 
learning. Investigating the 
tendency of audiences 
towards learning activities 

Empiric Qualitative research: Focus 
groups, in-depth structured 
interviews    Quantitative 
research: Axial coding 

Behavioural and 
cognitive 

Active participation 
and social 
interaction 

H. M. Lee and 
Smith (2016) 

Macau 
Canada 

Historic sites and 
museums 

Developing a multiple-item 
scale to gain knowledge of the 
experiential features of tourist 
activities 

Empiric Qualitative (in-depth 
interviews, survey, 
observation) Quantitative 

Emotional Social interaction 

Minkiewicz et al. 
(2016) 

Australia Cultural sector                                                                                         
Art Gallery, a 
science and 
history museum 
and zoological 
garden 

Exploring the way 
organisations collaborate with 
customers to facilitate 
consumption of cultural 
experiences through the lens 
of co-production 

Empiric Qualitative (in-depth 
interviews) 

Behavioural, 
emotional and 
cognitive 

Active participation 

Simon (2010) USA Museums Participatory museum Conceptual Qualitative (in-depth 
interviews, observation) 

Behavioural, 
emotional and 
cognitive 

Active participation          
and engagement 

Taheri (2011) UK Museums Investigating the effects of pre-
visit attributes on visitor 
engagement with the museum 
experience 

Empiric Qualitative (in-depth 
interviews, observation, and 
photographic data). 
Quantitative 

Cognitive Engagement 
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Table 3.5. Selected studies on co-creation in museums or in other areas of tourism – aim, methodology, dimensions of experiences and 
facets of co-creation (continuation) 

Author(s) Country Area of focus Aim Type of 
Research Data Collection Methods Dimensions of 

experiences 
Facets of 

Co-creation 
Campos et al. 
(2016) 

Portugal Attractions Examining the on-site co-
creation experience from a 
tourist perspective 

Empiric Questionnaire (in-depth 
interviews and a pilot 
survey) 

Behavioural, 
emotional, and 
cognitive 

Active participation                                               
and social 
interaction 

Kempiak et al. 
(2017) 

UK Attractions Exploring the visitor 
experience at heritage sites 
pre, during and post visit 

Empiric Qualitative (Self- 
administered survey) & 
Quantitative (Exploratory 
factor analysis) 

Behavioural, 
emotional, sensorial, 
and cognitive 

Active participation 
and engagement 

Minkiewicz et al. 
(2014) 

Australia Attractions Moving beyond value to 
experiences and exploring co-
creation of the consumption 

Empiric Qualitative Behavioural, 
emotional, cognitive, 
and sensorial 

Co-production 
Engagement 
(emotional and 
cognitive) and 
personalisation 

Busser and 
Shulga (2018) 

USA Hospitality and 
tourism service  

Developing a new co-created 
value scale 

Empiric Quantitative - multistage 
design psychometrics 
approach 

Behavioural and 
emotional 

Social interaction 

Buonincontri et 
al. (2017) 

Italy Tourism 
destinations 

Investigating the main 
antecedents and 
consequences of experience 
co-creation 

Empiric Quantitative approach- 
survey 

Behavioural, 
emotional, cognitive, 
and spiritual 

Active participation 
and social 
interaction 

H. Chen and 
Rahman (2018) 

USA Tourism 
destinations 

Examining the interplay of 
visitor engagement, cultural 
contact, and memorable 
experience 

Empiric Self-report survey 
(Qualtrics) 

Behavioural Engagement 

Tan, Luh and 
Kung (2014) 

Taiwan Tourism sites Characterizing creative 
tourism and their perception of 
creative experiences at 
tourism sites 

Empiric Qualitative (in-depth 
interviews, observation). 
Quantitative 

Behavioural, 
emotional, and 
cognitive 

Active participation 

Source: Own Elaboration. 
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In the next sections it will be discussed how visitors co-create experiences in the four 

contexts previously identified - physical, social, virtual context, as well as multiple 

contexts – that will be the focus of this thesis. This discussion is mainly based on an 

analysis of empirical studies related to museums and cultural tourism attractions and is 

complemented by an analysis of conceptual research on the same kind of tourism 

attractions – museums and other cultural attractions. It is important to note that, while 

some researchers explicitly refer to the term “co-creation”, others address to this issue 

not using this expression, which is quite recent. 

3.5.1. Physical context 

In this section, the co-creation that takes place in the physical environment is discussed. 

Table 3.6 presents dimensions of co-creation in the physical context identified in the 

literature. This table and the tables presented in the following sections (Sections 3.5.1 to 

3.5.4) were created based on publications concerning co-creation in museums and other 

cultural attractions, in order to obtain insights on different forms of co-creation that may 

take place in museums in the four contexts under analysis. They were created by 

grouping some references made in publications to different types of co-creation. Both 

references to how the visitor co-creates the experience or to strategies used by suppliers 

that will induce co-creation were considered and presented in the tables. The analysis of 

the literature presented in tables is also complemented by the analysis of other literature 

in this scope. The importance, to PwSI, of forms of co-creation identified, is also 

discussed.  

Recent research on co-creation emphasizes the importance of the physical context in 

the co-creation process in cultural attractions, since all the publications analysed focus 

this context (Table 3.6). In this scope, they remark the relevance of the interaction with 

different settings and interpretative means. 
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Table 3.6. Co-creation in the physical context 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

x x
Interaction with the exhibits X X
Holding exhibitions and thematic programmes X

Using specific spaces of the museum X X X X
Using social interaction space X X
Construction of an information office at the museum X
Offering family concerns (e.g. dressing up and kids' zones) X

Paying attention to the museum spaces and design x
Paying attention to the museum spaces including signs, 
theatre halls, lighting etc. X

Using the experience space in one's own way X
Using the experience space in their own way X

X X
Connecting with the objects on display X X

Having a sensory experience X X X X
Touching objects X X X X

The organizations emphasize the tactile and sensory aspects 
of the experience (e.g. consumers are provided with 
opportunities to interact with exhibits) 

X

Touching objects X X
Paying attention to the objects and touching and interacting 
with the artworks X X X

Seeking for tactile opportunities throughout the experience 
space    X

Providing tactile stimulation.     X X
Tactile opportunities throughout X
Manipulating machines X

X X
Providing  visual stimulation.     X X

X X X
Providing  auditory stimulation.     X X X
Hearing sounds X

X
Smelling an environment X

x X X x x
Reading guidebooks X X X

Using my own guide book and literature X X
Museum guidebook (attractive books or brochures) X X

Reading information panels/labels X X X
Information panels X
Didactic panels prompted visitors to search for specific 
features in artwork and thereby enabled critics to play a more 
active role in their art consumption.              

X

Interpretive panels at the museum   X
Children's labels - children have something to go to, read and 
interact with  X

Written information provided inside the museum X
X

Using signage as a functional opportunity for engaging 
consumers (e.g. children's labels in exhibitions so that the 
children have something to go to, read and interact with)

X

X X X X
Playing with materials such as toys, jigsaw puzzle and 
quizzes X X

Playing with materials X
Holding entertaining competitions and games related to the 
topics discussed in the museum X

Providing educacional games  X
Taking photographs X

Photography during the experience X
X

Opportunities to create something tangible (workshops) X

Using signage

Playing with objects/games
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In the scope of interaction with different settings, co-creation may occur due to visitors’ 

interaction with the exhibits in a personal way, sometimes even involving a tactile 

experience, in order to have a different experience (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). This later 

aspect was supported by Minkiewicz et al. (2014), who argue that visitors actively 

participate in the experience in numerous ways. For example, the authors refer to tactile 

experiences throughout the experience space and argue that the active component of 

the experience may include physically interacting with the exhibition as part of the 

experience. It is especially relevant that museums provide tactile programs to people 

with visual impairments so that they can explore the objects and not being dependent 

only on oral communications. Minkiewicz et al. (2016) mentioned the importance of 

museums to change toward a more consumers’ centricity attitude, allowing visitors to 

have a more accessible experience and appealing to a wider audience by fostering 

visitors’ higher connection with the objects on display. In the same line, Black (2005) 

states that museums need to constantly update a real knowledge and understanding of 

visitors and for that they must take into account the personal context of the visitor and 

the holistic nature of the visit. 

Falk and Dierking (2016b) suggest that it is important to know who visitors are and which 

are their motivations for visiting or participating in a specific program. Visitors actively 

engage in the exhibition, throughout the museum, choosing which aspects they will focus 

on. Exhibitions, as pointed by the authors, allow people to see, and at best touch, taste, 

feel and hear.  

Some authors highlight the importance of visitors deciding to use specific spaces of the 

museum for social interaction, for getting information or for developing specific activities 

or tasks with kids (e.g. dressing up and kid’s zones being used to satisfy some needs of 

children) (H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Kempiak et al., 2017; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Taheri, 

2011). If well designed, the museum space can facilitate engagement and experience 

for a large audience. Still regarding the interaction with settings, Mirghadr et al. (2018) 

claim that it is important to pay attention to some museum’s spaces including light, 

sounds or to some of their elements such as signs to improve orientation and the 

museums’ education and learning functions (Mirghadr et al., 2018). Signs are crucial to 

enable visitors to use the experience space in their own way (Minkiewicz et al., 2014), 

what allows visitor to experience the exhibits in their preferred way.  

This is important for PwSI, whose experience in museums is dependent on the 

interaction with different settings such as different areas of the museum, including the 

main entrance and the rooms of the exhibition (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Mesquita & 
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Carneiro, 2016). Concerning PwSI, several studies highlight the importance of signs and 

lights to differentiate spaces and to improve the visit conditions (Direction des Musées 

de France, 1997; Instituto Português de Museus, 2004; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; 

Salmen, 1998). Lights are especially important to people with visual impairments, not 

only to recognize spaces, but also to ensure good vision conditions. Visitors often 

referred their difficulty in getting close to interpretative signage to read the information 

(Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009). The logical arrangement of places (e.g., 

toilets near the reception, reception near the entrance) together with the differentiation 

of spaces is also extremely important for PwD to be able to walk for themselves and 

explore the exhibition on their own. Co-creation can also occur when visitors take 

photographs (Minkewicz et al.,2014). 

As far as the physical context is concerned, co-creation can also take place when 

consumers interact with interpretative means. Co-creation can be facilitated through 

interpretation. For example, the museum managers can persuade visitors to have a 

sensory experience that includes a tactile experience like touching objects or 

manipulating machines (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr 

et al., 2018), a visually stimulating experience (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Mirghadr et al., 

2018) an auditory stimulating experience (i.e. having a sensory experience that includes 

auditory stimulation, hearing sounds) (H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; 

Mirghadr et al., 2018), or a smelling stimulating experience like smelling an environment 

or a specific element of that environment (H. Chen & Rahman, 2018). Falk and Dierking 

(2016b) highlight the importance of having sensory experiences where the senses are 

used to improve the experiences. The possibility to touch objects and the use of tactile 

stimulation together with auditory stimulation can potentially be a facilitator of the 

experience for a wide range of visitors. However, co-creation can also take place through 

other approaches, by interacting with interpretative means in several ways, namely when 

visitors read printed material like personal or museum guidebooks (H. Chen & Rahman, 

2018; Mirghadr et al., 2018), read information panels and labels (Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 

2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018), use signage (Minkiewicz, 2014), play with objects (H. Chen 

& Rahman, 2018; Taheri, 2011) or games (Kempiak et al., 2017; Mirghadr et al., 2018) 

or create something tangible like participating in an art activity to produce a self-portrait 

or paint a tile (Minkewicz et al., 2016).  

Vom Lehn (2010) refers the importance of providing interpretation resources to make the 

visit to the museum more inclusive. There are many ways to make collections accessible 

for PwD who experience many constraints when visiting sites through interpretation 
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(Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; Rnib et 

Vocaleyes, 2003; vom Lehn, 2010). For example, nowadays, museums provide some 

ways of engagement for this market segment, like multisensory experiences. Some 

museums provide tactile reproductions of artworks, accessible tours, and accessible 

visits (Asakawa et al., 2018) in order to encourage people with sensory impairments 

(visual and hearing impairments) to attend exhibitions. Audio descriptions and tactile 

exploration have become the most popular accessible resources used to improve 

sensory visitors’ access to museum experiences (Gallego & Olalla, 2018; Mesquita & 

Carneiro, 2016; Udo & Fels, 2010). Some museums create special collections that can 

be handled and develop description sessions to people with visual impairments 

(Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Udo & Fels, 2010; Von Lehn, 2010).  

Kempiak et al. (2017) and Taheri et al. (2014) suggest that visitors want to participate in 

on site activities and interact with heritage. Developing museum experiences that are 

enjoyable and entertaining like playing with materials such as toys, jigsaw, puzzles and 

quizzes can actively engage visitors intellectually, physically and emotionally. Taheri et 

al. (2014) also highlight the importance of using the on-site online facilities and using 

guidebooks and literature to improve the experiences in museums as later reinforced by 

Han Chen and Rahman (2018).  

Han Chen and Rahman (2018) found that memorable tourism experiences are positively 

influenced by visitors’ engagement with elements of the physical context by holding 

exhibitions and thematic programs at the museum and by using social interaction space. 

According to the authors the use of guidebooks and literature, on-site online facilities and 

having multisensory stimulating experiences (visual, auditory and smell) may increase 

the tourists’ intention to revisit and recommend the cultural destination.  

Minkiewicz et al. (2014) remark the importance of interaction with exhibits and with the 

space. According to the authors, spaces are designed to promote visitors’ participation 

and incentive the visitors’ freedom to explore the exhibits in their own way. The authors 

consider the importance of tactile interaction with the exhibits for consumers to access 

to the experience. These aspects may change the way visitors co-create their 

experiences.  

In 2016, the same authors (Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016) reinforced the importance of 

interaction with the exhibition for the creation of memorable experiences, in several 

ways: (i) offering the possibility to connect with the objects on display by handling items 

during the tours; (ii) letting consumers becoming their own guides in producing their 
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experience and using the experience space in their own way; (iii) allowing sensory and 

tactile interaction; (iv) promoting feelings of relevance and encouraging consumers to 

engage through the overall design of the spaces which are designed to let consumers 

feel comfortable and linked to the place; (v) offering elements of servicescape such as 

signage, information panels and written information inside the museum; and (vi) giving 

visitors the opportunity of photographing during the visit to the museum or to create 

something tangible.  

Mirghadr et al. (2018) highlight the importance of the museums’ spaces and design, of 

the interaction with the exhibits, of the construction of an information office at the 

museum and of interpretation. The authors consider the importance of offering a 

museum guidebook and brochure to visitors paying attention to the objects and touching 

and interacting with the artworks. 

The social context of co-creation will be analysed in the next section. 

3.5.2. Social context 

The role of social context in museums and in cultural attractions has been highlighted by 

several authors (Antón et al., 2018; H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; 

Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Pekarik et al., 

1999; Taheri, 2011) (Table 3.7).  
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Table 3.7. Co-creation in the social context 

 

Source: Own elaboration 

Museums are social places that can provide a large number of benefits for visitors, 

locations and destinations in which they are set (Ambrose & Paine, 2018). Falk and 

Dierking (1999) highlighted the importance of early childhood museum visits, normally 

performed as part of a family group or as part of school field trips. Studies on what 

visitors remember from their museum experiences indicate that the social aspect of a 

visit is never forgotten and sometimes it is the most important aspect recalled. 

Already, Pekarik et al. (1999) mentioned that for some people, the most important aspect 

of the visit was the interaction with others, family or friends. Other times, watching, 

for example, children learning and interacting with the exhibition, is of main importance. 

X X X X X X X
Seeking help from staff X X
Getting help and asking questions to the guides and experts in the  museum's 
educational service X

Questioning staff in the museum   X
Sharing personal stories with staff X
The facilitation of opportunities for consumers to interact with employees and 
other consumers in the experience space X

Interaction with museum staff or expert staff X X X
Interacting with experts X X

Having experts giving informations X
Critics listen to stories and share personal stories with others    X

Interacting with the local community X
Involving the community in co-curating and presenting the exhibition together 
with organization X

Interacting with relatives/friends X X
Interaction with family members X X
Company of a knowledgeable person such as a friend X

X X

Interaction with other visitors X

The facilitation of opportunities for consumers to interact with employees and 
other consumers in the experience space X

Casual conversation with other visitors X X
X X X X X X

Company of person X
Relations between people that take place during the experience X
The museum provides a safe and beautiful space to talk to others, complete 
strangers about their interpretations X

Interact with others X
Posing questions and discussions generated by looking at exhibitions and 
reading labels, as well as the conversations, glances, and touches               X

Interaction with others in the form of general discussions about the exhibitions     X
Storytelling on the topics discussed in the museum X
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Although traditionally the focus of the social context research was on families, this fact 

is changing as an environment for all types of groups is provided by museums nowadays 

(Falk & Dierking, 2016b).   

The interaction with staff is referred by some authors as contributing to a higher 

interaction between participants and the museum and to improve knowledge and obtain 

positive outcomes of the experience (H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; 

Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Taheri, 2011). Antón et al., (2018) 

and Kempiak et al. (2017) mention the importance of interacting with experts. According 

to Gurian (2006), museums become places where visitors can, together, with staff, 

validate personal knowledge and purchase authority. The opportunity for visitors to 

interact with employees and other consumers is of great importance in the creation 

of memorable experiences (Baron et al., 1996; Minkiewicz et al., 2016).  

PwD have to deal with a number of issues not felt by people without disabilities. 

McKercher and Darcy (2018) identified major constraints experienced by this group that 

can affect social interaction: ignorance, attitude and trustworthiness of information. Most 

of the times, people fear disability (Ralph, 2017).  Many people have few or no knowledge 

about disability issues. Ignorance is one of the biggest barriers of staff when leading with 

PwD (Darcy & Pegg, 2011; McKercher & Darcy, 2018). On the other hand, ignorance 

leads to a series of negative attitudes towards this group including discrimination and 

other attitudes, leading this group to feel differently treated and ignored by the society 

(Darcy & Taylor, 2009; McKercher & Darcy, 2018). Lack and trustworthiness of 

information create some difficulties to PwD when travelling and enjoying tourism 

activities (McKercher & Darcy, 2018). These major constraints highlight the importance 

of training staff so that they gain knowledge about the best way to deal with these groups. 

When visiting museums people with visual impairments are most of the time 

accompanied and so, the other person is his/her eyes (Poria et al., 2009). 

Throughout their museums’ visits, PwSI interact with staff and experts (Antón et al., 

2018; Kempiak et al., 2017; Levent & Reich, 2013; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; vom 

Lehn, 2010). Staff may significantly support PwD and improve their experience during 

the visit, either by orienting, guiding, doing descriptions, or answering questions (Dos 

Santos & De Carvalho, 2012; Levent & Reich, 2013; Small et al., 2012; vom Lehn, 2010). 

Victoria Richards et al. (2010) argues that PwSI, including people with visual impairments 

and deaf and hard hearing people, experience many challenges while travelling. 

Museums’ experience is based on the sense of sight, and this is one of the main reasons 
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why blind people have little interest in visiting art museums (Poria et al., 2009). Deaf and 

hard hearing people are two different groups. The first uses sign language as the primary 

form of communication and the second may not necessarily use sign language or identify 

with Deaf culture and communities. Both groups experience some special needs 

concerning communication (Cock et al., 2018). 

When asked about staff training, PwD mention the need of training tourism and 

hospitality staff and even for family and friends regarding disabilities (V. Richards et al., 

2010). Teaching practical skills and promote understanding on how PwD are 

experiencing the world must be a concern for museums. Some staff may have never 

contacted PwD in their personal or professional life.  

Although some visitors visit museums by their own, even in these cases social 

interactions play a critical role in shaping the museum visit as they may include 

questions, as well as discussions with staff and other visitors that are rarely, if ever, 

forgotten by the visitors. The importance of involving the community in co-curating and 

presenting the exhibition together with organisation is referred by Minkiewicz et al. 

(2016). A museum that doesn’t provide an outcome to its community is socially 

irresponsible (Weil, 2003). 

The collective aspect of the visit and the connection with relatives and friends or with 

other visitors is referred by most of the authors, since people usually visit museums in 

a group (Antón et al., 2018; Campos et al., 2017; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Minkiewicz et 

al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Taheri, 2011).  

The interaction visitors have during their visits to museums and other cultural attractions 

generates important outcomes which should be further studied in order to provide a 

better visit experience to PwD. Depending on the type of disability of the visitors, the 

interaction with the public is more or less important. People with visual disabilities  and 

deaf and hard hearing people are one group that needs more attention and studies 

devote little attention to this group (Accentuate & History Place, 2018; Poria et al., 2009).   

3.5.3. Digital context 

Historically, the main element of the museum experience were objects. Nowadays, 

museums communicate with visitors through a large number of different elements 

beyond objects (Falk & Dierking, 2016b). The use of technology represents one of the 

most obvious changes in museums and the uses of these technologies depend on the 
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approach wanted to the exhibition and on the budget available. Screen based exhibits 

invite visitors to interact using devices, touchscreen, or trackball (Ambrose & Paine, 

2018). Technological tools are helping improve experiences in museums (Soren, 2009). 

Various forms of interactive experiences are currently offered to visitors “such as flip 

labels, buttons to push, handles to pull, holes to peep through, digital tools, including 

audio guides, different forms of audio and video, computer games, and handheld 

devices” (Falk & Dierking, 2016b, p. 109).  

Over the last decades, the adoption of information and communication technologies to 

enhance customer experience became a major concern in tourism destinations and 

cultural heritage attractions (Buhalis & Law, 2008; Errichielle et al., 2018; Neuhofer et 

al., 2013). According to Internet World Stats (2021), more them seven billion eight 

hundred and seventy five million people (7.875.765.584) had access to devices that 

connect to internet. 

Museums began to use technology in the late 1960s when the systems were mostly used 

for documentation and management of museum collections (Cheng et al., 2019). 

However, in the following years, a new paradigm arose in the museums’ agenda that 

evolved from being “object centeredness” to being focused on visitor experience (H. 

Hein, 2000). Serious changes in the use of technology by museums have occurred due 

to innovations in Information and Communication Technology (ICT), which are of great 

importance for the general public, and even more to PwD (Pühretmair & Nussbaum, 

2011).  

A substantial body of literature on this subject has resulted, due to the increase of the 

importance of the digital context to communicate with visitors (e.g. virtual reality 

simulators, augmented reality, interactive 3D, mobile and handhelds, multitouch screens, 

online tools such as websites and the cloud) (Table 3.8) (H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; 

Cheng et al., 2019; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 

2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Simon, 2010; Soren, 2009; Taheri, 2011). Technology can 

be a facilitator of interactions and connections between visitors and museums can lead 

to fun, knowledge and engagement (Andre, Durksen, et al., 2017; Moorhouse et al., 

2019; Piccialli & Chianese, 2017). 

In their studies, Falk and Dierking (2016b) included the digital tools in the physical 

context, making reference to the increasing relevance of these tools in exhibitions, 

galleries and museum buildings, as well as in the surroundings of exhibitions and in the 
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museums’ programs. In the present thesis, precisely because of the relevance of the 

digital context mentioned above, it was decided to approach this context independently.  

Table 3.8. Co-creation in the digital context 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

The use of technologies to provide information and digital experiences on the museum 

website is referred as being one of the strategies to improve education and learning in 

the museum (Mirghadr et al., 2018).  

More and more, museums attempt to create interactive exhibitions where visitors can 

participate and interact with the contents. Some authors found that memorable tourism 

experiences can be created by visitor engagement with on-site online facilities (H. Chen 

Using technologies in general X
Use of new technologies X

X X

Using provided internet inside the museum (study center)     X

Using the on-site online facilities X X

X
Interactive displays utilizing technology, music and sounds within the 
experience space X

Using technology and interactive displays to tailor their experiences. X

X X X

Using technology such as websites, blogs and social networking sites to 
interact with consumers supports (e.g. keep consumers informed of events, 
running discussion blogs and forums in which consumers participate and 
share experiences)  

X

Using the museum website X
Providing information and digital experiences on the museum website X
Engaging online experiences for users of museum websites. X

X
Providing online educational programmes X

X X X
Using interactive panels X X
Using technology (interactive panels) to support consumers in co-
producing a tailored, customized experience                X

X
Using a audio guide and watching short movies with cultural places X

X X X
Using multimedia and multisensory approach    X
Using of multimedia (e.g. there is an interactive panel where you can put 
your head in and the skeleton that you see suddenly develops skin and 
muscles and starts running around doing what dinosaurs do)                                        

X

Multimedia displays in the exhibitions X

Using a audio guide and watching short movies with cultural places X

X X
Holding mobile exhibitions X X

X

Producing contents, uploading videos, writing blogs/ critics    X
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& Rahman, 2018; Taheri, 2011) or through the use of specific spaces inside the 

museum (e.g. study centers) where internet is provided to visitors (Taheri, 2011). 

Today, museums present a huge number of tools to communicate with the public. The 

use of websites (Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Taheri, 2011), blogs 

and social networking sites allows museums to become more accessible to new 

audiences (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). The social media, in the last two decades, 

profoundly influenced museum spaces and art galleries (Fletcher & Lee, 2012; Waller & 

Waller, 2019). Museums have been using social media (e.g., social networking, 

podcasting and video/photo sharing websites, as well as blogs, wikis, and question-

answer databases) to connect with visitors and non-visitors. On one hand, social media 

and digital technologies are recommended to communicate with the public (Drotner & 

Schrøder, 2014; Waller & Waller, 2019) and, on another hand, they allow the public to 

express their emotions, also contributing to the visitors’ positive experience and 

satisfaction (Azmat et al., 2018). Social networks’ platforms include Facebook, Twitter, 

Hi5, Reddit and LinkedIn. Youtube, Tumblr, Instagram, Flickr and Pinterest are examples 

of social photo and video sharing sites where photos and videos can be shared and 

commented (Waller & Waller, 2019). The era of digital devices has arrived and the use 

of multimedia displays in the exhibitions (Minkiewicz et al., 2014), like audio guides or 

short movies has a very strong influence in involving visitors physically, intellectually, 

and emotionally in an engaging experience (Taheri, 2011).  

The existence of a broad range of tools like interactive panels which allow the 

involvement with specific objects play an important role in museums nowadays (H. Chen 

& Rahman, 2018; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Taheri, 2011). The existence of mobile 

applications allows consumers to have freedom to co-produce the experience 

(Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Mirghadr et al., 2018). Another important tool in museums is the 

virtual reality (VR) technology. The VR technology came up in 1980s and after some 

years of development, entered in people’s daily life, bringing people a new way to have 

an audio-visual experience. VR is the “use of a computer-generated 3D environment 

where one can navigate and possibly interact with, resulting in real-time simulation of 

one or more of the user’s five senses” (Guttentag, 2010, p. 638). If well used, virtual 

reality technology will be of great importance to museum’s future development (B. Wang 

& Liu, 2019). This immersive and interactive tool can engage visitors during the visit 

avoiding boredom sometimes felt in traditional museum product displays. Visitors can be 

connected to the museum through the network searching for the theme they are 

interested in or which they want to learn about. Bo Wang and Liu (2019) state that by 
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applying VR, museums can give a higher degree of display and real-time interactivity 

together with a better display of image and better assignment of meaning of the exhibit. 

Augmented reality (AR) can impose layers of virtual content including 3D digital models 

and 2D graphics, text, audio, and video on top of real-world objects and artifacts, 

providing access to normally hidden data (Tesoriero et al., 2014; B. Yoon & Wang, 2014). 

Nowadays, scanning an AR object with the mobile device is easy as people are used to 

mobile devices (Ding, 2017) which means that AR can be a powerful tool to be used by 

museums.   

Museums aim to be accessible to all members of society and the use of new 

technologies will approximate users from the museum and make both content and 

participation more accessible (Black, 2012). The independent access to information is 

essential for people with special needs caused by several impairments (physical, 

sensory, mental) (Kerkmann & Lewandowksi, 2012). Search engines and their 

accessibility for PwD is of high relevance as these tools are one of the ways that enable 

this public to be independent in daily tasks (Kerkmann & Lawandowksi, 2012). Due to 

their constraints, when planning their visits, PwD search more reliable information in 

order to avoid dangerous situations (Pühretmair, 2004; Puhretmair & Nussbaum, 2011). 

PwD mainly use internet as the preferred information source for travel planning and, to 

access the computer, PwD must use Assistive Technologies (AT) which are selected 

according to their abilities, needs or desires. People with physical disabilities must 

replace traditional devices as keyboard or pointing devices by alternative keyboards or 

alternative pointing devices as joysticks, trackballs and head or eye trackers combined 

with on-screen keyboards (Puhretmair & Nussbaum, 2011).   

Blind visitors or people with other visual impairments often use Braille displays and audio 

outputs supported by screen reader software. The software verbalizes the content of the 

image or graphic, making it readable for this group. AT can be either “low tech like eating 

devices, mouth sticks, communication boards with pictures or big button phones or high 

tech like environmental controls, computer control by eye motion, head or lip movement, 

devices with voice recognition and screen readers” (Puhretmair & Nussbaum, 2011, p. 

278). 

Deaf and hard hearing people can benefit from the use of audio guides with volume 

enhancement and transcripts (recommended for people wearing hearing aid devices and 

those with Cochlear implant devices), hearing induction loops with inbuilt Bluetooth 

transmitters or dual Bluetooth/infrared options. Modern hearing aid devices can connect 

via Bluetooth with mobile phone and tablet devices (Cock et al., 2018).  
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3.5.4. Multiple contexts 

Co-creation in museums can also take place involving multiple contexts. That is, for 

example, the case of several activities and programs presented at table 3.9, which occur 

in the physical context, but have also a clearly social dimension.  

One of the ways to improve the quality of the visitor experience is by using interpretation. 

The traditional definition of “interpretation” describes the process as “an educational 

activity that seeks to reveal meanings and interrelationships through the use of original 

objects, direct contact with the resource, or illustrative means; merely transmitting factual 

information” (Tilden, 1977, p. 8). Ambrose and Paine (2018) state that interpretation, in 

an extended notion, usually, in a general way, means translating something to another 

language. However, in heritage and museums it means much more, interpretation is the 

act of explaining an object and its meaning. Choosing the right interpretation technique 

is of main importance for the success of the visit. 

The involvement and participation of visitors in museums’ activities are essential to co-

create experiences (Antón et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). In order to present their 

collections to visitors, museums can use several different techniques. Some of the 

techniques are very simple, while others are much more sophisticated.  

Museums’ visitors are expecting more involvement and a more active participation during 

their experiences and contact with the museum (Antón et al., 2018; Minkiewicz et al., 

2014). This active participation and involvement may happen due to several strategies. 

Changes in presentation and interpretation techniques, such as the increasing use of 

live interpretation, storytelling, guided talks and walks, participation in workshops like 

“hands on” activities and role play activities, among others, are leading to greater interest 

in dynamic interpretation techniques. 

Most of the interpretation techniques use people in the interpretation process. Staff and 

volunteers must engage interest through active involvement and interaction with visitors. 

Many museums use performances to interact with audience. For example, “living 

history”, “re-enactment” or “storytelling” are important tools to ensure a large 

number of visitors (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017; Mirghadr et al., 2018). 

According to Ambrose and Paine (2018, p. 150), in museums “people spend a great deal 

of their spare time dressing up in historic costume and re-enacting scenes from the past”.   
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Demonstrations enhance the attractiveness of the museum (Falk & Dierking, 2016b). If 

museums provide extra activities, demonstrations of replicas or any kind of activity, they 

are showing to their customers that added value is being provided for their service 

(Ambrose & Paine, 2016). Museums use demonstrators to bring exhibitions to life. 

However, it is important to ensure that the information provided is accurate and 

interesting (Ambrose & Paine, 2016). 

Families were always an important audience in museums as they perceived the museum 

as being an important place to spend quality time and learn together (Falk & Dierking, 

2016b). Falk and Dierking (2016b) point out that providing programs focused on 

families and youth has several advantages, helping to increase visitors’ loyalty towards 

the institution. According to these authors, after participating in these engaging 

programs, visitors’ interest and attitude towards museums improve.  

The guided tour is a classic interpretation technique, but a very skillful guide is required 

(Ambrose & Paine, 2018). A tour guide must be at once a performer, an entertainer, and 

an interpreter (Overend, 2012). Some authors highlight the importance of participating in 

guided tours (H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Mirghadr et al., 2018) or in workshops where 

participants can create something tangible or engaging in interactive or “hands on” 

activities (Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018), 

since both can provide an impressive experience to visitors. In fact, visitors’ 

participation in activities in general (educational, recreational or role play activities) 

increase their experience co-creation in museums (Mirghadr et al., 2018; Taheri, 2011; 

Tan et al., 2014).  
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Table 3.9. Co-creation in multiple contexts 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

X X
Participating actively in the visit X

Involvement and participation of visitor in the activities 
of the museum and making sense of the experience X

X X X
Offering performances (e.g. living history and re-
enactment) X

Holding events and performance art activities at the 
museum X

X

Storytelling on the topics discussed in the museum  X

X

Using of theatre, performance, demonstrations X

X X X

Providing programs focused on families and youth X

Conducting programs that involve consumers taking 
on significant roles in their experience, such as an 
acting role in a demonstration     

X

Holding exhibitions and thematic programmes at the 
museum X

Participating in guided tours X X
Guided tour   X X
Organized and guided tours with an expert X X
Organized visits X

X X X X
Opportunities to create something tangible 
(workshops) X

Engaging in interactive and “hands on” workshops X

Offering participatory activities (e.g. workshops) X X

Interactive workshops X X
X

Creating combined educational and recreational 
activities

X

X
Role play activities X

X X
Offering special events (e.g. Open Arms Program and 
the Play for All Program) X X

Participating in activities (activities not specified) X X X X
Participating in activities X

Involvement and participation of visitor in the activities 
of the museum and making sense of the experience X

Offering new activities in order to attract people to 
participate X X
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Providing special events (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017) enhances the 

visitor experience and is an increasingly used museum practice over the last years. 

Special events can take all sorts of forms: an activity like “watercolour painting”, or a 

class of object such as “pottery”, or a historical period. These events can last half a day, 

a day, an overnight (a “sleepover”), a weekend or eventually more. 

Concerning co-creation in multiple contexts, and with regards to PwD, there are many 

ways to make collections more accessible. According to Hillis (2005) and Rnib et 

Vocaleyes (2003), there are numerous approaches to help PwD to experience museums. 

Some examples mentioned are guided tours where touch tours, trails and handling 

sessions, practical art workshops and other hands-on sessions are allowed, or sign 

language tours. Additionally, especially in heritage sites, sensory gardens and trails are 

also mentioned. 

As previously mentioned, there is a lack of empirical studies concerning co-creation in 

museums and its contexts. Nowadays, museums are ideal places to improve 

accessibilities due to the rise of people with special needs to these places. Different 

models that are central to the creation of experiences were presented (Falk & Dierking, 

2016b; Mossberg, 2007; Rahimi, 2014; Tarssanen & Kylanen, 2005). 

In the present thesis two contexts of Falk and Dierking’s contextual Model were used - 

the physical and social context. The mentioned contexts, together with the digital context 

and multiple contexts are used as a basis in this thesis.  

3.6. Conclusion  

The literature reviewed in this chapter provides valuable insights into museums, PwSI 

and co-creation in museums in different contexts. Several researchers reported that 

although inclusion and accessibility in museums is evolving as an important topic in the 

academic field, studies that discuss antecedents, co-creation of experiences and the 

outcomes of PwSI in museum activities are still scarce. In this sense it is essential to 

undertake research in this scope. 

Museums, in an ample meaning are as old as history and since their earlier times there 

have been big changes in the role they hold to the society. In the 21st century, museums 

seek to be inclusive by increasing their physical, communicational, or attitudinal access. 

Museums are institutions with social responsibilities operating “in the service of society  



3 – Co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

103 

and its development”. In that sense, museums play an important role in decreasing 

discrimination and other human rights’ abuses by generating satisfaction and positive 

outcomes for their visitors. Social inclusion is essential for museums as these are social 

spaces for visitors. 

Many people with disabilities do not have access to some Human issues: health care, 

education, and employment opportunities. Thus, PwD experience worse socioeconomic 

conditions and poverty than people without disabilities. The literature suggested that they 

have poor esteem, if society doesn’t include and support them. 

Disability is a complex and dynamic concept which is a part of the human condition. 

There is an extensive literature related to disability and the way most lives are affected 

by disabilities in some way, even if someone was not born with an impairment. During 

life anyone can develop a disease or have an accident that can affect him/her, 

temporarily or permanently. Depending on the age that the person has when affected by 

such disabilities, the experiences they go through, and the way they deal with it will be 

completely different. 

Researchers have various perspectives on disability. Therefore, they have proposed 

various models regarding views on disability:  the medical model (focusing on 

impairment); the social model (focusing on the social construction of disability); and the 

last approach, the biopsychosocial model (which recognizes that disability is an 

interaction of biological, social, environmental, cultural, and economic factors). These 

different ways of presenting disabilities include different points of view about how to 

include PwD. Disabilities were also categorized into various broad types, with sensory 

impairments being already recognised as an important type of impairment.  

One way to increase the active participation of these groups is co-creating a process 

where all players are engaged. Studies on the value of co-creation appeared in 2004, by 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy, and the concept emerged in tourism in 2006, by Binkhorst, 

in his study “the co-creation of tourism experience”, where the aim was to explore what 

the co-creation of experiences in tourism meant.  

The literature reveals that co-creation can happen in different contexts (physical, social, 

digital, and multiple context) and some strategies are mentioned in order to increase the 

way people engage and interact with the space. Considering the notorious gap in 

literature regarding empirical studies identifying the way co-creation can occur in 

museums, one of the main aims of this chapter was to analyse the role of museums in 
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the 21st century, the related concepts of disability and the way co-creation can be 

stimulated in different contexts of the museums in order to promote co-creation of 

experiences.  
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4.  Antecedents and outcomes of co-creation of 
experiences in museums by PwSI 

“Not everything that is faced can be changed,  
but nothing can be changed until it is faced” 

James Baldwin 

4.1. Introduction 

In the previous chapter, co-creation of experiences in museums in different contexts, for 

PwSI were analysed. Nevertheless, to better understand co-creation, it is relevant to 

examine the antecedents and outcomes of this process, that is, the factors that stimulate 

or prevent co-creation of experiences in museums.  

This chapter comprises a literature review on main antecedents and outcomes of co-

creation of experiences in museums by PwSI. Although a great part of the literature 

reviewed is related to visitors in general, due to the scarce research on the segment 

under analysis in this thesis, there was a progressive focus towards PwD and PwSI. 

First, the antecedents in the tourism domain are presented and afterwards, specifically, 

antecedents in the museum context are identified. Antecedents of co-creation in 

museums will be discussed from the visitors’ perspective. Then, the literature about 

outcomes of co-creation of experiences in museums is presented. Throughout the 

section, various potential outcomes of co-creation in museums will be discussed, namely 

perceived value – emotional, learning, and social value -, satisfaction and loyalty. 

4.2. Antecedents of co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

4.2.1. Antecedents of co-creation 

Antecedents are a general concept and, according to Lewin (1943), they could work as 

facilitators (driving visitors towards a goal) or as constraints of activities (blocking the 

activity). According to the author any event is a result of a multitude of factors. In tourism, 

research on leisure constraints has been developing quickly, emerging within leisure 

studies at the beginning of the 1980s (Alexandris et al., 2017; Devile & Kastenholz, 2018; 

Jun et al., 2008; Mullens & Glorieux, 2019; Tuan et al., 2019) with researchers focusing 
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on aspects that inhibit people from participating in leisure tourism. Later, in 1990s, the 

concept of constraints emerged, corresponding to insurmountable barriers with no 

possibility of being negotiated which prevent participation in leisure activities (Carneiro, 

2007). However, this idea was replaced by a new perspective of constraint introduced 

by Jackson et al. (1993) and supported by other researchers (e.g. Crawford et al., 1991; 

Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Jackson & Scott, 1999), which highlighted the difference 

between constraints and barriers. These researchers suggested that the term “barriers 

to recreation participation” should be replaced by a broader concept of “constraint”. In 

this context, the term “barrier” referred to any factor that affected leisure participation in 

a negative way (limiting participation, reducing the frequency or intensity of participation, 

reducing the quality of the experience or satisfaction) (Goodale & Witt, 1989; E. L. 

Jackson, 1989), while “constraints” was more encompassing and included barriers 

before a preference was made (Crawford & Godbey, 1987). However, the major change 

in the perspective of constraints was that researchers began arguing that the constraints 

could be negotiated and were surmountable. According to the Oxford English Dictionary 

(2021), “barrier” is defined as an object like a fence or other obstacle that prevents 

movement or access. Merriam-Webster (2021a) evidences the physical dimension of 

barrier, stating that a barrier is something material that blocks or intends to block 

passage. In contrast, Jackson (2000) proposes a definition of constraints where they are 

seen as negotiable. Then, Jackson (2000, p. 66) defines constraints as “factors that are 

assumed by researchers and perceived or experienced by individuals to limit the 

formation of leisure preferences and/or to inhibit or prohibit participation and enjoyment 

in leisure”. 

In the scope of the research on disability in tourism, the term barrier was replaced, by 

some authors, by the term constraints (Daniels et al., 2005; Darcy et al., 2017; Goodall 

et al., 2004; Kastenholz et al., 2015; Michopoulou et al., 2015; Small et al., 2012), as 

most of the aspects that were considered barriers can be overcome. In the context of 

PwD in tourism, the concept of “barriers” or “constraints” has been studied by several 

authors (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011; Burnett & Baker, 2001; Darcy, 2002; Darcy et al., 2017; 

Devile & Kastenholz, 2018; Israeli, 2002; McKercher & Darcy, 2018; Poria et al., 2009; 

Ray & Ryder, 2003). Mai and Lantai (2018) state that constraints influence the type of 

tourism activities, frequency and destination choices. Concerning museums, Jun et al. 

(2008) argue that several constraints experienced by visitors may decrease the public’s 

interest in attending museums. 
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In the present thesis, the word constraint will be adopted, as well as the definition of 

constraint proposed by Jackson (2000) previously presented, since “constraints” are 

more comprehensive (including barriers before a preference is made) and are 

negotiable. The term “constraints” may encompass a huge number of different aspects. 

Different classifications of factors which hinder or inhibit participation have been 

proposed. Despite the diversity that prevails in this scope, some authors in the leisure 

literature identified similar categories of constraints or barriers that influence leisure 

behaviour (Crawford et al., 1991; Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Daniels et al., 2005; Devile 

& Kastenholz, 2018; Lehto et al., 2018; Lyu, 2017; Lyu et al., 2013; Michopoulou et al., 

2015; Smith, 1987). 

Many of past studies identified three types of constraints – intrapersonal, interpersonal 

and structural (Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Daniels et al., 2005; Lehto et al., 2018; Lyu 

et al., 2013; Mei & Lantai, 2018; Michopoulou et al., 2015) – that may influence 

preferences or participation in leisure (Crawford et al., 1991; Crawford & Godbey, 1987):  

• Intrapersonal constraints – individual’s psychological state, physical 

functioning level or cognitive ability (e.g., lack of knowledge, health condition, 

age, personal fears, stress, anxiety, social ineffectiveness, personality and 

personal interest in travel);  

• Interpersonal constraints – associated with difficulties in existing social 

relationships and can occur during interactions with different kinds of people – an 

individual’s social network, service providers or strangers –, or due to lack of 

partner with whom to engage in leisure activities, or to service providers’ and 

other tourists’ unpleasant attitudes; 

• Structural constraints – intervene between preferences and participation (e.g., 

financial difficulties, lack of time, unsuitable travel products or programs, or 

constraints due to accommodation, facilities, and restaurants).  

This classification has been used, largely, in tourism literature (Alexandris et al., 2017; 

Jackson & Scott, 1999; Jun et al., 2011; Michopoulou et al., 2015; Nyaupane et al., 

2004). The intrapersonal constraints are, according to Crawford et al. (1991), the most 

powerful factors and the most difficult to be overcome, followed by structural constraints 

and by interpersonal constraints. Mei and Lantai (2018) also state that, only after 

overcoming intrapersonal constraints, individuals face the next levels of constraints – 

interpersonal and structural constraints.  
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Several studies (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Malhotra, 1981; Naylor 

& Kleiser, 2002; Prebensen et al., 2018; Prebensen, Chen, et al., 2014; Sirgy, 1982; 

Zuckerman, 2009) show that a range of variables can work as antecedents, i.e. 

facilitators or constraints, in co-creation of experiences such as tourists’ demographic 

characteristics (e.g. gender, age, social class), psychographic variables (variety seeking, 

hedonism, arousal/sensation seeking, search for emotions, self-congruency 

mechanism), personality, life cycle or lifestyles, reference groups, previous knowledge 

and experiences, culture, engagement history, information sources, interests, self-

perceptions and identity. 

Some literature suggests that PwSI face many constraints in various contexts and, 

therefore, aspects associated with disabilities, namely their nature and degree, may be 

analysed as potential antecedents of tourism in general, and of the co-creation of 

experiences in museums in particular (Goss et al., 2015; Hillis, 2005; Mesquita & 

Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; V. Richards et al., 2010). However, it is important to 

consider that there has been a big change in the way society views disabilities over time, 

although there is still no agreement over the correct way to approach disabilities. The 

different “models of disability”, which have been used to determine who is disabled and 

who is not disabled among the population, reflect this change and have shaped the 

language and the behaviours that are acceptable. 

Considering the social model regarding PwD, new strategies of social transformation of 

removing constraints to promote inclusion and to replace the negative connotation of the 

condition felt by this group, became a priority (Shakespeare, 2018). The social model, 

indeed, postulates that people are disabled by society, rather than by their bodies (Ralph, 

2017; Shakespeare, 2018). Darcy and Buhalis (2011) recognized that the medical model 

identifies disability as an illness or condition affecting an individual. The onus is on the 

individual to deal with consequences, locating blame or responsibility around the person 

with the disability, leaving him/her to manage solutions, whereas the social model 

identifies barriers within society which create disability for individuals. According to Ralph 

(2017) disability is created by having barriers built by the society that can be physical, 

organisational, and attitudinal. There is also the biopsychosocial model, where disability 

is regarded as an outcome of the interaction of impairment, activity limitations, and 

participation restrictions in a certain environment (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; WHO & The 

World Bank, 2011). Although according to the Wellcome Collection and the Research 

Centre for Museums and Galleries (RCMG) (2020) medicalised ways of seeing 

disabilities are dominant, not only in museums but in all areas of public life, it is important 
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to consider that those who are disabled may experience constraints towards co-creation 

in museums, because of the problems they hold, but also because the society and the 

environment are not appropriately adapted to satisfy their requirements. 

According to article 1 of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and 

Optional Protocol (United Nations, 2006), “Persons with disabilities include those who 

have long-term physical, mental, intellectual or sensory impairments which in interaction 

with various barriers may hinder their full and effective participation in society on an equal 

basis with others”. This means that there are barriers which prevent individuals with 

disabilities to live their daily life. According to the World Health Organization and World 

Bank (2011), personal and environmental factors are recognized to have a high influence 

in the life of PwD. Personal factors, like motivation and self-esteem, can work as 

facilitators, influencing individual participation in society, with the lack of these factors 

corresponding to an inhibitor. Also promoting or restraining participation, environmental 

factors make up the physical, social, and attitudinal environment in which people live and 

conduct their lives.  

The current ongoing interest in PwD increased the branch of tourism research related to 

reasons for PwD not traveling. One of the pioneers in the subject of disability and tourism, 

was Smith (1987), who categorized the constraints experienced by PwD in the scope of 

tourism in three main types: intrinsic constraints (relating to physical, psychological or 

cognitive functioning level of each person, parental over-protection or inadequate 

educational opportunities); environmental (externally imposed limitations including 

attitudinal, architectural, ecological, transportation, rules and regulation barriers) and 

interactive constraints (skill-challenge incongruities and communication barriers). This 

classification has been supported by other authors such as Knudson et al. (1995) who 

recognise intrinsic, environmental, and communication barriers with reference to 

people with disabilities: (i) intrinsic barriers result from an individual personal limitation 

such as physical, psychological, or cognitive disabilities (e.g. health problems or skill 

gaps); (ii) environmental barriers involve external forces that constrain the individual (e.g. 

architectural structure, natural and topographical obstacles); and (iii) communication 

barriers derive from the lack of interconnection.  

Although museums are part of tourism and leisure repertoire, very little is known about 

constraints regarding cultural participation (Jun et al., 2008; Mullens & Glorieux, 2019) 

and about the factors that facilitate or constrain the co-creation of public in general or 

PwD and, more specifically, PwSI, when visiting a museum. In the following section the 

antecedents of co-creation in museums will be analysed and discussed. 
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4.2.2. Antecedents of co-creation in museums 

Studying antecedents of co-creation in museums is important to understand why people 

do not participate in activities during their visits to museums and how to facilitate their 

participation. Nevertheless, only a few articles were published specifically concerning 

museums, presenting some of the facilitators and constraints felt by visitors during their 

visits (Blume-Kohout et al., 2015; A. Davies & Prentice, 2017; Jun et al., 2008; Luckerhoff 

et al., 2008; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Mullens & Glorieux, 2019; Nowacki, 2011; Poria 

et al., 2009) and that may also be antecedents influencing co-creation.   

In general, the categorization used by Crawford and Godbey (1987) and Crawford et al. 

(1991) also remains the most used in the museums’ domain. Luckerhoff et al. (2008) 

mentioned that the categorizations of leisure constraints proposed by Crawford et al. 

(1991) seems ideally suited to help better understand what can lead people not to visit 

museums. Jun et al. (2008) studied the intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural 

barriers to museums attendance for interested non-visitors. Concerning PwD, Poria et 

al. (2009) adopted the same categorization of constraints as Crawford and Godbey 

(1987) and Crawford et al. (1991) – intrapersonal, interpersonal and structural barriers - 

to the visit to art museums, and Knudson et al. (1995) classified the constraints similarly 

to Smith (1987) as intrinsic, environmental and communication barriers. Intrinsic barriers 

were related to an individual personal limitation (physical, psychological, or cognitive 

disabilities such as health problems or skill gaps), while environmental barriers involve 

external factors that constrain the individual (e.g., architectural structure and natural and 

topographical obstacles) and communication barriers result from the lack of ability to 

interconnect (Knudson et al. 1995).  

Research on constraints for visiting museums provides some insights concerning 

potential constraints to co-creation in museums to the general public and to PwSI in 

particular, although there is still not a deep discussion nor a comprehensive empirical 

study on this subject. An in-depth discussion on this kind of factors will be made in the 

following sections and, in the empirical study of the present thesis, the influence of many 

constraints to co-creation in museums will be analysed.  

Since there is not a classification of antecedents to co-creation in museums, because a 

comprehensive set of these antecedents has not been identified yet, considering the 

literature related to PwD and to the general public of museums (Allan & Altal, 2016; 

Belver et al., 2018; Candlin, 2008; Dincer et al., 2019; Ding, 2017; Falk & Dierking, 



4 – Antecedents and outcomes of co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

111 

2016b; Gallego & Olalla, 2018; Kinsley, 2016; Migliaccio, 2018; Poria et al., 2009; 

Prentice et al., 1997; Rahimi, 2014; B. Wang & Liu, 2019), as well as the categorisations 

of constraints presented above, a categorisation of antecedents to co-creation in 

museums is proposed in this thesis. In this categorisation, the antecedents are divided 

in two main categories - visitors’ antecedents (those related to the visitors) and 

museums’ antecedents (those related to the museums). This partially resembles the 

categorisations proposed by Smith (1987) and Knudson et al. (1995), who distinguish 

intrinsic constraints from the other kind of constraints. However, two different types of 

antecedents related to visitors will be considered in the present thesis - individual 

antecedents and visit context variables, given that, as will be discussed later, literature 

suggests that they may influence visits to museums (some of them having a special 

impact in the visit of PwD). Individual antecedents, specifically the disability, including 

the type and level of disability, will be considered, given the specific approaches needed 

to cope with the needs of PwD in museums, as will be discussed in the next section. Visit 

context variables, such as prior experience with museums and the visit group (the group 

with which the visitor visits the museum), are also considered in this scope since, as will 

be discussed in the next section, on one hand, previous visits to museums can provide 

ability to cope with some issues in museums (even with constraints), as well as shape 

expectations. Moreover, some people with whom visitors visit the museum can perform 

a significant role in the co-creation process. In the case of the antecedents related to 

museums, it was decided to identify three categories of antecedents: (i) communication 

aspects (e.g. written or oral information) due to the important role that communication 

performs in facilitating co-creation, as will be discussed later, and to the relevance the 

communicational constraints seem to have, being autonomised as a category of 

constraints in the classification of Smith (1987) and Knudson et al. (1995); (ii) physical 

aspects, associated with the physical context of the museum already identified by Falk 

and Dierking (2016a), which may also greatly affect co-creation as will be analysed next; 

and (iii) attitudinal aspects, interpersonal features that may also have an important effect 

either on facilitating or hindering co-creation, especially regarding PwD, due to the 

knowledge and sensitivity needed to cope with their disabilities, which will be addressed 

next. 

In summary, the classification of antecedents proposed in this thesis holds the following 

categories of antecedents (Figure 4.1): 

• Visitor’s antecedents – associated with the characteristics of visitors or with visit 

context variables (such as prior experience with museums and the visit group);  
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• Museums’ antecedents – related to the museum the person is visiting, 

encompassing physical, communicational, and attitudinal factors. 

 

Figure 4.1. Antecedents of co-creation in museums 

Source: Own elaboration. 

4.2.2.1. Visitors’ antecedents 

4.2.2.1.1. Individual antecedents 

Visitors’ individual antecedents, according to Knudson et al. (1995), are referred as 

intrinsic barriers and can be related to individual’s physical, psychological, or cognitive 

disabilities (e.g. health problems or skill gaps). These antecedents can inhibit or block 

participation in a certain activity, as will be discussed later. Understanding these intrinsic 

aspects can greatly help people overcome the constraints as these are the first 

constraints people, including PwD, face, and they affect preferences regarding an activity 

(Mullens & Glorieux, 2019). 

In the present thesis, concerning individual antecedents, the focus will be on specific 

antecedents, namely the different types and levels of disabilities, since people with 

sensory impairments will be the main target of the study developed in this thesis. As 

presented in section 3.2, and according to the World Health Organization and The World 

Bank (2011), people may have very different degrees of disability, which can be 
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classified according to the level of difficulty as mild, moderate, severe or extreme. 

Besides that, people with different types of disabilities can experience distinct 

constraints. Considering this reality, it is important to understand the constraints felt by 

different groups of PwSI – segment in analysis in this thesis. In the sensory 

impairments’ category, the author of this thesis includes people with visual impairments 

(PwVI), for whom the ability to see is limited or absent, and people with hearing 

impairments (PwHI), who are completely deaf or are hard of hearing. The first group 

(PwVI) refers to people who present reduced performance in tasks requiring vision, 

orientation, who have difficulties in written communication and/or difficulties in 

understanding information presented visually. The second group (PwHI) refers to people 

that can hear nothing or to those that have a partial hearing capability in one or both 

ears, requiring the use of a special aid. PwHI have difficulties with oral communication 

and/or difficulties in understanding audio presented information (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011; 

WHO, 2021; WHO & The World Bank, 2011).  

It has been noted that PwD still experience significant limitations in everyday activities 

due to factors that also prevent PwD from participation and enjoyment in leisure (Daniels 

et al., 2005; Devile & Kastenholz, 2018; McKercher et al., 2003; T. L. Packer et al., 2007; 

Yau et al., 2004). According to some leisure research, important constraints to co-

creation can be intrinsic constraints that are related to personal limitations due to the 

society not being able to cope with a person’s physical functioning, psychological or 

cognitive disabilities (Devile & Kastenholz, 2018; Knudson et al., 1995; Nyaupane & 

Andereck, 2008). Visitors’ experiences can be analysed considering the nature of the 

impairment – physical, sensory, communication, intellectual/mental health or hidden 

health conditions with disabilities (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011) -, with different impairment 

types leading to different patterns of behaviour and special needs during a visit. Distinct 

types of disabilities usually lead to different constraints due to the different access 

requirements associated with different types of disabilities (Lehto et al., 2018). Previous 

research discussed in this thesis suggests that disabilities, according to their nature and 

degree, may bring constraints to the co-creation of experiences. 

As privileged learning environments, museums are of great value to PwD (Metatla et al., 

2018). However, a lot of work still needs to be done (Cachia, 2013; Krivec et al., 2014; 

Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Small et al., 2012; S. A. Yoon et al., 2012). Museums, as 

places for education and social encounters, have a prime importance in the inclusion of 

PwD (vom Lehn, 2010; Walters, 2009). Several authors point out that museums have 

been seeking to enlarge their audience and claim to a wider social mix (Ambrose & 
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Paine, 2018; Merriman, 2000). Black (2005) already argued that museums were 

becoming agents of social inclusion and, therefore, working practices to promote that 

inclusion were required.  

According to Cock et al. (2018) in the State of Museum Access, museums can therefore 

help increase the participation of PwD simply by providing useful information. Due to 

specific requirements related to the needs of PwD museums might have to adapt the 

environment and the exhibitions so that they are accessible for all.  

In the case of PwVI and PwHI, the request for access to the exhibits of museums is one 

of the most important tasks of many museums. Some authors referred factors that 

hindered accessibility of PwSI such as touch unavailability, unawareness of staff to deal 

with specific individual requirements, limited or incomprehensible oral and written 

information, the architecture of the museums and inaccessible museum websites 

(Argyropoulos & Kanari, 2015; Hetherington, 2015; Poria et al., 2009; Rodgers, 2005). 

The literature reviewed in this section indicates that intrinsic constraints may highly 

influence intention to visit museums and to participate in activities. It specifically suggests 

that co-creative experiences can be affected, in different degrees, by the diverse types 

and levels of disabilities. However, due to the scarce research in this field, specifically 

on individual antecedents that affect the visits of museums made by PwD, it is important 

to conduct further investigation in this context.  

4.2.2.1.2. Visit context variables 

Within the museum context, several authors have highlighted the role of prior 

experience (familiarity with museums), as a determinant of the likelihood of visiting 

museums, of the participation in activities, as well as of benefits felt because of these 

visits and activities (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Falk & Storksdieck, 2010; Taheri, 2011) 

(Table 4.1). Prior experience is an important determinant of behaviour, referred by 

researchers over the time (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Bagozzi, 1981; Falk & Dierking, 

2016b; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Taheri, 2011). Prior experience plays an important role 

in shaping not only the reason why people visit museums, but also what they like to 

interact with when visiting this kind of attractions. Literature (Carù & Cova, 2005; Falk & 

Dierking, 1997; Falk & Storksdieck, 2005) also suggests that prior experience positively 

influences participation and interaction in museums’ visit as well as the intention to revisit 

and recommend the space. The museums’ proposal is increased with value and certain 
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familiarity is created leading the visitors to play an active role in the co-creation process 

(Antón et al., 2018) with other subjects and environment (Campos et al., 2018) 

Prior experience shapes expectations as these are influenced by previous visits to the 

same or comparable places, as pointed by Falk and Dierking (2016b). The prior 

experiences allow people to know what to expect, how to behave, how to find something 

and to better shape expectations and behaviours.  

According to Taheri (2011), prior experience is the most important influential factor in 

visiting museums. The more a person knows a place, the more a person is comfortable 

in it (Taheri, 2011; Taheri et al., 2014). According to Lehto et al. (2004) and Taheri (2014), 

the more experience a person possesses about a place or an activity, the more a person 

tends to be involved in experience co-creation. Some visitors arrive at the museum with 

an idea of what they will find inside it and what they will do. This prior experience 

influences the decision to visit a certain place and affects the way the museum will be 

experienced. The more one visits museums, the more one gets used to them. This gives 

the visitor the background knowledge necessary to participate in activities and interact 

during the visit much more at ease (Falk & Dierking, 2016b). Black (2005) states that 

regular visitors to museums seek deeper levels of engagement and active participation 

in activities. A frequent visitor’s pathway is considerably different from an inexperienced 

visitor: the frequent visitor uses knowledge to better respond to his/her needs (Falk & 

Dierking, 2016b).  

Concerning PwD, Devile and Kastenholz (2018) suggest that the more they travel, the 

more they acquire experience and confidence in their tourism consumption decisions. 

This self-confidence allows them to deal with obstacles in a better way. 
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Table 4.1. Visitors’ antecedents of co-creation in museums  

Individual antecedents Authors/Year 

Prior experience Antón et al. (2018); Argyropoulos & Kanari, (2015); 

Bagozzi (1981); Carù & Cova (2005), Chang (2006); Devile 

& Kastenholz (2018); Falk & Dierking (2000, 2016b); Falk & 

Storksdieck (2005); Minkiewicz et al. (2014); Mirghadr et al. 

(2018); Prebensen & Foss (2011); Sheng & Chen (2012); 

Taheri et al. (2014). 

Visit travel group Asakawa et al. (2018); Bitgood (2010); Chang (2006); 

Daniels et al. (2005); Debenedetti (2003); Devile & 

Kastenholz (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016b); Patel et al. 

(2016); vom Lehn (2010) 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Another important variable in the visit context is the travel or visit group (Table 4.1). 

According to leisure constraints’ studies, one of the main factors that can prevent people 

participation in tourism activities is also the lack of a companion during the travel 

experience (Daniels et al., 2005; Devile & Kastenholz, 2018; Nyaupane et al., 2004) 

(Table 4.1). Museums are usually associated with social experiences. Most people visit 

museums with a partner, friend, or family group and the presence of such companions 

can help breaking barriers and improve the experience (Daniels et al., 2005; J. Packer 

& Ballantyne, 2005). According to Falk and Dierking (2016b), museums are social places 

where people interact with each other in many ways. Visitors, together with staff and 

volunteers, play an important role in facilitating the visitor experience (Kusayama, 2005).  

Social theories refer the importance of observing the behaviour of others (Cheng et al., 

2019; J. Packer & Ballantyne, 2005). People stimulate each other in several ways with 

questions, comments and new ideas that arouse curiosity (Cheng et al., 2019; Paris, 

1997). This interaction encourages discussion and promotes teamwork and cooperation. 

People get more motivated when working with others and, as a result, they work harder.  

There is no doubt that, for PwD and their families, social interaction is an important 

aspect of the museum visit (Falk & Dierking, 2016b). One possible explanation for this 

conclusion is that visitors with companions perceive a minimum amount of social risk 

arising from the interaction with the museum environment.  

For PwD, it is important to have an individual’s social network, in which the interaction 

with staff, travel companions and the positive attitudes of others work as facilitators. 

Positive and attentive attitudes both from professionals and from travel companions can 

help to overcome some barriers (T. L. Packer et al., 2007) and, according to some 
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authors, assume an important role in the travel decision process (Devile & Kastenholz, 

2018; T. L. Packer et al., 2007; Yau et al., 2004). The support of family and other people 

play an important role, assisting the decision-making process and helping these groups 

to overcome some barriers, for example finding access information, understanding the 

contents presented in the exhibitions and finding the way (Asakawa et al., 2018; vom 

Lehn, 2010). Some authors referred the importance of customer-to-customer social 

practices to provide positive tourism experiences (Chiscano & Darcy, 2020; Pandey & 

Kumar, 2020; Wu, 2007). Bitgood (2010) considered talking with group members about 

the exhibit content and the demand for special attention from group members as 

important steps in the engagement process. The importance of staff to stimulate the 

active participation with the exhibition will be discussed more deeply in section 4.2.2.2. 

4.2.2.2. Museums’ antecedents 

In the present section, museums’ antecedents, that is, the antecedents related to 

museums, will be analysed. As previously explained, antecedents associated with the 

physical, communicational, and attitudinal contexts of museums will be analysed (Table 

4.2). 

Table 4.2. Museums' antecedents of co-creation in museums (continues) 

Physical environment factors Authors 

Logical organisation of the venue 
(e.g., reception at the entrance) 

Falk & Dierking (2016b); Goulding (2000); Mesquita & 
Carneiro (2016); Poria et al.(2009); V.Richards et al. (2010); 
Small et al.(2012) 

3D models or relief maps 
representing the museum Lancioni et al.(2010) 

Clear signage Durão (2009); Goulding,(2000) 

Physical guidance to help identify 
pathways (e.g., handrails, labelling) 

Chick (2017); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Poria et al.(2009); 
V.Richards et al. (2010); Salmen et al.(1998) 

Systems to help identify directions 
and objects (e.g., sound or digital 
systems) 

Asakawa et al. (2018); Duckett & Pratt (2001) 

Floor without steps or accentuated 
unevenness 

Darcy (2010); Figueiredo et al. (2012); McKercher & Darcy 
(2018); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); V.Richards et al. (2010)  

Floor without other physical barriers Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); V.Richards et al. (2010) 
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Table 4.2. Museums' antecedents of co-creation in museums (continuation) 

Communicational factors Authors 

Suitable lighting in the venue and in 
the exhibitions 

Chick (2017); Kempiak et al. (2017); Mesquita & Carneiro 
(2016); Richards et al. (2010) 

Guided tours 
Antón (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016b); Grandi & Gomes 
(2017); Hillis (2005); Kempiak et al. (2017);  Meliones & 
Sampson (2018); Minkiewicz et al. (2014);  Pattison & 
Dierking (2013); Udo & Fels (2010) 

Flyers, brochures or guides Ambrose & Paine (2018) 

Information board and panels Ambrose & Paine (2018) 

Relief figures Grandi & Gomes (2017); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); 
V.Richards et al. (2010); Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003) 

Chance to touch/hold objects, 
models or replicas 

Antón (2018); Cachia (2013); Candlin (2008); Cho & Jolley 
(2016); Grandi & Gomes (2017); Krivec et al. (2014); 
Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Minkiewicz et al. (2014); 
Mirghadr et al. (2018); Poria et al (2009); Rnib et Vocaleyes 
(2003); Taheri (2011); Udo & Fels (2010); vom Lehn (2010) 

Electronic devices for obtaining 
further information Antón et al. (2018) 

Electronic devices for entertainment 
(e.g., games) Mirghadr et al. (2018); Taheri (2011) 

Interactive equipment Antón (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016b); Grandi & Gomes 
(2017); Minkiewicz et al. (2014); Mirghadr et al. (2018) 

Experiences that appeal/stimulate 
multiple senses (e.g., sight and 
smell) 

Antón (2018); Cachia (2013); Falk & Dierking (2016b); 
Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Minkievicz et al.(2014); Rnib et 
Vocaleyes (2003) 

Representations (e.g., plays, 
historical recreations) 

Falk & Dierking (2016b); Kempiak et al. (2017); Mirghadr et 
al. (2018) 

Workshops or seminars Falk & Dierking (2016b); Kempiak et al. (2017); Mirghadr et 
al. (2018); Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003) 

Storytelling (appealing stories on 
themes from the museum are 
presented) 

Falk & Dierking (2016b); Kempiak et al. (2017); Mirghadr et 
al. (2018)  

Easy access to means of 
interpretation such as information 
panels, leaflets, guided tours or 
audio guides 

Cheng et al. (2019); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Mirghadr et 
al. (2018) 

Information in different languages Kempiak et al. (2017) 

Easy reading texts Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003) 

Images with good contrast and 
definition 

Grandi & Gomes (2017); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); 
Mirghadr et al. (2018) 

Text with appropriately sized letters Cheng et al. (2019); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Rnib et 
Vocaleyes (2003) 

Information boards and panels with 
good colour contrasts Cheng et al. (2019) 

Information in different formats (e.g. 
Braille, sign language, audio / sound 
information) adapted to the needs of 
the visitor 

Ambrose & Paine (2018); Black (2005); Cheng et al. (2019); 
Falk & Dierking (2016b); Goss et al. (2015); Grandi & Gomes 
(2017);  Hayhoe (2017); Hetherington (2002); Kempiak et al. 
(2017); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016);  Minkiewicz et al. 
(2014); Naniopoulos et al. (2015); V.Richards et al.(2010); 
Rnib et Vocaleyes(2003); Salmen et al. (1998); Taheri 
(2011); Walters (2009) 

Information in different languages Kempiak et al. (2017) 
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Table 4.2. Museums' antecedents of co-creation in museums (continuation) 

Attitudinal antecedents Authors 

Staff encourages the participation in 
activities 

Antón et al. (2018); Kotler & Kotler (2000); V.Richards et al. 
(2010) 

Staff encourages you to explore the 
objects of the exhibition Antón et al. (2018); Kotler and Kotler (2000) 

Staff provides clarifications 
regarding the exhibition Kotler and Kotler (2000); Pattison & Dierking (2013) 

Staff is kind Cheng et al. (2019) 

Staff provides reliable answers Cheng et al. (2019) 

Staff understand individual needs Cheng et al. (2019) 

Staff communicates in several 
languages Cheng et al. (2019) 

Staff is aware of how to deal with 
every type of visitor and had an 
inclusive approach (giving attention 
to everyone) 

Black (2005); Hillis (2005); McKercher et al. (2003); Pattison 
& Dierking (2013); Poria et al. (2009); Small et al. (2012) 

Staff promotes a safe visit Cheng et al. (2019) 

Source: Own elaboration. 

As previously mentioned, besides intrinsic features, the co-creation of visitors inside the 

museum may also be influenced by aspects of the external environment, that is, in this 

case, aspects of the museums. Constraints of the physical environment have been 

mentioned in several studies as a major problem to the potential visitors of museums 

(Chang, 2006; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Taheri, 2011) and to PwD visiting museums 

(Daniels et al., 2005; Darcy, 1998; Eichhorn & Buhalis, 2011). These constraints involve 

external factors that may even prevent or hinder people from travelling (Crawford et al., 

1991; Crawford & Godbey, 1987). For example, the more severe is a mobility 

impairment, the bigger are the individual’s needs in terms of accessibilities (Burnett & 

Baker, 2001; Darcy & Buhalis, 2011; Eichhorn & Buhalis, 2011). 

Inaccessible transportation, accommodation facilities and attractions are a special 

concern for PwD during their tourist experiences (Eichhorn & Buhalis, 2011; Shaw & 

Coles, 2004), even though some progress has been made in removing environmental 

obstacles in the last decades (Devile & Kastenholz, 2018) .  

Museums are facing several challenges, requiring new approaches to their 

management, to rethink their purposes and goals in order to become effective agents for 

social inclusion (Argyropoulos & Kanari, 2015; Barnes & McPherson, 2019; Migliaccio, 

2018; Sandell, 2003) and to encourage visits where the visitors have a more active role 

interacting with the exhibitions and with the whole museum environment (Falk & Dierking, 

2016b; Poria et al., 2009; Sweet, 2007; Taheri, 2011). One way to attract and retain 
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visitors is co-creation, where the customer is considered an active agent in the 

consumption and production of value (Prebensen et al., 2016) and interaction is viewed 

as essential to have a good experience (Ramkissoon & Uysal, 2008). The level of 

interaction is partially associated to the environmental context in which the visit happens.  

Environmental constraints are associated, among other aspects, with aspects of the 

physical environment or context, in which the experience is developed and created. As 

remarked by Falk and Dierking (2016b), the physical environment can shape the 

experience of museum visitors. Some important aspects related to this context will be 

mentioned according to the literature review. Regarding architectural and design issues, 

some common constraints that cause difficulties, mainly to PwD and older people, but 

also to the general public, inhibiting full participation in daily life, and that also extend to 

museums, are the existence of an incoherent “scene setter”, a non-logical arrangement 

of the venue (reception far from the entrance) (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Goulding, 2000; 

Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; V. Richards et al., 2010; Small et al., 

2012), a non-existence of 3D models or relief maps representing the museum (Lancioni 

et al., 2010), no physical guidance to help identify pathways (Chick, 2017; Mesquita & 

Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; V. Richards et al., 2010), floor with physical barriers, 

uneven ground surfaces, splash barriers and toilets, as well as unsuitable lighting (Darcy, 

2010; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Figueiredo et al., 2012; Goulding, 2000; McKercher & 

Darcy, 2018; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; V. Richards et al., 2010). 

Anything that can affect the customer displacement can be considered as a main 

constraint for PwD and, in the case of PwSI, especially for PwVI. Depending on the type 

of disabilities, some of the aspects that need to be checked before visiting a museum 

are: parking areas, the route to and from the building, sidewalks, distance from the main 

entrance, paths, the height of the counters at the information desk, the location of the 

washrooms, stairs, schedules for transportation and the height of the exhibits displayed 

(Chiscano & Darcy, 2020; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Migliaccio, 2018; A. Newman & 

McLean, 2002; Poria et al., 2009; Sandell, 1998, 2003). Even if some of them are not 

directly related to co-creation of experiences, mostly hindering people from visiting these 

cultural spaces, others can prevent co-creation in the museums, making it difficult to find 

objects, to appreciate them, and to get information, among others. 

PwSI may bear the perception that, because they don’t see or hear, they cannot 

appreciate the travel experience (McKercher & Darcy, 2018; Small et al., 2012). PwVI 

feel, in some way, even major constraints in participating in activities than some people 

with physical disabilities, due to physical constraints, since they face difficulties in 
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orientation, wayfinding, in visualizing the entrance or identifying how the places are 

distributed (Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2010; Small et al., 2012). The 

solutions provided in the physical context for people with physical impairments are not 

so relevant for PwVI and PwHI. Instead, PwVI have some needs concerning the 

detection of obstacles in the travel path, landmark location, identification of information 

and mental mapping of the environment (Wiener et al. 2010). 

According to Asakawa et al. (2018), an important solution to increase the independence 

of PwVI in museums is the use of an indoor navigation system. Navigation apps can help 

PwVI during their experience. The importance of an indoor navigation system to enable 

an independent museum experience is highlighted by the authors. Being able to find the 

location of accessible collections and artworks is an important aspect for PwVI to become 

satisfied with the visit (Asakawa et al., 2018) and to enable value co-creation in the 

museum. 

The physical environment constraints are of little impediment to PwHI (McKercher & 

Darcy, 2018). This group needs, especially, more personalized communication when 

travelling, as will be discussed next. 

Concerning communication, the literature suggests that, to ensure a good accessibility 

to information, important to general public and to PwD, museums must provide 

accessible websites (Walters, 2009) and guided tours with trained staff, among other 

strategies (Antón et al., 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Grandi & Gomes, 2017; Kempiak 

et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). With speech adjusted and updated to the 

audience’s needs, guided tours are essential (Binks et al., 1988), as are audio guides 

(C. F. Chen & Chou, 2019; Cho & Jolley, 2016; Cock et al., 2018; Hetherington, 2002; 

Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016), and help to interpret the exhibitions with a high level of 

description. The literature also suggests that sensory experiences, such as touching and 

handling museums objects, can facilitate the access of visitors to the exhibition, 

especially of those with blindness and visual impairments, when visiting museums (Antón 

et al., 2019; Cho & Jolley, 2016; Udo & Fels, 2010; vom Lehn, 2010). Museums should 

also stage hands-on sessions (Kempiak et al., 2017; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003), trails 

(Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003), representations (e.g. plays, historical recreations), workshops 

and seminars (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003). 

The use of technologies and onsite interactive facilities, such as digital screens and 3D 

games, can also help visitors engage with the museum exhibition (Antón et al., 2018; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Grandi & Gomes, 2017; Mirghadr et al., 2018). This kind of 
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facilities helps to improve the accessibility of PwD, especially of PwVI, and even of older 

people. 

Communication for PwD is even more important than for the general public, since PwD 

need more details to plan their trips and visits, including reliable information about the 

accessibility of the places they intend to visit (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011; Migliaccio, 2019; 

V. Richards et al., 2021). The lack of information is one of the major constraints for PwD 

most of the times. Overcoming communicational constraints for PwD requires the 

participation of a huge number of stakeholders: PwD, service providers and social 

networks (Daniels et al., 2005). For these groups, communication in every stage of the 

visit requires planning time and attention to details.  

During the visit to museums a lot of communicational barriers are experienced by PwD. 

Those who experience more constraints concerning communication seem to be people 

with sensory and intellectual impairments (Caton & Chapman, 2017; Domínguez et al., 

2015; Duckett & Pratt, 2001; Lussenhop et al., 2016; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2021).  

Concerning museums, the three main stages in the consumption experiences - the pre-

visit, the on-site visit and the post visit - must be analysed to better understand how to 

improve these groups experience through better communication strategies. The pre-visit 

stage is of main importance, since during this stage visitors’ plan their visit and access 

to museums’ information and museums’ contents (Vaz, 2020). The existence of 

accessible websites with relevant contents as well as reliable, accurate and up-to-date 

information are a way to avoid anxiety and dissatisfaction (Poria et al., 2009; Puhretmair 

& Nussbaum, 2011).  

Since the focus of the present thesis is on co-creation during the museum visit, issues 

regarding communicational aspects in museum visits will be discussed in further detail. 

In this context, the relevance of panels and identification labels easily identifiable, with 

good contrast between the background and the text or figures, an adequate size of 

lettering and colouring of the signs is referred by researchers (Cheng et al., 2019; Grandi 

& Gomes, 2017; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; V. Richards et al., 2010; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 

2003). The existence of interpretation techniques providing audio explanations about 

museum objects with high level of description or the use of audiovisuals, can also 

enhance the experience (Cheng et al., 2019; Hetherington, 2002; Kempiak et al., 2017; 

Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003). Other ways to make collections 

accessible and to improve the active participation of visitors include:  
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touch tours, performances, handling sessions, workshops and storytelling (Falk & 

Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003) 

When visiting museums, sensory experiences such as touching, smelling, tasting and 

handling museums objects, may be essential to visitors with visual impairments (Cho & 

Jolley, 2016; Udo & Fels, 2010; vom Lehn, 2010). PwVI have a limited or no capacity to 

see, which reduces performance in tasks requiring clear vision and written 

communication, and hinders access to information presented visually (Darcy & Buhalis, 

2011).  

Deaf or hard of hearing people have a reduced performance in tasks requiring sharp 

hearing, oral communication or have difficulties in understanding auditorily presented 

information (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011). Some variety of languages and communication 

resources such as sign language, lipreading, visual graphics, and written text can be 

used by a member of deaf culture (Goss et al., 2015). So, with regard to communication, 

the lack of accurate and updated information and of assistive technologies, the 

inaccessibility of the interpretative text and figures of the exhibition or the inexistence of 

sensory experiences can bring important constraints to the enjoyment of the museum 

experience by PwHI (Cachia, 2013; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; 

Reichinger et al., 2011).  

People with cognitive and learning disabilities face a large number of constraints during 

their museum visits (McKercher & Darcy, 2018). People with intellectual/mental 

disabilities usually reveal a slower rate of learning, a disorganized pattern of learning, 

difficulties with adaptive behaviour, difficulties in understanding abstract concepts, 

limited control of cognitive functioning, problems with sensory, motor and speech skills 

and restricted basic life functions. This kind of disability poses a lot of difficulties to work 

with as there are a huge number of different behaviours resulting from this kind of lifelong 

condition (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011). Some of the most common barriers encountered by 

this group are related to communication with other visitors and even within their own 

visiting group. According to Lussenhop et al. (2016), there are some features that 

facilitate social participation of this group, like multi-sensory interactive exhibits, hands-

on exhibits and specific engagement options, interaction with staff and volunteers or 

other family strategies used to create successful museum visits (e.g., taking pictures to 

engage the group, identifying quiet times and spaces).  

All the literature reviewed regarding communication with visitors in museums suggests 

that co-creation may be enhanced in museums through the use of several means of 
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interpretation from the more traditional ones (e.g., panels, leaflets) to others using 

technologies (e.g., digital devices), including both personal means of interpretation that 

imply the provision of information by a person, and the impersonal ones, where this 

doesn’t happen. However, it also highlights that the existence of some interpretation 

means is not enough, but that they have to be accessible for PwD and, therefore, special 

care must be taken with many issues that ensure this aspect, such as appropriate size 

of letters and contrast between background and the text. Moreover, it also reveals the 

heterogeneity of needs of PwD due to many issues such as the type and level of 

disability, with multiple interpretation approaches, encompassing multiformat information 

provision, including multisensory experiences, being appreciated. 

Other set of aspects that seems to potentially influence visits in museums are attitudes 

of other people, mainly of staff, towards the visitors (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; López Sintas 

et al., 2014; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Attitudes, according to Passafaro (2020, p. 579), 

are “personal evaluative reactions to socially relevant issues concerning specific objects, 

events, people, contexts and/or behaviours. One of the main important psychological 

factors taken into account by researchers that study the determinants of environmentally 

behaviours are attitudes”. 

Staff works as a facilitator in the tourism experience for PwD when well-trained, attentive, 

and helpful (Devile & Kastenholz, 2018).  

Concerning PwD, Barr and Bracchitta (2012) state that the more we contact with 

individuals with disabilities the more we have positive attitudes toward them. This is of 

main importance to try to change mentalities, since in our society there are still a lot of 

negative attitudes concerning PwD. Although public awareness toward PwD has 

changed (Cavinato & Cuckovich, 1992; Patterson et al., 2012), negative attitudes 

represent a constraint toward participation of these groups since early times (Devile & 

Kastenholz, 2018; Gillovic & Mcintosh, 2015; WHO & The World Bank, 2011). 

Daruwalla and Darcy (2005) made a distinction between personal and social attitudes. 

Personal attitudes correspond to beliefs that people possess regarding some subjects 

while social attitudes are related to attitudes the society possess. Attitudinal barriers exist 

on the side of museums, often due to lack of knowledge, understanding or training 

among staff (Black, 2005). Daruwalla and Darcy (2005) mentioned that negative attitudes 

are a result of lack of information, knowledge and fear felt by society. Lack of knowledge 

has already been pointed as one of the biggest causes of bad care practices (McKercher 

et al., 2003; Poria et al., 2009). 
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The role of staff during the visits is essential in engaging visitors to co-create and to have 

a good experience (Antón et al., 2018; Pattison & Dierking, 2013). Inappropriate staff 

attitudes are emphasized by some researchers (Argyropoulos & Kanari, 2015; Candlin, 

2003; Dimitrova-Radojichikj, 2017; R. McMillen, 2012; Poria et al., 2009), such as the 

provision of unsuitable information, which can prevent people to have a good museum 

experience but, in some cases, can even be dangerous to visitors, for example if the 

location of an obstacle is not correctly described to PwVI. The way staff approach PwD, 

avoiding to talk to them directly or talking as they were “mentally retarded”, or fear to deal 

with this group have already been mentioned as main constraints to museum visits (Poria 

et al., 2009). The role of the staff in co-creation is of main importance and the importance 

of the staff encouragement in the visitors’ museum participation is highlighted by some 

authors (Antón et al., 2018; Kotler & Kotler, 2000; V. Richards et al., 2010). Encouraging 

visitors to explore the objects of the exhibitions and providing clarifications regarding the 

exhibitions are also main task for museum staff (Antón et al., 2018; Kotler & Kotler, 2000; 

Pattison & Dierking, 2013). In their work, Cheng et al. (2019) mentioned some aspects 

directly related to museums staff, designated in the study as interpreters. Aspects like 

the way staff speak to the public, the information they provide and the ability to ensure 

visitor safety during museum tours, are essential to the success of the experience. The 

ability to adjust interpretation according to tourists, to be patient and friendly, to 

understand the individual needs and being able to communicate in different languages, 

are also of main importance in co-creation.  Providing a safe visit is also referred by the 

authors as a need.  

4.3. Outcomes of co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

Antecedents of co-creation were presented in the previous section. The present section 

seeks to introduce the outcomes and effects of co-creation of experiences in museums. 

Although the number of studies exploring the concept of co-creation is increasing 

(Mohammadi et al., 2021; Zizka et al., 2018), researchers focus especially on 

antecedents as inputs to the process of co-creation. However, the outcomes are of high 

importance as they reflect the results of co-creation that can increase value, both for the 

customer and the firm. Poll and Payne (2006) define outcomes as consequences of an 

event or activity which tend to be associated with immediate effects. Positive outcomes 

for customers in consumer behaviour include, according to some authors, perceived 

value, satisfaction, customer trust, loyalty, interaction, joy, pride, commitment and, 

surprise (Chathoth et al., 2016; Gadsby, 2011; Izard, 1977; Plutchik, 1980; Prebensen & 
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Xie, 2017). Concerning museums, few authors give insights about active participation for 

the general public (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Antón et al., 2018; Azmat et al., 2018; Black, 

2005; Dirsehan, 2012; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Gadsby, 2011; Hooper-Greenhill, 2002; 

Kinghorn & Willis, 2008; J. Packer, 2008) and for people with sensory impairments 

(Asakawa et al., 2018; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Vaz, 2020).  

In the literature of co-creation many researchers refer to value co-creation, with this 

value being one of the major outcomes of co-creation (Mohammadi et al., 2021; 

Nambisan & Baron, 2009; Zizka et al., 2018). There are a large number of value 

definitions. However, in the tourism market we have, “on one hand, the utility of value as 

a strategic tool for the management of tourism services and on the other hand, on its 

importance as a key variable for analysing consumer behaviour” (Gallarza & Gil, 2008, 

p. 5)   Thus, it is of utmost importance to analyse, in this section, value co-creation as an 

outcome of the co-creation in a museum experience. The concept of value was made 

popular by Porter (1985) and, since then, it has been redefined by other researchers 

(Gallarza & Gil, 2008; Sfandla & Björk, 2013). Value can be also the price customers are 

willing to pay based on the perceptions of what is received and what is given (Gadsby, 

2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2012; Hyun & Park, 2016; Zeithaml, 1988). Zeithaml (1988, p. 

14) defines perceived value as being “the consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of 

a product based on perceptions of what is received and what is given”.  The consumption 

of service must provide value to consumers in a way that the potential benefits overcome 

the necessary investments made.  

The values people can get in from museum visits may be highly related to the 

motivations that lead them to visit these tourism attractions. Tourist intentions to visit 

attractions are influenced by multiple and complex contexts and, therefore, by a wide 

range of motivations, ranging from push factors, which represent internal aspects of the 

visitor (social and psychological) to pull factors, which are external forces, including 

attributes of the attractions (Dann, 1977; Hsieh et al., 2015).  

The word “motivation” derives from the Latin movēre, which means to move, and has a 

variety of meanings  (Dann, 2014). Generally, motivations are considered an important 

element when analysing tourism experiences and are seen as personal factors that 

influence the choices made and the experiences sought (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; 

Ryan, 2002). There is a consensus that motivation leads to action and action leads to 

outcomes. Campbell and Pritchard (1976) and Kanfer (1990), defined motivation as what 

leads people to act and choose an activity in which to engage, establishing the level of 

effort to put into it, and determining the degree of persistence over time indicating a 
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cognitive approach. The motives induce the engagement in co-creation and, according 

to Mook, (1996), are also the cause of the action. During tourist experiences, the tourist 

is expected to be motivated and, consequently, to participate in value creation 

(Prebensen et al., 2013).  

Gadsby (2011) argues that, when visiting museums, visitors seek numerous outcomes 

to justify their investment of time, money, and effort. There is a growing literature on what 

motivates people to visit museums (Brucks, 1985; Dierking & Falk, 1998; Falk et al., 

1998; Hood, 1992; McManus, 1987; Merriman, 2000; Tsaur et al., 2010). Despite 

museum-led literature on general motivations for visiting a museum emphasizes the 

importance of learning (Dierking & Falk, 1998; Hood, 1992; Kelly, 2004; Prentice et al., 

1997), there is a consensus that people visit museums for different reasons (Brucks, 

1985; Dierking & Falk, 1998; Falk et al., 1998; Gadsby, 2011; McManus, 1987; J. Packer 

& Ballantyne, 2004; Tsaur et al., 2010). According existent literature, visitors want to 

learn, be entertained, improve skills and have memorable family days, among other 

aspects (Gadsby, 2011). This already shows that socialisation and the desire to 

experience some emotions, can be important motivations to visit museums, along with 

the desire to learn. In this line, Jan Packer (2008) explored the outcomes, apart from 

cognitive value, that visitors seek and get from a museum visit, arguing that learning 

outcomes may not be enough to explain the museum experience and highlighting the 

importance of “restoration”, an emotional outcome. According to the author, when visiting 

a museum, visitors can relax and recover from the stress of their life.  

Hood (1992) referred to six main motivations to visit museums: being with people, or 

social interaction; doing something worthwhile for oneself or others; having the challenge 

of new experiences; having an opportunity to learn; participating actively and feeling 

comfortable in the surrounding. Another research held by the Australian Museum, 

between 1999 and 2001, identified five main motivations for visiting a museum: 

experiencing something new; entertainment; learning; the interests of children/family; 

and doing something worthwhile in leisure (Kelly, 2001, p. 9). On the other hand, Falk et 

al. (1998) identified six types of motivations: place, education, life cycle (visits seen as 

repeated activities achieved at certain phases in one’s life, e.g. childhood, school visits), 

social event, entertainment and practical issues. According to the three types of 

strategies adopted by visitors, we find – (i) the unfocused, those who are open to any 

museum contents; (ii) the moderately focused, who know which are the museum 

contents; and (iii) the focused, who plan the visit and have goals to achieve. Hsieh et al. 

(2015), in their study, identified five push and six pull motivations for visitors to visit a 
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museum. The internal motivations are to relax, to expand knowledge, to enjoy new 

experiences, to spend quality time with family and friends and to enjoy exhibits in 

different settings. The external motivations are mainly related with museum service 

quality, related with the service quality and communication factors. Another study is this 

from Phelan et al. (2018), where six theoretically important motivation categories were 

identified: (i) factor one included items related to individual learning and pursuing 

interests; (ii) factor two encompasses items related to relation and recuperation; (iii) 

factor three included items related with social learning, mainly together with family; (iv) 

factor four presented items related to social enjoyment; (v) factor five items are 

associated with establishing or enjoying social contact; and (vi) factor six items related 

to the popularity of the site. The main motivations referred, based in different studies, to 

visit museums were those of education, socialization, and entertainment, although the 

importance given to each other differs. 

Black (2005, p.286) stated that museums “exist to enhance the quality of people’s lives, 

to satisfy their needs in every sense – physically, socially, intellectually, emotionally, 

spiritually”. Pekarik et al. (1999) developed a list of satisfying experiences in museums 

and categorized these experiences into four clusters (Figure 4.2): (i) object experiences 

(being moved by beauty); (ii) cognitive experiences (gaining information or knowledge 

and enriching the understanding); (iii) introspective experiences (feeling a spiritual 

connection, feeling a sense of belonging or connectedness); and (iv) social experiences 

(spending time with friends, family or other people). These four groups correspond to the 

physical, cognitive, emotional, and social outcomes of museum visits. Depending on 

the type of museum and exhibitions, the categories of the satisfying experiences that 

visitors seek can differ. According to their study, visitors can: (i) see rare or valuable 

objects (object experiences); (ii) gain information, knowledge, or enriching understanding 

(cognitive experiences); (iii) have private feelings and experiences (introspective 

experiences); or (iv) focus on interactions with friends, family, other visitors, or museum 

staff (social experiences). Later, another study was done by the same authors, Pekarik 

and Schreiber (2012) and, from the previous study, a number of outcomes were 

overlapped, dropped or added. Thus, outcomes like gaining information or knowledge, 

enriching the understanding, seeing rare/valuable/uncommon things, being moved by 

beauty, reflecting on the meaning of what we see, and imaging other times or places, 

were identified.   
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Figure 4.2. Categories of satisfying experiences that visitors seek in museums 

Source: Pekarik et al. (1999). 

Despite the importance of outcomes and of mentions to outcomes of museum visits, 

several researchers simply refer to benefits of museum visits. It is important to distinguish 

the benefits and outcomes. The concept of outcome is a general one that, according 

to Merriam-Webster (2019), is something that follows as a result or a consequence. A 

determinant/ antecedent leads to an outcome. Most of the times, it is the outcome that 

motivates action. There are both positive and negative outcomes resulting from a certain 

action. In turn, “benefits are something that produces good or helpful results or effects, 

or what promotes well-being” (Merriam - Webster, 2019). 

According to Jan Packer (2008), two theoretical approaches can then help to understand 

the benefits of visiting museums: (i) the psychological wellbeing (e.g., autonomy, 

personal growth, self-acceptance, happiness), and (ii) the mental restoration (e.g., 

relaxation, peace and tranquillity, as well as thoughtfulness).  

PwD have several constraints during their daily lives and accessibility can work as a 

vehicle to promote individual and social well-being (Devile & Kastenholz, 2018; Mesquita 

& Carneiro, 2016, 2021). It is well known that PwD participate less in social activities like 

visiting museums (Little et al., 2014; Lussenhop et al., 2016; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016, 

2021; Poria et al., 2009) and when visiting these cultural spaces most of time they are 

accompanied (Poria et al., 2009) by friends, family who support the decision process and 

help to overcome constraints experienced before, during and after de visit (J. Packer, 

2008). However, to date, few research has been done in terms of understanding the 
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outcomes and value that visits to accessible museums hold for visitors in general and 

specially for PwD. This research will be examined in the next sections.  

Despite the lack of research on outcomes of the museum visits for PwD, and although 

primary outcomes which visitors seek from museums are diverse (Björk, 2014; Black, 

2005; Dann, 2014; Dierking & Falk, 1998; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Gadsby, 2011; Hsieh 

et al., 2015; Kelly, 2004; Tung & Ritchie, 2011), those of emotional, intellectual/learning 

and social nature outstand as the most common and important in the domain of these 

tourism attractions. These outcomes were previously identified as a motivation for the 

visit by some authors in the present section (Black, 2005; Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Pine & Gilmore, 1999) and as outcomes themselves by other 

researchers (Black, 2005; Pekarik et al., 1999). Therefore, the emotional, learning and 

social outcomes will be discussed in a more detailed way in the next sections. Visitors 

may seek and perceive more than one type of value at the same time (Falk & Dierking, 

2016b). For example, as pointed by some authors, learning occurs, frequently, driven by 

emotion (Falk & Dierking, 2016b). 

As it was previously mentioned in this section and discussed more in detail in the next 

section, other potential outcomes of consumer behaviour and of co-creation are 

satisfaction and loyalty. 

Thus, in the next sections, various potential outcomes of co-creation in museums will be 

discussed, namely perceived value - emotional, learning, and social value -, satisfaction 

and loyalty (Figure 4.3).  

 

Figure 4.3. Outcomes of co-creation of experiences in museums 

Source: Own elaboration. 
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4.3.1. Emotional value 

Barlow and Maul (2010) state that the role of emotion is extremely important in the new 

concept of the experience economy. Emotions are present in most domains of life, as 

we experience and we feel them, both actions affecting and moving us (Trampe et al., 

2015). Therefore, emotions are directly related to customer satisfaction and are 

motivators for action. Nevertheless, emotions are not easy to define as there are, 

probably, as many definitions as there are different feelings (Barlow & Maul, 2010). 

Pointed long ago as an essential part of the visitor experience, emotions involve 

expressions of feelings, attitudes, and beliefs, strongly influencing the success of the visit 

(Falk & Dierking, 2016b).  

Emotions can be defined as “positive or negative reactions or mental stages of readiness 

that arise as a consequence of specific events or circumstances” (Bagozzi et al., 1999, 

p. 1). The basic emotions that people feel were identified by Izard (1977), which 

developed the taxonomy of affective experience approach. He identified ten different 

categories of emotions that can lead either to positive or negative feelings: interest, joy, 

surprise, sadness, anger, disgust, contempt, fear, shame, and guilt. Excitement, energy, 

commitment, joy, interest, and pride may arise from positive emotions while revenge, 

disgust, desire to never return, anger, and fear are a consequence of negative emotions 

(Figure 4.4). The challenge is to keep positive emotions as much as it is possible (Barlow 

& Maul, 2010). 

The emotional value may be simply described as the affective responses visitors have 

(Gadsby, 2011). According to Sheth et al. (1991, p. 161), emotional value refers to “the 

perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s capacity to arouse feelings or affective 

states”. Jan Packer (2008) highlights that audiences often describe museums as being 

a place that provides visitors with a sense of positive psychological wellbeing, a place 

where they can escape from the outside and find calm and may relax. Self-realization, 

personal growth, wellbeing, and mental restoration are the outcomes highlighted by the 

author. During the experience, the visitor turns inward to feelings (Pekarik et al., 1999). 
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Figure 4.4. Emotional value 

Source: Adapted from Gadsby (2011) and Izard (1977). 
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There is a growing literature on emotions in museums and on tourism experiences 

(Chang, 2006; De Rojas & Camarero, 2008; Falk & Dierking, 2000, 2016b; Nowacki & 

Kruczek, 2021; J. Packer, 2008; Suchy, 2006). According to Gadsby (2011), the 

emotional values attained by visitors in museums are diverse, namely: awe, joy, 

wonder, excitement, nostalgia, pride and empathy.  

Based on the characterisation of museums’ visitor profile, Black (2012) identified a 

segment that does not want to learn but seeks a more emotional experience. Creating 

environments in which everyone can engage with exhibitions and activities in a full and 

meaningful way is one of the main  concerns of  museums (Accentuate & History Place, 

2018).These visitors want to feel engaged with the exhibition contents, to be involved in 

programs’ development and delivery, and to find modern modes of information 

exchange. Thus, for some visitors, the emotional value will be what matters most during 

their visit. The way to create accessible exhibitions and activities has been analysed by 

some authors in the last decades (Antón et al., 2018; H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Falk & 

Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr et al., 

2018; Taheri, 2011). Some examples referred by the authors incorporate tactile 

experiences to make objects more accessible to everyone, and particularly for blind and 

and other visually impaired visitors, create a multi-sensory experience (smell pots to 

provide an experience which engage different senses), use accessible formats like 

Braille, audio contents to provide further information, provide audio-described tours, sign 

languages tours, among others. All these different ways to communicate with visitors 

may have positive outcomes and impacts in the visitor’s experience.  

Museum experiences actively engage visitors emotionally, stimulating their senses, 

encouraging them to participate in activities and to become involved by touching objects, 

posing questions, manipulating machines, smelling, hearing sounds, among others (Falk 

& Dierking, 2016b). Multi-sensory approaches, of special interest to PwSI, seek to 

increase emotions (Accentuate et al., 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 

2003).  

Different studies, in different contexts, state that co-creation, through sensory 

engagement, namely tactile, audio and visual experiences among others, leads to 

happiness and other emotional outcomes (Campos, 2016; C.-F. Chen & Chen, 2010). In 

museums, experience design usually focuses on visual cues. Jelinčić et al. (2021) state 

that visual and acoustic stimuli can produce different experiences that provoke joy, the 

most researched emotion related with visual cues. Visual cues are, according to 
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Baumgartner et al. (2006), more easily remembered; thus, multisensory experiences 

stimulation should be encouraged in the museums’ context. The effect of  colours and 

sounds in designing sensory museum experiences is well known, creating visitors’ 

emotional responses such as joy, sadness, fear, anger, disgust and surprise (Jelinčić et 

al., 2021).  

Technologies (e.g. interactive displays) can also be of great value to educate museums’ 

visitors by co-creation with fun and joy (Hashim et al., 2014), bringing learning and 

emotional outcomes simultaneously. The use of interactive media in museums can 

provide pleasant experiences, giving access to everyone, including freedom and 

independence to PwD (Constantinou et al., 2016). Performances are actively viewed as 

an alternative to traditional communication that encourage visitors to engage and to 

emotionally invest in the subject that is being presented (Benjamin & Alderman, 2018).  

PwD are one of the most ignored and marginalized group of consumers (Cachia, 2013; 

Kosmas et al., 2020), as already stated. Researchers need to study particular problems 

experienced by these consumers, emotionally challenged due to the constraints they 

may face. PwD tend to be poorer than people without disabilities, they face extra costs 

relating to their impairment and face discrimination and prejudice (Shaw & Veitch, 2011; 

World Health Organization & The World Bank, 2011). These intrinsic problems that PwD 

hold, conjointly with other extrinsic aspects, can lead to negative experiences. PwD can 

be emotionally affected during the visit if more inclusive tourism products are not 

designed and supplied to them (Shaw & Veitch, 2011). In contrast, if these products are 

offered, they will most probably have a rewarding and meaningful experience, feel 

particularly grateful, and recommended the museum to their friends.  

As the above discussions indicate, emotions are an important construct in the provision 

of tourism experiences, but, due to their subjectivity, difficult to define. They are also 

influenced by a huge number of personal and environmental factors. Museums are 

considered places which provide emotional benefits to visitors, leading to psychological 

wellbeing and mental restoration (Carneiro et al., 2019; Dodd & Jones, 2014; Evans et 

al., 2013; Kinsey et al., 2019; C. Scott et al., 2006; Sweet, 2007). For PwD, emotional 

value is paramount as these people may feel marginalized when visiting a museum or, 

in contrast, gratefully experience personalised and meaningful experiences. Museums 

should thus continue to broaden their supply of services and experiences to engage all 

participants, despite their condition. 
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Exhibitions should “captivate, intrigue, interest, excite, or entice visitors to engage” 

through the existence of tools that enable visitors to take part in co-creative activities 

(Antón et al., 2018, p. 1422). 

4.3.2. Learning value 

Museums are important centres of knowledge and, in recent years, their focus is to 

provide, among others, educational services for visitors (Andre, Durksen, et al., 2017; 

Csikszentmihalyi & Hermanson, 1995; H. Hein, 2000; Mirghadr et al., 2018). Some 

researchers investigated learning in a variety of museums (Csikszentmihalyi & 

Hermanson, 1995; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Hooper-Greenhill, 2004; López Sintas et al., 

2014; Prentice et al., 1997; Sandell, 2003; Taheri & Jafari, 2012; vom Lehn, 2006) and 

emphasized that visitors come to museums with learning purposes. People who visit 

museums tend to possess a higher educational level comparing with the general 

population (Beeho & Prentice, 1997; Calver & Page, 2013; Le Roux et al., 2008). As so, 

gaining information or knowledge are pointed as visitors’ primary satisfaction during their 

visit (Falk & Dierking, 2016a; Hooper-Greenhill, 2004; Kempiak et al., 2017; Paris, 1997; 

Pekarik et al., 1999; Pekarik & Schreiber, 2012; Prentice et al., 1997).  

Museums seek to offer visitors a wide range of sensorial, aesthetic, recreational, social, 

educational, and amusement experiences (Antón et al., 2018; Mirghadr et al., 2018), 

which will result in increasing and multidimensional positive outcomes to visitors.  

According to Ambrose and Paine (2018), in recent years, museums have to take into 

account the fact that they attract people of all ages. Since museums are cultural 

institutions, lifelong learning experiences are one of the museums’ main concerns. 

Learning includes not just facts, but experiences and emotions (Ambrose & Paine, 2018), 

being now seen as a result of active participation of the visitor within the environment (H. 

Hein, 2000). Co-creation is especially important in learning, since learning is a process 

and an outcome of engagement with the experience, and every experience in a museum 

can be a learning opportunity (Black, 2005).  

Yet, learning in museums can be a complex phenomenon (Falk & Dierking, 2000; H. 

Hein, 2000; Hooper-Greenhill, 2004; Schauble et al., 2002). Falk and Dierking (2000) 

argue that learning is an active process of collecting information and of building complex, 

internal knowledge structures called schemata. These researchers conceptualised the 

process of learning as involving seven factors: (i) prior knowledge and experience; (ii) 
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subsequent, reinforcing experiences; (iii) motivation and attitudes; (iv) culture and 

background; (v) social mediation; (vi) design and presentation; and the (vii) physical 

setting.  

Kelly (2007) states that learning is a positive process that happens during a person’s life, 

suggesting that learning in the context of a museum can be presented under a model 

with six categories (Table 4.3): person, purpose, process, people, place, and product. 

According to this author (Kelly, 2007, p. 55), the first category, person is related to the 

“individual learner, including prior knowledge, experience and lived history; cultural 

background and gender, as well as roles played at different times in person’s everyday 

life”. The exhibition is structured according to each one own experiences and most of the 

times visitors make connections with their life (Leinhardt & Gregg, 2011; Paris & Mercer, 

2011; Stainton, 2011). Purpose refers to the motivation visitors’ have behind learning 

such as general interests, enjoyment, and fun. The fact that people learn in different 

ways (Dierking, 1989; Jeffery-Clay, 1998; J. Packer & Ballantyne, 2004; Rennie & 

Johnston, 2004) is named as process by Kelly (2007). This category allows visitors to 

reach their conclusions and provide physical, active, and lively hands-on experiences 

that engage body and mind during the exhibition, which highlights the important role that 

co-creation may have in this context. The category of people is related to the social 

context of learning and, beyond Kelly (2007), several researchers have stated that the 

social dimension of a museum visit is of major importance (Falk & Dierking, 2000; 

Leinhardt et al., 2011; Paris, 1997; Paris & Mercer, 2011). A wide range of people such 

as family, friends, colleagues, and work peers, as well as professionals such as teachers, 

university lecturers and museum staff, provide opportunities for visitors to share their 

experiences facilitating learning. Museums are important places used when people want 

to acquire knowledge. Museums are important places to learn together with both formal 

and informal places like school, universities, and libraries. Lastly, product means that 

learning is associated with change - products, such as new ideas and facts, that derive 

from the museum experience. 
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Table 4.3. 6P model of museum learning 

Person 

Prior knowledge, experience, role, gender, cultural background, lived 

history, personal interest, personal change, meaning making, seeing 

differently. 

Purpose Motivation, interests, enjoyment, change and choice. 

Process 
Doing something, hands-on, objects & tools, cognitive & physical and 

surface & deep. 

People 
Family, friends, colleagues, accompanying adults, work peers, community, 

professionals (staff and teachers). 

Place 
School, museums, galleries, cultural institutions, libraries, internet, 

environment, and life. 

Product 
Facts and ideas, short and long-term, linking, outcomes, meaning making 

and change. 

Source: Kelly (2007). 

Despite some differences in the way the authors approach the subject, there are some 

common aspects in the models of Kelly (2007) and Falk and Dierking (2016b). Both 

models refer, among other aspects, to the importance of personal aspects in the 

construction of the experience together with the social component and the external 

aspects of the visit. Learning is also presented as a cycle): one does something and 

learns with the experience, one does something new and applies the experience, 

producing a learning cycle (Dennison & Kirk, 1990).  

Motivation plays an important role in behaviour and in obtaining learning outcomes in a 

museum (J. Packer & Ballantyne, 2005). Museums appear as places where visitors learn 

new things from the visit at their speed due to the fact they want to. Develop the 

knowledge can be an outcome of co-creation since it is the result of an active role of the 

visitor (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Black, 2005; H. Hein, 2000). As stated by Minkiewicz et 

al. (2014), in museums cognitive immersion is present since consumers desire to learn 

and know more about the museum context and reflect on their attitudes and 
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preconceptions. The need to learn and to understand the exhibition add relevance to the 

experience.  

Museums have long held an important role in supporting cultural, learning, and social 

values for PwD. According to the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (1999), not 

all museums are accessible to learners who have disabilities. As said before, 

depending on the type and degree of disability, the learning experience can be more or 

less accessible. PwD often develop different skills and abilities that can help them deal 

with different constraints, such as lack of information (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011). People 

with visual impairments are the most often referred disability group when discussing 

communication access (Paciello, 2000). Yet, if those citizens benefit from accessible 

design facilities, the learning experience will be enhanced. Another important aspect 

referred is that, most of the time, staff perceives these people as having also cognitive 

disabilities (Poria et al., 2010). Darcy (1998) highlighted the importance of providing 

information with detail and accuracy, as well as information in different formats that allow 

both people with hearing and visual impairments to acquire knowledge in museums.  

In sum, some museums are increasingly trying to enhance interaction with visitors and 

expand learning opportunities since visitors’ main benefit sought when visiting these 

attractions appears to be obtaining information and knowledge. Yet, intertwined with 

emotions and experience, learning is complex and a dynamic process involving various 

contexts (Falk & Dierking, 2000; Kelly, 2007). Nowadays museums must intensify the 

attention paid to PwD, as well as consider active participation of all visitors. 

Learning outcomes are linked to different kinds of strategies related to the way visitors 

interact and engage with the exhibitions. Some of the most referred strategies that lead 

to learning outcomes are the possibility to touch, handle or talk about the activities and 

resources provided, developing practical skills such as using different tools (e.g. 

computers, devices, objects) to complete an activity and learning within a social context 

(Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Black, 2005, 2012; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Moussouri, 2002). 

Multisensory approaches promote deeper emotions facilitating learning outcomes and 

emotional values (Agapito et al., 2012, 2013; Andre, Durksen, et al., 2017; Carneiro et 

al., 2019).  

Another important issue in museums are digital technologies (e.g. computers, wall 

displays, interactive exhibition cases, tablets and mobile devices and augmented 

technologies) that can improve the way people co-create with the exhibitions, creating a 
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more engaging museum setting leading to learning outcomes (Hincapié-Ramos et al., 

2015; Moorhouse et al., 2017; Othman, 2012; Othman et al., 2021).  

Traditional exhibition methods must be complemented with new strategies (Othman et 

al., 2021), as those that have been presented along the present thesis to stimulate 

knowledge among all publics. 

4.3.3. Social value 

Humans are social animals which learn through different ways such as conversations, 

gestures, emotions, signs, symbol systems, values, and norms, among others (Falk & 

Dierking, 2000). In tourism, social interaction is paramount because tourism services 

are delivered during encounters. When travelling, interactions and relationships with 

other visitors (Carù & Cova, 2007; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Prebensen & Foss, 2011; 

Rihova et al., 2013) and with staff (Slåtten et al., 2011) might influence positively the visit 

(Antón et al., 2018).  

Museums are social places where visitors interact with other visitors and museum staff 

by discussing and posing questions about the exhibition (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; 

Goulding, 2000; Rihova et al., 2013). Even when visiting the museum alone, visitors 

come into contact with other people, learning socially (Antón et al., 2018; H. Chen & 

Rahman, 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Mirghadr et al., 2018).  

The social role in museums is directly related to experiencing and learning (Falk & 

Dierking, 2000). Most of the studies on social value regarding museums highlight the 

importance of providing a social environment inclusive for all types of groups, including 

adults, children, families, student groups, staff and volunteers (Antón et al., 2018; H. 

Chen & Rahman, 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017; Minkiewicz et al., 

2014, 2016; Mirghadr et al., 2018; Taheri, 2011). Some literature suggests that one of 

the main purposes when visiting a museum is to spend time with family and friends (Falk 

& Dierking, 2016b; Mirghadr et al., 2018). To some visitors, the social interaction with 

someone else during their visit is their most satisfying outcome in the museum (Pekarik 

et al., 1999). The stories and memories shared with both consumers and staff members 

bring, according to Minkiewicz et al. (2014), a sense of personal relevance and 

connection to the experience. 
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The social value is thus essential for all museums’ visitors, and of particular importance 

for PwD and their families (Lussenhop et al., 2016), although some of these groups 

participate less in social activities (Little et al., 2014; Lussenhop, et al. 2016). According 

to Poria et al. (2009), visitors with visual impairments, when visiting museums, are most 

of the time accompanied. One of the major problems felt by PwD is related to negative 

attitudes experienced by these groups (Argyropoulos & Kanari, 2015; Darcy, 1998; Darcy 

& Buhalis, 2011; Daruwalla & Darcy, 2005; Reich et al., 2010). Negative attitudes 

represent the biggest constraints for accessing leisure opportunities (Darcy & Buhalis, 

2011). The lack of information about these groups leads to the question of how can staff 

and volunteers provide correct and reliable information to PwD. Generally, the staff tend 

to be overly helpful and protective which may affect self-esteem (Poria et al., 2009). PwD 

need to trust others including strangers; however, PwD mention a lack of knowledge 

regarding disability, by the staff, as the main constraint during their visits (Small & Darcy, 

2010).  

When visiting a museum, visitors may learn through conversations with other people 

such as staff or other groups (Black, 2005). Discussions among visitors and staff advices 

about exhibitions can also allow visitors to experience the exhibitions in their own way 

(Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Overcrowding museums can, however, hamper social benefits, 

negatively affecting the ability of visitors to engage with exhibitions and co-creating 

experiences (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). 

In brief, social value is of great importance as tourism depends upon encounters between 

different stakeholders. The social interaction among visitors, staff or volunteers, plays an 

essential role in shaping the museum visit as the social aspects of visits are rarely if ever 

forgotten by visitors (Falk & Dierking, 2016b). It is also important to notice that as people 

explore museums, they interact with others. Nowadays, there is an increasing interest 

on how museums may promote inclusion and active participation of PwD, as more and 

more information on how to relate with and include people with special needs is being 

generated and discussed. 

4.3.4. Satisfaction 

In a context of growing competition, museums, as well as tourist services in general, 

seek to provide high levels of visitor satisfaction. Satisfaction has been widely debated 

in the tourism literature in the last decades using various perspectives and theories in 

different fields (Ali et al., 2016; Antón et al., 2017; Baker & Crompton, 2000; Grissemann 
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& Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Y. H. Kim et al., 2014; Prebensen et al., 2016; Y. Yoon & 

Uysal, 2005). Studies suggested the importance of satisfaction in the intention to revisit 

a place as well as to recommend or express favourable comments about the place to 

others (C.-F. Chen & Chen, 2010; De Rojas & Camarero, 2008; Kempiak et al., 2017; Y. 

H. Kim et al., 2010; Y.-K. Lee et al., 2008; Y. Yoon & Uysal, 2005). According to De Rojas 

and Camarero (2008, p. 525) past literature described “satisfaction by the evaluation 

consumers make of perceived quality (confirmation/disconfirmation theories) from their 

expectations”. 

One of the most quoted and accepted definitions of satisfaction says that satisfaction is 

an attitude assumed after a given experience or an emotional state that is the 

consequence of an experience (Pearce, 2005). In leisure, satisfaction is measured by 

how well leisure activities are perceived to fulfil the basic needs and motives that 

stimulated the desire to participate in an activity (Crompton & Love, 1995, p. 12). 

De Rojas and Camarero (2008) refer that in the most recent definitions of satisfaction, 

both its cognitive and affective character have been recognized. Thus, regarding theories 

and models of satisfaction, the two approaches previously mentioned (cognitive and 

emotional) are used to explain satisfaction formation.  

The literature (e.g. Mathis et al., 2016; Minkiewicz et al., 2014) suggests that co-creation 

leads to more “authentic”, unique and memorable experiences (Mathis et al., 2016; 

Minkiewicz et al., 2014), which are highly appreciated nowadays and contribute to 

visitors’ satisfaction (Kempiak et al., 2017).  

Visitors’ satisfaction is important for the museums to be regarded as successful because 

it influences the choice of the museums and the decision to revisit or recommend the 

place. When a visitor is satisfied he/she tends to communicate the positive feeling to 

others (Kinghorn & Willis, 2007; Nowacki & Kruczek, 2021). 

For Nowacki and Kruczek (2021), the essence of satisfaction achieved from a museum 

visit is completely different from satisfaction resulting from other consumptions. The 

emotional value of the product together with the subjective meaning ascribed by the 

visitors are the most important factors for satisfaction in the museum context (Nowacki 

& Kruczek, 2021). Perceived value and satisfaction have been referred as being good 

predictors of behavioural intentions, as stated by Petrick (2004).  
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4.3.5. Loyalty 

Loyalty is an important aspect as is essential for the long-term viability or sustainability 

of organisations (C.-F. Chen & Chen, 2010). Loyalty is defined and assessed by both 

attitudinal and behavioural measures. Concerning the first approach it refers to the desire 

to keep the relationship with the service provider, while the second approach is related 

to the concept of repeat patronage (C.-F. Chen & Chen, 2010). Several positive 

experiences, including positive experiences of co-creation can lead to an intention to 

visit. Hyunae Lee et al. (2020) highlight the importance or technologies, which have a 

positive effect on museum visit intention. 

Co-creation, the main topic of this thesis, has several outcomes that can be, as 

previously mentioned negative or positive. Nevertheless, the aim of offering co-creation 

opportunities in museums is generating positive outcomes among visitors. Creating 

shared value between the customer and the company is one of the aims of co-creation 

(Lusch & Vargo, 2006; Payne et al., 2008) and can lead to positive outcomes. Several 

authors referred co-creation outputs including customer trust, perceived value 

satisfaction and loyalty (Blazquez-Resino et al., 2015; Chathoth et al., 2016; Grissemann 

& Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Lu, 2009; Majboub, 2014; Prebensen & Xie, 2017; Zatori et 

al., 2018). 

In the empirical study of the present thesis, the various outcomes of co-creation in 

museums before mentioned will be analysed, namely emotional, learning and social 

value, as well as satisfaction and loyalty. 

4.4. Conceptual model on antecedents and outcomes of co-creation of 

experiences in museums by PwSI 

Considering the importance of the museums, the changes that have been occurring in 

these cultural institutions and in the society, it is essential to understand how museums 

are responding to their audience’s needs and are fostering co-creation experiences 

engaging visitors with collections and exhibitions. Furthermore, museums play an 

important role in inhibiting discrimination and other human rights abuses, generating 

satisfaction and positive outcomes for their visitors. They are even considered as 

important inclusive places. Therefore, and as previously seen in this thesis, it is therefore 

also important to examine and further understand PwSI’ co-creation in museums and, in 
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this context, to analyse the factors that facilitate or prevent co-creation of experiences in 

museums. 

After discussing about PwSI’ co-creation in museums, as well as about potential 

antecedents and outcomes of that co-creation, in this section, a conceptual model on 

antecedents and outcomes of co-creation of experiences of visitors with sensory 

impairments in museums will be presented, and hypotheses will be defined. Chapters 2 

to 4 consisted of a literature review of relevant concepts to the empirical study developed 

within the scope of this thesis and, specifically, for the conceptual model proposed and 

tested. The conceptual model proposed is based on three main components: (i) 

antecedents (visitors’ antecedents and museum antecedents) of co-creation in museums 

by visitors with sensory impairments; (ii) co-creation in museums by these visitors; and 

(iii) outcomes of that co-creation. The aim of this section is to describe the proposed 

conceptual model, which includes the constructs already mentioned. The research 

hypotheses underlying the proposed model are identified and discussed, and support is 

presented for each of the hypotheses (Figure 4.5).  

 

Figure 4.5. Conceptual model proposed - Hypotheses 

Source: Own elaboration. 

The focus of the research might be expressed as a question, a problem or an hypothesis 

(Veal, 2018). In the present study, and in the scope of the proposed model, various 

hypotheses are suggested (Figure 4.5). Next, the hypotheses to be tested in this thesis 

will be presented.  
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According to leisure constraints’ studies, some of the main factors that can prevent 

people participation in tourism activities are related to intrinsic aspects such as the type 

and level of impairment. Darcy and Buhalis (2011) refer five major dimensions of 

disability important for accessible tourism, classified in three categories: 

physical/mobility, sensory and/or cognitive. The first one includes people with varying 

levels of physical mobility restrictions, affecting legs, feet, back, neck, arms or hands. 

The second is when the capacity to see is limited or absent, when people are completely 

deaf or are hard of hearing, or when people have limited, impaired or delayed capacities 

to use expressive and/or receptive language. Finally, the third includes lifelong illnesses 

with multiple aetiologies that result in a behavioural disorder (Domínguez, Fraiz, et al., 

2013). It is, therefore, of utmost importance to consider sensory impairments when 

analysing co-creation in museums. 

Different types of disabilities induce distinct constraints (Lehto et al., 2018) and have 

different impacts on visitors’ experiences (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). Despites that there 

has been a big change in the way society views disabilities over time (Ralph, 2017; 

Shakespeare, 2018) and although there is still no agreement over the correct way to 

approach disabilities, according to some studies (e.g. Dosono et al., 2018; Mesquita & 

Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; WHO, 2016) PwD face more difficulties and require a 

much higher degree of accessibility than people without special needs. Moreover, 

literature suggests that, according to their nature and degree, disabilities may bring 

constraints in the context of tourism in general, and to the co-creation of experiences in 

museums in particular (Goss et al., 2015; Hillis, 2005; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria 

et al., 2009; V. Richards et al., 2010). Consequently, the following hypothesis arises: 

H1: The level of impairment influences the co-creation of PwSI in museums 

Prior experience is an important antecedent of behaviour in museums as it includes 

frequent visits to museums during one’s life (Carù & Cova, 2015). The better one knows 

a place, the more one feels familiar with it and tends to engage in co-creation 

experiences (Bryce et al., 2015; Lehto et al., 2004). According to Mirghadr et al. (2018), 

repeat visitors to the same museum know what to expect, how to locate it and which 

parts and activities of the museum they most enjoy.  

According to Falk and Dierking ( 2016b), visitors expectations for the visit and their 

behaviours during the visit are shaped by prior experiences. In museums, certain 

familiarity is created leading the visitors to play an active role in the co-creation process 

(Antón et al., 2018) with other subjects and the environment (Campos et al., 2018). 
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Experience seems to be even more important to PwD. People with sensory impairments 

include people to whom the capacity to see is limited or absent or who are completely 

deaf or hard of hearing so, as museums are mainly visual places it is important to provide 

new ways to improve the experiences rather than vision. The involvement and 

participation in different activities as well as the independent access to information by 

PwD is essential to better experienced visits (Accentuate et al., 2018; Accentuate & 

History Place, 2018; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003). Some of the ways to open access to 

exhibitions and improve experiences are, for example, by providing accessible 

information about space and objects in a range of accessible formats and by including 

guided tours that describe collections, handling sessions or even multi-sensory exhibits. 

From the above, it appears, as observed in the previous literature review, that many 

authors consider prior experiences to be an influence in the co-creation of experiences. 

Considering the literature review done and the aspects mentioned above, as well as the 

gap that exists in the assessment of the influence of prior experiences in the co-creation 

of experiences for the general public and, especially for PwSI, the following hypothesis 

is raised: 

H2. PwSI’ prior experiences with museums influence their co-creation in museums  

One important factor that can prevent people participation in tourism activities is also the 

lack of a companion during the travel experience (Daniels et al., 2005; Devile & 

Kastenholz, 2018; Nyaupane et al., 2004). Most people visit museums in a group 

ranging from families, school field trips or other visitors outside their own social group 

(Falk & Dierking, 2016b). Concerning PwD, one of the main constraints to participate in 

tourism activities, results from the lack of support from the family and friends (Devile & 

Kastenholz, 2018; T. L. Packer et al., 2007; Yau et al., 2004) and the lack of detailed 

information which gives PwSI the opportunity to make an autonomous visit (Cock et al., 

2018). The impact of this factor can vary according to the type and level of impairment 

as people with more severe impairments often experience greater disadvantage (Devile 

& Kastenholz, 2018; Shakespeare, 2018). The support of family and other people plays 

an important role in assisting the decision-making process and helping PwD to overcome 

some structural barriers (finding access information, understanding the contents 

presented in the exhibitions, among other aspects) (Asakawa et al., 2018; vom Lehn, 

2010). The literature suggests therefore, the importance of the visitor group in the co-

creation of experiences for the general public and, especially, for PwSI. Consequently, 

although there is not empirical evidence on this influence in the broad context of co-

creation in museums, the following hypothesis arises: 
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H3. The visitor group influences the PWSI’ co-creation in museums 

Literature suggests that a wide range of factors related to museums may affect the 

visitors’ experiences in these cultural attractions and that some of these factors may 

affect co-creation in museums, being thus museums’ antecedents of that co-creation. 

Among several authors, some of the most mentioned are Falk and Dierking (2016), who 

proposed the learning or interactive experience model. This model identifies relevant 

factors affecting the museum visit experience related to three overlapping contexts that 

influence interaction – the personal (already explored in section 4.2.2.1), and the 

sociocultural and physical (that encompass many features of the museum) (discussed in 

the scope of section 4.2.2.2) –, pointing out that the visitor dynamically and continuously 

creates experiences. 

The museums’ antecedents before mentioned are, according to some authors, of major 

importance for the general public and PwSI (Antón et al., 2018; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; 

Taheri et al., 2014; Vaz, 2020). Nevertheless, the research regarding factors that 

facilitate or constrain visits to museums for PwSI is still limited. However, some authors 

highlight the importance of museum features which facilitate the visit and make it more 

enjoyable (Accentuate & History Place, 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Mesquita & 

Carneiro, 2016). Physical and sociocultural constraints also impact experiences in 

museums, especially in the case of PwD, and specifically, PwSI (Chang, 2006; Falk & 

Storksdieck, 2005; Kempiak et al., 2017; López Sintas et al., 2014; Mirghadr et al., 2018). 

Although discussion on the influence of some of these factors usually presents them as 

constraints and assumes they have a negative, discouraging, or inhibiting impact, they 

may act in the opposite direction, as facilitators of experience co-creation, if managed 

appropriately.  

Several antecedents are referred in the literature review as being important in co-creation 

of experiences (see section 4.2). Considering the literature review and the aspects 

mentioned above, the following hypothesis is raised. 

H4. Museums’ antecedents influence PwSI’ co-creation in museums 

People engage in activities to achieve a set of psychological outcomes which are 

known, expected and valued (Beeho & Prentice, 1997). Museums “exist to enhance the 

quality of people’s lives and to satisfy their needs in every sense – physically, socially, 

intellectually, emotionally and spiritually” (Black, 2005, p. 286). More than meeting 

certain needs, museums want to provide an experience that exceeds visitors’ 
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expectations (Beeho & Prentice, 1997). An outcome can be both positive and/or 

negative.  

In tourism, positive outcomes may include feelings like satisfaction, trust, loyalty, joy, 

pride, commitment and surprise (Blazquez-Resino et al., 2015; Chathoth et al., 2016; 

Gadsby, 2011; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Majboub, 2014; Prebensen & 

Xie, 2017). As important parts of the tourism experience, museums have the ability to 

inspire people and change lives and it is said that after visiting a museum one should 

feel better than before (Ambrose & Paine, 2018). The senses of belonging, self-esteem 

and self-actualisation are engendered by a set of facilities and services designed 

specifically to answer the diversity of people’s expectations. 

According to Packer (2008), even if learning outcomes are referred as one of the main 

important values that visitors want to achieve, they may not be enough to explain the 

value and benefits of the museum experience. During their visit, visitors “seek to be 

engaged, immersed, informed, enthused, and relax, to understand their local heritage, 

to be shocked, surprised, to spend time with their loved ones and simply to have fun” 

(Packer, 2008, p. 3) reaching, according to some authors, emotional, learning and social 

outcomes (Black, 2005; Dierking & Falk, 1998; Falk & Dierking, 2016; Hood, 1992; 

Packer, 2008). At a museum, visitors wish to have positive outcomes in order to justify 

their investment of time, money and effort (Gadsby, 2011; Mercier, 2017). Based on the 

literature review and the intention to better understand the outcomes arising from a 

museum visit, the following hypothesis came up: 

H5. PwSI’ co-creation of experiences in museums influence their perceived emotional, 

learning, and social value regarding those experiences 

Satisfaction has been studied in the last decades in different fields (Ali et al., 2016; 

Antón et al., 2017; Baker & Crompton, 2000; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Y. 

H. Kim et al., 2014; Prebensen et al., 2016; Y. Yoon & Uysal, 2005) due to its importance 

in evaluating how consumers perceive quality (De Rojas & Camarero, 2008). Visitors’ 

satisfaction is of major importance in the context of museums as, when a visitor is 

satisfied, he/she tends to communicate the positive feeling to others (Kinghorn & Willis, 

2007; Nowacki & Kruczek, 2021), to recommend a place as well as to revisit that same 

place (C.-F. Chen & Chen, 2010; De Rojas & Camarero, 2008; Kempiak et al., 2017; Y. 

H. Kim et al., 2010; Y.-K. Lee et al., 2008; Y. Yoon & Uysal, 2005).  
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Studies suggested the importance of satisfaction in the intention to revisit a place as well 

as to recommend or express favourable comments about the place to others (C.-F. Chen 

& Chen, 2010; De Rojas & Camarero, 2008; Kempiak et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2010; Y.-

K. Lee et al., 2008; Yoon & Uysal, 2005). 

Emotional and learning outcomes, together with the social outcome, are used by different 

authors to explain satisfaction. Concerning museums, and as mentioned by different 

researchers, emotional, learning and social values are the most common and important 

outcomes in the domain of these tourism attractions (Black, 2005; Dierking & Falk, 1998; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016; Hood, 1992; Packer, 2008) and may overlap one another at the 

same time (Falk & Dierking, 2016; Falk & Dierking, 1997). Some researchers even argue 

that museums must improve emotional involvement so that visitors feel satisfaction 

during their visit, as well as want to return and recommend the attraction to family and 

friends (Asakawa et al., 2019; H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Mey & Mohamed, 2010). This 

involvement and satisfaction enhance memory formation (Falk & Dierking, 2016). This 

highlights that co-creation during museum visits can not only trigger positive emotions 

but may also result in more satisfying visitors. 

Museum managers and other staff of these organisations have an important role in 

meeting the visitors’ goals; museums seek to be more visitor oriented, focusing on 

visitors’ needs and motivations, and in offering satisfying experiences so that visitors 

return and recommended their visit (Beeho & Prentice, 1997; Brida et al., 2016; De Rojas 

& Camarero, 2008; Nowacki & Kruczek, 2021). 

Previous researchers state that customer loyalty is highly influenced by customers’ 

satisfaction (Bitner, 1992; Y.-K. Lee et al., 2008) (as already discussed in section 4.3.4 

and 4.3.5). Behavioural intentions usually represent visitors’ loyalty. Consenquently, and 

taking in account the literature review that suggests that emotional, learning and social 

value will influence satisfaction, which, in turn, will lead to a feeling of loyalty, the following 

hypotheses are proposed: 

H6. Emotional, learning, and social value perceived by PwSI in a museum visit influence 

their satisfaction with that visit experience. 

H7. The satisfaction PwSI get from visiting a museum influences their loyalty towards 

that museum. 
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4.5. Conclusion 

This chapter focus on the literature review of antecedents and outcomes of co-creation 

of experiences in museums. Following the literature review a conceptual model on 

antecedents and outcomes of experiences for visitors with sensory impairments is 

presented. The literature review suggests that it is important to understand the 

antecedents of co-creation of experiences in general, and in museums. Several factors 

can be considered as antecedents of this co-creation, and they can work as facilitators 

or as constraints of co-creation of experiences. In this thesis antecedents of co-creation 

of experiences in museums were categorised as antecedents related to the visitor and 

antecedents related to the museums. Among the first, individual antecedents and visit 

context aspects were identified, which may affect co-creation. Regarding the 

antecedents related to the museums, a wide range of antecedents encompassing 

physical environment, communicational and attitudinal aspects were identified. 

Concerning PwSI it is important to understand the way individual antecedents can help 

or block the co-creation. Constraints faced by PwD were presented in order to reflect 

how they can be mitigated in the tourism domain and specifically in the museum context. 

Concerning constraints in museums for PwSI, the research review indicates that studies 

on this matter must be intensified. 

The literature suggests that different approaches are needed to foster co-creation among 

people with different needs. Even among PwSI, distinct approaches seem to be needed 

to boost co-creation in museums. People engage in activities to achieve a set of 

psychological outcomes as the literature review suggests. Museums, as cultural 

attractions, and privileged learning environments, implement several strategies that offer 

multiple benefits to visitors. Museums exist to enhance the quality of peoples’ lives and 

a visit to a museum can generate several important outcomes ranging from emotional 

value, learning value and social value, to satisfaction, which may lead to positive future 

intentions, namely regarding loyalty towards museums.  

Different strategies have been used to maximize these positive impacts of the visit. 

Literature suggests that co-creation plays an important role in this area and, interacting 

with staff, participation in activities such as workshops, interaction with technologies, 

touch tours, multi-sensory experiences and representations are some of the strategies 

used to increase the perceived value and satisfaction visitors may obtain with museum 
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visits. Moreover, the values achieved with co-creation are expected to lead satisfaction 

and to behavioural intentions like recommendation or the intention to revisit the place.
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5.  Methodology of the empirical research 

“Without data, you’re just another person with an opinion” 
W.Edwards Deming 

5.1. Introduction 

Due to the scarcity of research on co-creation of experiences for people with sensory 

impairments and general public in museums, as already mentioned in the introduction of 

this thesis, it was necessary to carry out, within the scope of this thesis, a mix 

methodology approach. The thesis adopts a deductive approach moving towards 

hypothesis testing, after which some principles can be confirmed, refuted, or modified. 

Both qualitative and quantitative approaches were adopted, with the aim, above all, 

of clarifying the antecedents, the co-creation and the outcomes of experiences for PwSI 

and general public, in museums. First, to collect the qualitative information, the research 

procedure adopted was a focus groups with people with visual impairments. Second, a 

questionnaire was elaborated and carried out with people with sensory impairments and 

the general public. 

In this chapter, the methodology adopted in the qualitative and quantitative studies is 

specified. 

This chapter is divided into five sections. The first section corresponds to the introduction. 

Then, in the second section, the research paradigm is identified. In the third section the 

methodology adopted for conducting the qualitative study is explained. In the fourth 

section, the data collection and data analysis methodologies adopted for carrying out the 

quantitative study are presented. Conclusions are presented in the last section. 

5.2. Research paradigm 

This section links theory with a concrete empirical research proposal. Research is 

an activity carried out with scientific rigour and academic awareness. A scientific 

research is based on logic and reason and an evaluation of evidence and it should 

contribute to a cumulative body of knowledge about a field or a topic (Veal, 2018). A 

scientific work always involves adopting a standpoint in terms of epistemology (the 

relationship between the knower and the known), ontology (the nature of the existence) 
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and methodology (the process of knowing) of the research (Vieira, 2010). A methodology 

is a set of guidelines for conducting research (Dwyer et al., 2012). The choice of the 

methods will be influenced by the research methodology which will be influenced by the 

theoretical perspectives adopted in the research, and by the researcher’s 

epistemological stance (Gray, 2004). Some researchers provided a summarised 

perspective on the link between epistemology, theoretical perspectives, research 

approach, methodologies, and methods (Figure 5.1). Epistemology provides the 

insights for deciding what kinds of knowledge are adequate in the research (Gray, 2004). 

When conducting scientific research, the methodology and methods to be used and how 

to justify the choices are important aspects for the researcher.  

 

Figure 5.1. Relationship between epistemology, theoretical perspectives, research 
approach, methodology and research methods 

Source: Adapted from Brunt et al. (2017) and Crotty (1998). 

Social sciences research deals with the behaviour of people as social beings which 

highlights the unpredictable nature of the studies as people can change their behaviour 

accordingly to their desires (Veal, 2018). Within social sciences, two main 

epistemological views are present: objectivism and constructivism. These two 

different approaches offer different points of views of the world and knowledge. 

Objectivist epistemology holds that there is an objective out there and that the reality 

exists independently of consciousness, contrarily to constructivism. In constructivism 
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truth and meaning do not exist in external world as they are created by the interaction of 

the subject with the world (Gray, 2004). 

When planning a study, researchers must understand the major philosophies 

underpinning their investigation (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). During the scientific 

research, the ways by which knowledge and understanding are established through 

research are one of the most important issues to achieve good results. Paradigms are 

theorical perspectives that inspire, and guide a given science. Among the different 

theoretical perspectives, positivism and interpretivism were considered the most 

important (Gray, 2004). According to Dwyer et al. (2012) there are two clusters of 

paradigms: those associated with quantitative methodologies and those related with 

qualitative methodologies. Positivism, the dominant epistemological paradigm in social 

sciences from the 1930s until the 1960s, is a theoretical perspective closely linked to 

objectivism which means “that reality exists external to the researcher and must be 

investigated through the rigorous process of scientific inquiry” (Gray, 2004, p.20). 

Positivism has a realistic approach, facts are objective, and reality can be described from 

an impartial viewpoint. Phenomena are measurable and predictable. In this approach 

statistics are necessary, and the deductive nature of research is desirable (Brunt et al. 

2017). In contrast, phenomenology holds that people’s experience of the social reality is 

essential to understand that reality. According to Gray (2004, p. 21) “the key is gaining 

the subjective experience of the subject, sometimes by trying to out oneself in the place 

of the subjects”.  

In interpretivism the meaning of the social world is hidden, and only deep reflections can 

bring reality to the surface, the natural reality and social reality are different (Gray, 2004). 

Reality is constructed by social actors, and, in consequence, measures of reality are not 

observable as the reality is imperceptible from the outside (Gray, 2004; Jennings, 2010; 

Veal, 2018). Thus, the research is likely to be conduct in an inductive way (Corbetta, 

2003). 

There are other theoretical perspectives of research, besides positivism and 

interpretivism, which appeared more recently. One of these perspectives is post-

positivism. Post-positivism is very similar to positivism as it acknowledges the belief 

system of positivism, modifying the objective assumptions (Brunt et al. 2017). In its 

epistemological approach, this paradigm stresses the importance of scientific methods 

arguing that even if you have an idea about reality, you still want to test it statistically. 

When studying the human behaviour or human actions one cannot be positive about 
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knowledge (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In post-positivism philosophy the absolute truth 

of knowledge is questionable (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).   

According to John Creswell and J. Davis Creswell (2018) post-positivism holds a 

philosophy in which causes lead to effects or outcomes. These causes need to be 

identified and for that it is important to reduce the ideas into a small, discrete set to test, 

such as the research questions and hypotheses. The objective reality that exists must 

be observed and measured. Researchers establish probable facts or laws which are 

useful until such time as they will be outdated, one day, by some new theories. The use 

of mixed methods is accepted in post-positivism and qualitative and quantitative 

methodological paradigms are used in order to improve accuracy, avoid biases, and a 

mean to build analyses (Henderson, 2011). 

Taking post-positivism (“realist”) paradigm as a philosophical position, the study is based 

on a descriptive, applied, and explanatory research (Veal, 2018). Theory and practice 

allow acknowledgement (Henderson, 2011), helping to understand a problem more 

efficiently. The aim of the explanatory approach is “to explain why things are as they are, 

and how they might be” (Veal, 2018, p. 6). The researcher tries to find a cause to explain 

a specific pattern and behaviour described by descriptive research (Jennings, 2010) 

Table 5.1. Positivism versus post-positivism 

 Positivism Post-positivism 

Ontology  

(world view, 
perspective on the 
nature of reality)  

Universal, realism (external, 
objective, independent) 

Truths and laws 

Fallible, critical relativism (social conditioning, 
objective, independent)  

Truths are influenced by social and historical 
circumstances. 

Epistemology 
(science of 
knowledge 
construction) 

Objectivist assumption, 
observable phenomena only 

Modified objectivist assumptions, observable 
phenomena only 

Ethic whilst recognizing potential biases inherent 
in researcher decision-making processes. 

Methodology 
(research 
guidelines) 

Quantitative, deductive, 
verification of hypotheses 

Qualitative and quantitative (use of mixed 
methods), falsification of hypotheses 

Axiology  

(study of values 
and ethics) 

Value free 

Research projects’ purposes 
are extrinsic in nature 

Essays to be value free, emphasizes albeit 
fallibility of researcher recognized. Knowledge is 
propositional and of intrinsic value. Extrinsic to 
research purpose. 

Source: Brunt et al. (2017) and Jennings (2010). 

Choosing appropriate research methods is vital. The empirical research underlying this 

thesis adopted the mixed methodology. As far as the mixed approach is concerned, 

different approaches including qualitative and quantitative formats are used by 

researchers in a single study. By adopting a mixed methodology more insights into a 
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problem are achieved and this approach provides a better understanding of the problem 

or question than one method by itself (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). This approach may 

be need when quantitative methods and qualitative methods, each one by itself, do not 

permit to understand a research problem and when the combination of quantitative and 

qualitative approaches can provide a better understanding of the issue under analysis 

(Table 5.2). 

Some researchers (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Dwyer et al., 2012; Neuman, 2007; Veal, 

2018) identify the main differences between qualitative and quantitative methods, and 

the characteristics of mixed methods, also emphasizing the importance of the latter 

ones. According to John Creswell and J. Davis Creswell (2018, p. 162), “qualitative 

research is exploratory and the researchers use it to probe a topic when the variables 

and theory base are unknown”. Qualitative research is done usually when there is a lack 

of theory and previous research, there is a notion that the available theory may be 

inaccurate, inappropriate, incorrect, or biased, a need to explore and describe the 

phenomena and to develop theory and, finally, when it is considered that the nature of 

the study doesn’t suit a quantitative approach (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In contrast, 

in a quantitative approach the problem is best addressed by understanding what factors 

or variables influence an outcome. Most quantitative research starts with the test of a 

theory and researchers establish the relationship between variables and pose this in 

terms of questions or hypotheses. A mixed methods study has the purpose to use both 

qualitative and quantitative data in the same study. The problem may need to be 

understand quantitatively (e.g. relationship between variables) and explored qualitatively 

in further depth (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Qualitative researchers state that 

quantitative researchers, as they trust in empirical materials, may not capture the 

subject’s viewpoint (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). On the other hand, quantitative researchers 

consider qualitative studies not objective and unreliable. Qualitative researchers seek for 

rich descriptions of the social world, whereas quantitative researchers don’t value those 

aspects (Table 5.2). 
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Table 5.2. Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

Qualitative methods Quantitative methods Mixed methods 

Emerging methods Predetermined Both predetermined and emerging 
methods 

Open-ended questions Instrument based questions Both open- and closed ended 
questions 

Interview data, observation 
data, document data, and 
audiovisual data 

Performance data, attitude data, 
observational data, and census 
data 

Multiple forms of data drawing on all 
possibilities 

Text and image analysis Statistical analysis Statistical and text analysis 

Themes, patterns 
interpretation Statistical interpretation Across databases interpretation 

Source: John Creswell and J. Davis Creswell (2018). 

Large support for the use of mixed methods has been rising in recent years (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018; McKim, 2017; Veal, 2018). Considering the differences between 

qualitative and quantitative methods, the benefits of the adoption of mixed-methods, and 

also the nature of the topic under analysis in this thesis, in this thesis a mixed methods 

approach was adopted, with the quantitative research being based on an initial 

qualitative work. The research follows a hypothetic-deductive method, where rational 

reflection is combined with observation and empirical approach discussed under 

positivism approach resulting in hypotheses to be tested (Veal, 2018).  

The methodologies of the qualitative study and of the quantitative study will be described 

in more detail in the next sections. 
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5.3. Qualitative study 

Due to the scarcity of research on co-creation of experiences for PwSI and people 

without disabilities in museums, as already mentioned in the introduction of this thesis, it 

was considered necessary to carry out, within the scope of this thesis, a first qualitative, 

exploratory, empirical study, carrying out focus groups, with the aim, above all, of 

clarifying what facilitates or constraints co-creation in museums for PwSI. Nevertheless, 

due to the COVID-19 pandemic, which forced the focus groups to be carried out online, 

and to the difficulties to communicated with some people with hearing impairments 

(PwHI), which required the knowledge of sign language, the qualitative study of the thesis 

was restricted to people with visual impairments PwVI. This exploratory research intends 

to be the first stage of a sequence of studies. To collect this qualitative information, the 

research procedure adopted was, as already mentioned, a focus group. The results of 

the qualitative empirical study carried out were then used to better specify some aspects 

of the quantitative study. The results were used, above all, to better specify some 

questions of the questionnaire that constitutes the base research instrument of the 

aforementioned study. In the next sections, the methodology adopted in this qualitative 

study is specified. 

5.3.1. Data collection method and sampling approach 

This study, essentially exploratory and qualitative, was conducted using focus groups. 

This approach was adopted mainly because: (i) qualitative approaches are 

recommended for studies with minor groups such as PwVI; (ii) research about the subject 

is limited, which justifies carrying out an exploratory study; and (iii) focus groups are 

appropriate for a comprehensive exploration of perspectives and experiences, and to 

stimulate exchange between participants.  

The study, carried out in Portugal, focused on PwVI, either with low vision or blind, who 

visited museums. As far as sampling approaches are concerned, a combination of 

convenience and snowball approaches was used. Based on the personal knowledge of 

the researcher, three participants were asked to participate in the study, with eight being 

recruited via snowball sampling, and six others being invited via a higher education 

institute and an organisation of PwVI – Iris Inclusive Association of the Blind and Partially 

Sighted (IRIS) [Iris Inclusiva Associação de Cegos e Ambliopes (IRIS)]. A total of 17 

persons of different ages agreed to participate in the study.  
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Since the focus groups took place between May and July 2020, during the COVID-19 

pandemic, and due to difficulties of setting up focus groups with PwVI in those 

challenging times, five groups were interviewed, via Zoom. Each focus group session 

lasted approximately one hour, and the moderator was the author of this thesis. All the 

participants allowed the focus group to be recorded at the beginning. 

The questions asked, which were developed based on the aforementioned literature 

review, were ordered from the most general to the most specific. Therefore, visitors were 

first requested to report how many times did they visit museums in the last three years 

and what kind of museums they visited (Table 5.3) (Appendix 1). The majority of the 

other questions were related to the last visit they made to a museum. Concerning the 

museum they visited, the participants were first asked about the group of people with 

whom they made their visit. Then, focusing on experience co-creation in the museum, 

the participants were asked to describe activities and interactions with the physical 

environment of the museum (e.g., objects, games), with other people (e.g., group of 

visitors, staff) and with technical devices. To fully understand factors influencing co-

creation, participants were explicitly requested to indicate the main barriers and 

facilitating factors experienced regarding the several kinds of interaction previously 

identified. The focus group ended by asking the age of the respondents. After the focus 

groups, each participant was individually contacted and requested to indicate his/her 

level of disability and to provide some information on when and how he/she acquired it. 

This approach was adopted to avoid constraining people by sharing this information in 

front of other participants.  
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Table 5.3. Focus group script 

Question 
number Question 

Q1 How many times did you visit museums in the last three years? What kind of museums do 
you usually visit? 

Q2 Describe your last visit to a museum. What have you done while you were visiting the 
museum? 

Q3 How have you interacted with the physical aspects of the museum - displays, objects, 
games? 

Q4 Have you interacted with people during your last visit(s) to museums – with your visitation 
group, with staff? Can you describe these interactions? 

Q5 Have you got in touch with technological devices during your last visit(s) to museums? With 
which devices and which were the objectives of these interactions?  

Q6 

What main barriers have you faced regarding the interactions before mentioned during your 
last visit to museums? What features facilitated these interactions? 

• Physical features: Which ones?  
• Social/communicational features: Which ones? 
• Technological features: Which ones?  
• Other important features? 

Source: Own elaboration. 

5.3.2. Data analysis method 

The focus group discussions, recorded with the due consent via Zoom, were fully 

transcribed. This process is essential as it gives a more precise record of the participants’ 

testimonials (Veal, 2018). After checking the transcription, data were analysed using 

content analysis and coded, which allowed key themes and sub-themes to be identified. 

The categories used to analyse the results emerged from the literature review and were 

complemented with topics that emerged from the discussions. Two main topics were 

explored in this analysis: (i) the kind of co-creation experiences that took place in the 

museums; and (ii) the antecedents of that co-creation (visitor antecedents and museum 

antecedents). To guarantee the respondents’ anonymity, participants were labelled with 

letters corresponding to their gender (M = male, F = female) and with numbers (e.g., 1, 

2, 3). A complementary quantitative analysis was carried out to identify the most 

frequently referred modes of co-creation and factors that influenced co-creation. 

Conducting these focus groups was essential to include a constructivist perspective on 

how the co-creation takes place in museums in the case of PwVI, and on the factors that 

influenced that co-creation, as well as to provide insights to carry out the quantitative 

study of this thesis. 
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5.4. Quantitative study 

This section intends to describe the methods of the quantitative study carried out in this 

study. The logic of choosing the collection method and, consequently, the instrument to 

be used, is anchored in the need to produce all the adequate and necessary information 

to test the hypotheses of the conceptual model proposed in this thesis. The most used 

methodology is the questionnaire survey (Brunt et al., 2017).  

The main objective of the quantitative study is to test the proposed model and, 

particularly, to analyse the co-creation in museums in different contexts for PwSI, to 

identify its antecedents and its outcomes for PwSI and people without disability. For this 

reason, a considerable number of visitors had to be surveyed. Therefore, the 

questionnaire survey was considered an appropriate data collection method for this 

study. The questionnaire was designed by the researcher based on the literature review 

presented in previous chapters (chapters 2, 3 and 4), so that the questions allowed to 

test the research hypotheses. 

The second stage of the research was the administration of the questionnaires. Thus, 

the following sections describe the questionnaire development process, including the 

structure, the scales used, the theoretical foundation of the questionnaire and the pre-

test phase. Subsequently, the sampling approach and the techniques for administering 

the questionnaire are detailed. Finally, the data analysis methods used is also described. 

5.4.1. Data collection instrument 

Considering the aims of this thesis, the data collection method selected for the 

quantitative study was, as already mentioned, the questionnaire survey. The 

questionnaire can be defined as a “written /printed or computer-based schedule of 

questions and a pro forma for recording answers to the questions” while the survey “is 

the process of designing and conducting a study involving the gathering of information 

from a number of subjects” (Veal, 2018, p. 311). This quantitative approach permits to 

obtain numerical data which enables to draw conclusions or test hypotheses, and is used 

when a specific type of information is required (Veal, 2018). The questionnaire is a low-

cost technique that allows participants to answer at their own pace and in conditions of 

privacy, and also allows the quantification of multiple data and carrying out various 

analyses (Quivy & Van Campenhoudt, 2005). The questionnaire survey is one of the 
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most common used methods in descriptive studies and several authors highlight its main 

advantages and disadvantages (Jennings, 2010; Veal, 2018). However, it also facilitates 

the comparison of responses and the analysis of relationships between variables that 

are considered necessary for the study. Some other advantages and disadvantages may 

be found in table 5.4. 

Table 5.4. Questionnaire advantages and disadvantages 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Flexibility in choosing the data collection 
techniques 

Depends on the ability of the participants to 
remember, on their honesty and on the format of 
the questions 

Useful quantified information for a large number of 
publics 

Usually involves only a proportion, or sample, of 
the population 

Generalisation to the whole population or to 
similar population 

 

Low-cost technique  

Ability to collect large amounts of information  

Accuracy of results  

Remove interviewer bias when the interviewer is 
not present 

 

The participants can complete the questionnaire 
at his own pace, when is self-completed 

 

Source: Jennings (2010) and Veal (2018) 

The design of the questionnaire is of utmost importance in order to ensure choosing the 

right model to adopt. The first step was to choose if the questionnaire might be composed 

of unstructured or structured questions. Unstructured questions are open-ended 

questions that participants answer freely. Structured questions present a set of 

alternatives and the response format (Malhotra, 2019). These two different types of 

question present advantages and disadvantages as presented in table 5.5. 
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Table 5.5. Type of questions 

Type of question Advantages Disadvantages 

Unstructured question • Enable the participants 
to express general 
attitudes and opinions  

• Participants are free to 
express any views 

• Can provide rich 
insights 

• Useful in exploratory 
research 

• Have a much less 
biasing influence on 
response 

• Potential for interviewer 
bias is high 

• Coding of responses is 
costly and time-
consuming 

Structured question • Easy to apply statistical 
tests to analyse the 
answers 

• Possible to analyse in a 
sophisticated way 

• Sometimes the 
information is not rich 

• Sometimes the 
answers lead to too 
much simple 
conclusions 

 Source: Adapted from Hill and Hill (2000) and Malhotra (2019) 

M. Hill and A. Hill (2000) state that a questionnaire with both unstructured and structured 

is useful when the researcher wants to obtain qualitative information to complement and 

contextualize the quantitative information obtained by the other variables. Therefore, it 

was decided to design the questionnaire on the basis of closed questions, although 

open-ended questions were included to give respondents the freedom to express more 

and detailed information about the subject.  

Another important issue in the design of the questionnaire is the type of scales used. 

There are different types of scales. In the present questionnaire, nominal ordinal and 

Likert type scales were used. The questionnaire of the present study was divided into 

three main sections. The questionnaire of the present study included questions about 

the co-creation of experiences in museums, as well as about its antecedents and 

outcomes (Table 5.6). 

The questionnaire was designed to be carried out online and face-to-face. A pilot test 

was conducted for the purpose of testing the questionnaire “to identify and eliminate 

potential problems” (Malhotra, 2019, p. 338). The pilot test was conducted in Porto, 

Portugal, between September 20 and September 27, 2020 with a sample of 15 people. 

Based on the conclusions drawn from the pilot test some changes were done in the 

questionnaire, especially regarding some questions wording sequence and question 

difficulty.  

The first section of the questionnaire was designed to characterize some aspects of the 

visitors’ prior experiences with museums, namely the number of museums visited in the 
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past 3 years, as well as to identify the last museum visited and its location (country and 

place where that museum was located).  

The second section encompassed questions about the experience at the last museum 

visited. In the first question respondents were asked to report with whom he/she had 

visited the museum (alone, with friends, with social institutions that support the 

respondent, family members, school or other). Then, participants in the study were asked 

to answer a set of multiple questions concerning factors that can influence the co-

creation of experiences in museums - related with the physical, communicational and 

attitudinal aspects -, using five-point Likert scales ranging from 1 “totally disagree” to 

“totally agree”. Subsequently, respondents had to answer questions regarding co-

creation of experiences during the visit (in physical, digital, social, and multiple contexts). 

Afterwards, respondents were asked to answer questions regarding the potential 

consequences of the co-creation in the museum.  

The third section integrates questions about personal aspects of the respondents. In this 

section respondents were asked to answer questions concerning their 

sociodemographic characteristics and about the disabilities they have. 

The final version of the questionnaire can be found in appendixes 2 to 5. The 

questionnaire was administrated in four different languages (English, French, 

Portuguese, and Spanish). 
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: Questions, codification, scale and literature review (continues) 
Scope Concept Item/ Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 

Section A – Identifying the last museum visited  

M
U

SE
U

M
S 

AN
D

 
M

U
SE

U
M

 
VI

SI
TE

D
 

PR
IO

R
 

EX
PE

R
IE

N
C

E  Museums (Q.1.1) Number of museums visited in the 
past three years 

Open question Antón et al. (2018); Argyropoulos & Kanari, (2015); 
Bagozzi (1981); Caru & Cova (2005), Chang (2006); 
Devile & Kastenholz (2018); Falk & Dierking (2000, 
2016); Falk & Storksdieck (2005); McCarthy & Ciolfi 
(2008); Minkiewicz et al. (2019); Mirghadr et al. 
(2018); Prebensen & Foss (2011); Sheng & Chen 
(2012); Taheri et al. (2014). 

Museums name 
(Q.1.2) 

Last museum visited Open question 

 Location  Country/Region Open question  
Section B – Experience at the last museum visited (based on the last visit to the museum) 

M
U

SE
U

M
 V

IS
IT

 

VI
SI

T 
G

R
O

U
P 

Visit group (Q.2.1) Alone, family members, friends, 
school, social institutions, other 
 

1=Alone 
2=Family 
members 
3=Friends 
4=School 
5=Social 

6=Institutions 
7=Other 

Nominal 

Asakawa et al. (2018); Bitgood (2010); Chang 
(2006); Daniels et al. (2005); Debenedetti (2003); 
Devile & Kastenholz (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016); 
Packer et al. (2002); Patel et al.(2016); vom Lehn 
(2010) 

AN
TE

C
ED

EN
TS

 O
F 

C
O

-C
R

EA
TI

O
N

 

PH
YS

IC
AL

 

To which extent 
the physical 
environment of 
the museum 
incorporated the 
following 
elements? (Q.2.2) 

Logical organisation of the venue 
(e.g., reception at the entrance) 

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert Falk & Dierking (2016); Goulding (2000); Mesquita 
& Carneiro (2016); Poria et al.(2009); Richards et 
al. (2010); Small et al.(2012) 

3D models or relief maps 
representing the museum 

Bizerra et al. (2009); Lancioni et al.(2010); Mesquita 
& Carneiro (2016) 

Clear signage Durão (2009); Goulding,(2000); Mesquita & 
Carneiro (2016); Richards et al. (2010) 

Physical guidance to help identify 
pathways 

Chick (2017); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Poria et 
al.(2010); Richards et al. (2010); Salmen et 
al.(1998) 

System to help identify directions 
and objects 

Asakawa et al. (2018); Duckett & Pratt (2001) 

Floor without steps or 
accentuated unevenness 

Darcy (2010); Figueiredo et al. (2012); McKercher 
& Darcy (2018); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); 
Richards et al. (2010)  

Floor without physical barriers Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Richards et al. (2010) 
Suitable lighting in the venue and 
in the exhibition 
 

Cheng et al. (2019); Chick (2017); Kempiak et al. 
(2017); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Richards et al. 
(2010) 
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: questions, codification, scale and literature review (continuation) 

Scope Concept Item/ Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 
AN

TE
C

ED
EN

TS
 O

F 
C

O
- C

R
EA

TI
O

N
 

C
O

M
M

U
N

IC
AT

IO
N

AL
 

To which extent 
the museum tried 
to transmit 
information to the 
visitors through 
the following 
methods? (Q.2.3) 

Guided tour,  From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert Antón (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016); Grandi & 
Gomes (2017); Hillis (2005); Kempiak et al. (2017);  
Meliones & Sampson (2018); Minkiewicz et al. 
(2013);  Pattison & Dierking (2013); Taheri (2011); 
Udo & Fels (2010); Walters (2009) 

Flyers, brochures or guides  Ambrose & Paine (2018); Kempiak et al. (2017) 
Information boards and panels  Ambrose & Paine (2018) 
Relief figures  Grandi & Gomes (2017); Mesquita & Carneiro 

(2016); Richards et al. (2010); Rnib et Vocaleyes 
(2003) 

Chance to touch/hold objects, 
models or replicas,  

Antón (2018); Cachia (2013); Candlin (2008); Cho 
& Jolley (2016); Grandi & Gomes (2017); Krivec et 
al. (2014); Levi (2005); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); 
Minkiewicz et al. (2013); Mirghadr et al. (2018); 
Poria et al (2009); Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003); Taheri 
(2011); Udo & Fels (2010); vom Lehn (2010) 

Electronic devices for further 
information,  

Antón et al. (2018) 

Electronic devices for 
entertainment (e.g., Games),  

Mirghadr et al. (2018); Taheri (2011) 

Interactive equipment Antón (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016); Grandi & 
Gomes (2017); Minkiewicz et al. (2013); Mirghadr et 
al. (2018) 

Experience that stimulates 
multiple senses (e.g., Sight and 
smell)  

Antón (2018); Cachia (2013); Falk & Dierking 
(2016); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); Minkievicz et 
al.(2013); Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003) 

Representations (e.g., Plays, 
historical recreations)  

Falk & Dierking (2016); Kempiak et al. (2017); 
Mirghadr et al. (2018) 

Workshops or seminars  Falk & Dierking (2016); Kempiak et al. (2017); 
Mirghadr et al. (2018); Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003) 

Storytelling (appealing stories on 
themes from the museum were 
presented) 
 
 
 
 

Falk & Dierking (2016); Kempiak et al. (2017); 
Mirghadr et al. (2018)  
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: questions, codification, scale and literature review (continuation) 

Scope Concept Item/ Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 
AN

TE
C

ED
EN

TS
 O

F 
C

O
-C

R
EA

TI
O

N
 

C
O

M
M

U
N

IC
AT

IO
N

AL
 

To what extent 
the information 
transmitted by the 
museum had in 
consideration the 
following 
aspects? (Q.2.4) 

Easy access to means of 
interpretation such as information 
panels, leaflets, guided tours or 
audio guides 

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert Cheng et al. (2019); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); 
Mirghadr et al. (2018) 

Information in different languages  Kempiak et al. (2017) 
Easy reading texts Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003) 
Images with good contrast and 
definition 

Grandi & Gomes (2017); Mesquita & Carneiro 
(2016); Mirghadr et al. (2018) 

Properly sized texts Cheng et al. (2019); Mesquita & Carneiro (2016); 
Rnib et Vocaleyes (2003) 

Information boards and panels 
with good colour contrasts 

Cheng et al. (2019) 

Information in different formats 
(ex. Braille, sign language, audio / 
sound information) adapted to 
your needs  

Ambrose & Paine (2018); Black (2005); Cheng et al. 
(2019); Falk & Dierking (2016); Goss et al. (2015); 
Grandi & Gomes (2017);  Hayhoe (2017); 
Hetherington (2002); Kempiak et al. (2017); 
Mesquita & Carneiro (2016);  Minkiewicz et al. 
(2013); Naniopoulos et al. (2015); Richards et 
al.(2010); Rnib et Vocaleyes(2003); Salmen et al. 
(1998); Taheri (2011); Walters (2009) 

Information in different language 
 

Kempiak et al. (2017) 

AN
TE

C
ED

EN
TS

 O
F 

C
O

-C
R

EA
TI

O
N

 

C
O

M
M

U
N

IC
AT
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N

AL
 

To what extent 
the staff had the 
following 
attitudes? (Q.2.5) 

Encouraged the participation in 
activities 

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert Antón et al. (2018); Kotler & Kotler (2000); Richards 
et al. (2010) 

Encouraged to explore the objects 
of the exhibition,  

Antón et al. (2018); Kotler and Kotler (2000) 

Provided clarifications regarding 
the exhibition 

Kotler and Kotler (2000); Pattison & Dierking (2013) 

Were kind Cheng et al. (2019) 
Provided reliable answers,  Cheng et al. (2019) 
Sought to understand individual 
needs,  

Cheng et al. (2019) 

Communicated in several 
languages 

Cheng et al. (2019) 

Were aware of how to deal with 
every type of visitor and had an 
inclusive approach 

Black (2005); Ginley (2013); Hillis (2005); 
McKercher et al. (2003); Pattison & Dierking (2013); 
Poria et al. (2009); Small et al. (2012) 

Promoted a safe visit Cheng et al. (2019) 
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: questions, codification, scale and literature review (continuation) 

Scope Concept Item/ Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 
Experience at the museum 

C
O

-C
R

EA
TI

O
N

 

D
U

R
IN

G
 T

H
E 

VI
SI

T 
(P

H
YS

IC
AL

 C
O

N
TE

XT
) To what extent 

the following 
aspects 
characterized 
your visit to the 
museum? (Q.3.1) 

Saw the objects of the exhibition 
attentively  

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Falk & Dierking (2016), Mirghadr et al (2018), Taheri 
(2011) 

Read the information panels Minkiewicz et al (2014, 2016), Mirghadr et al (2018) 
Read a printed leaflet, brochure or 
guide  

Chen & Rahman (2017), Mirghadr et al (2018), 
Taheri (2011) 

Took pictures at the museum Minkiewicz et al (2014) 
Chose the route followed in the 
museum 
 

Minkiewicz et al (2014) 

Had experiences that appealed to 
multiple senses (ex. Sight and 
hearing) 

Chen & Rahman (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016), 
Minkiewicz et al (2014, 2016), Mirghadr et al (2018) 

Used common areas of the 
museum apart from the exhibition 
rooms (ex. cafe / bar, store) 

Chen & Rahman (2017), Kempiak et al (2017) 
Mirghadr et al (2018), Taheri (2011) 

Handled objects or replicas of the 
exhibition 

Asakawa et al. (2018); Minkiewicz et al (2014); 
Mirghadr et al (2018) 

Created an object, piece or 
artwork to keep as a souvenir 

Minkiewicz et al (2014) 

C
O

-C
R

EA
TI

O
N

 

D
U

R
IN

G
 T

H
E 

VI
SI

T 
(D

IG
IT

AL
 C

O
N

TE
XT

)  To what extent 
the following 
aspects 
characterized 
your visit to the 
museum? (Q.3.1) 

Used electronic devices from the 
museum (e.g., Computers) 

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Ambrose & Paine (2018); Falk & Dierking (2016) 

Carried out online activities 
related to the museum (e.g., 
Information search, games) 

Mirghadr et al (2018) 

Used interactive panels Chen & Rahman (2017), Minkiewicz et al (2014), 
Taheri (2011) 

Used audio guides Taheri (2011) 
Watched videos Falk & Dierking (2016), Minkiewicz et al (2016), 

Taheri (2011) 
Used mobile/digital apps  Minkiewicz et al (2016), Taheri (2011) 
Used social media  
Used augmented reality or virtual 
reality 
 
 
 

Mirghadr et al (2018) 
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: questions, codification, scale and literature review (continuation) 

Scope Concept Item/ Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 
C

O
-C

R
EA

TI
O

N
 

D
U

R
IN

G
 T

H
E 

VI
SI

T 
(S

O
C

IA
L 

C
O

N
TE

XT
)  

To what extent 
the following 
aspects 
characterized 
your visit to the 
museum? (Q.3.1) 

Interacted with staff 

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

To 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Anton et al (2018), Chen & Rahman (2017), Falk & 
Dierking (2016), Minkiewicz et al (2014,2016), 
Minghadr et al (2018), Taheri (2011) 

Asked staff for help,  
Obtained information from the 
staff 
Interacted with specialists on a 
particular subject 

Anton et al (2018), Kempiak et al (2017) 

Interacted with friends or family 
members who accompanied the 
visit  

Taheri (2011) 

Interacted with other visitors Anton et al (2018), Minkiewicz et al (2014) 
Interacted with the local 
community. 
 

Minkiewicz et al (2014) 

C
O

-C
R

EA
TI

O
N

 

D
U

R
IN

G
 T

H
E 

VI
SI

T 
(O

TH
ER

S)
 To what extent 

the following 
aspects 
characterized 
your visit to the 
museum? (Q.3.1) 

Participated actively in the visit  

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Anton et al (2018), Minkiewicz et al (2014) 
Participated in activities Falk & Dierking (2016), Kempiak et al (2017) 
Participated in guided tours Chen & Rahman (2017), Minghadr et al (2018) 
Participated in workshops or talks Kempiak et al (2017) 
Saw demonstrations (e.g., Seeing 
someone doing a craft, an 
experiment) 

Falk & Dierking (2016) 

Heard stories Minghadr et al (2018) 
Attended an event/show,  Falk & Dierking (2016), Kempiak et al (2017) 
Participated in recreational/fun 
activities 
 
 

Minghadr et al (2018) 

  What do you 
consider to be the 
most positive 
aspect of your  
visit? (Q.3.2) 
 

 

Open question 

  

  What do you 
consider to be the 
worst aspect of 
your visit? (Q.3.3) 

 
 
 
 
 

Open question 
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: questions, codification, scale and literature review (continuation) 

Scope Concept Item/ Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 

C
O

N
SE

Q
U

EN
C

E
S 

O
F 

C
O

-
C

R
EA

TI
O

N
 

AF
TE

R
 T

H
E 

VI
SI

T 
(E

M
O

TI
O

N
AL

 
BE

N
EF

IT
S)

 

To what extent 
the following 
benefits from 
visiting the 
museum were 
obtained? (Q.4.1) 

Felt joy 
From 

1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Barlow & Maul (1999); Black (2005,2012); Burnett 
& Bender-Baker (2001); Doering et al. (1999); Falk 
& Dierking (1998, 2013, 2016); Gadsby (2011); 
Izard (1977); Kelly (2001); Packer (2008); Pekarik 
et al. (1999); Sheth et al. (1991) 

Felt admiration 
Felt proud 
Felt confidence 
Felt well-being 
Relieved stress and tension 
Had fun 
Felt more fulfilled 

C
O

N
SE

Q
U

EN
C

ES
 

O
F 

C
O

- C
R

EA
TI

O
N

 

AF
TE

R
 T

H
E 

VI
SI

T 
(L

EA
R

N
IN

G
 

BE
N

EF
IT

S)
 

To what extent 
the following 
benefits from 
visiting the 
museum were 
obtained? (Q.4.1) 
 
 

Learnt new things from the visit 
From 

1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Black (2005); Doering et al. (1999); Falk & Dierking 
(2013); Gadsby (2011); Hein (1998); Hood (1996); 
Hooper-Greenhill (1994); Kellly (2007); Litwak 
(1992); Mirghdr et al., (2018); Packer (2008); Paris 
(1997); Prentice et al. (1998); Pekarik et al. (1999); 
Roberts (1997) 

Became more interested in certain 
topics 
Developed my knowledge,  

C
O

N
SE

Q
U

EN
C

ES
 O

F 
C

O
-C

R
EA

TI
O

N
 

AF
TE

R
 T

H
E 

VI
SI

T 
(S

O
C

IA
L 

BE
N

EF
IT

S)
 

To what extent 
the following 
benefits from 
visiting the 
museum were 
obtained? (Q.4.1) 

Met other people 

From 
1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Antón et al (2018); Black (2005); Caru & Cova 
(2007); Chen & Rahman (2017); Doering et al. 
(1999); Falk & Dierking (2016); Gadsby (2011); 
Goulding (2000); Hood (1996); McLean (1999); 
Minghadr et al (2018); Minkiewicz et al (2014); 
Pekarik (1999); Poria et al (2010); Prebensen & 
Foss (2011), Rihova et al. (2013); Slatten et al. 
(2011) 

Felt accompanied,  
Socialized with other people 
Felt more accepted by others 
Improved the way I was perceived 
by others 
Got more approval from other 
people 
Led to a better impression of me 
on other people 
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: questions, codification, scale and literature review (continuation) 
Scope Concept Item/Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 

C
O

N
SE

Q
U

EN
C

ES
 O

F 
C

O
-

C
R

EA
TI

O
N

 

SA
TI

SF
AC

TI
O

N
 Please indicate to 

what extent you 
agree with the 
following 
statements 
(Q.4.2) 

I am sure that visiting the museum 
was the right decision From 

1=Totally 
disagree 

to 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 

Asakawa et al. (2018); Beeho & Prentice (1997); 
Blazquez-Resino et al.(2015); Chathoth et 
al.(2016); Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer (2012); 
Packer (2008);Prebensen & Xie (2017); Kelly 
(2007); Kinghorn & Willis (2008); Williams & Soutar 
(2009) 
 

I am satisfied with the visit in 
general 
It was worth visiting the museum 

LO
YA

LT
Y 

How likely will you 
do the following in 
the future? (Q.4.3) 

Recommend the museum to other 
people From 

1=Totally 
disagree 

To 
5= Totally 

agree 

Likert 
Encourage other people to visit 
the museum 
Returning to the museum 

Section C- Characterization of the respondent 

C
H

AR
AC

TE
R

IS
AT

IO
N

 O
F 

TH
E 

R
ES

PO
N

D
EN

T 

SO
C

IO
D

EM
O

G
R

AP
H

IC
 P

R
O

FI
LE

 

 Country of residence  Nominal  
Gender 1=Female 

2=Male 
3= Other 

Nominal  

Age  Scale  
Qualifications 1= Has not 

completed 
secondary 
school 
2= Secondary 
school 
3= Graduate 
4=Master’s 
degree 
5=PhD 

Ordinal  

Employment 1=Employed 
2=Student 
3=Housekeepe
r 
4=Retired 
5=Other 
 

Nominal  
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Table 5.6. Questionnaire: questions, codification, scale and literature review (continuation) 
Scope Concept Item/ Questions Variables Codification Scale Literature review 

C
H
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TE
R
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N

 O
F 

TH
E 

R
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N

D
EN

T 

H
EA

LT
H

 C
O

N
D

IT
IO

N
 

Do you have any 
disability?  
 

Disability 1=No 
2=Yes 

Nominal  

What type of 
disability(ies)? 
(Q.5.6.1) 
 

Type of disability 1=Hearing 
2=Visual 
3=Physical 
4=Mental 
5=Other 

Nominal Burnett and Baker, 2001; Poria et al., 2009; 
Shakespeare, 2018); ICF (2001); Sheakespeare, 
(2018); WHO (2011) 
 

What is your 
degree of 
disability (in 
percentage)? 
(Q.5.6.2) 
 

Degree of disability Open question Scale Argyropoulos & Kanari (2015); Cachia, 2013; Cho & 
Jolley (2016); Hayhoe, 2017; Hetherington, 2015; 
Knochel et al., 2018; Meliones & Sampson (2018); 
Naniopoulos et al. (2015); Poria et al. (2009); Vaz, 
(2020) 

Do you need any 
of the following 
supports? 
(Q.5.6.2.1) 
 

Support 1= Personal 
assistant, 
family 
member, 
friend or 
caretaker 
2= Mobility aid 
(e.g., walking 
stick) 
3= Guide dog 
4=Other 

Nominal  

Source: Own elaboration 
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5.4.2. Sampling approach 

According to John Creswell and J. Davis Creswell (2018), when selecting a data 

collection, researchers set the boundaries for the study by through the definition of a 

sampling approach. To accomplish the aims of the study it was necessary to carry out a 

questionnaire survey was carried out with PwSI and with people without a disability, who 

had visited museums in the last three years. 

Due to the impossibility of identifying the whole population of the study – PwSI and 

people without disabilities who visited museums in the last three years – and to the 

difficulty of identifying and contacting members of the population in analysis, especially 

PwSI who visited museums in the last three years, and despite the disadvantage of not 

being able to ensure obtaining a representative sample of the population, non-random 

sampling approaches were used in this study, namely: convenience sampling and 

snowball sampling. Convenience sampling is a non-probability sample where the 

participants are selected based on the proximity to the researcher and the ease the 

researcher can access the participants (Jennings, 2010). In the snowball sampling, 

respondents are selected based on the information from the initial randomly selected 

respondents (Malhotra et al., 2017). 

5.4.3. Administration of the questionnaires 

Another important step in the questionnaire design is the way the questionnaire was 

going to be administered, if face-to-face or online. In the present thesis, due to the 

present pandemic situation and to the target population, both methods were used. Due 

to the pandemic situation, during the majority of the period of the study the museums 

were closed, preventing the face-to-face administration. The aim of extending the sample 

to people from other countries, especially in what concerned PwSI, also motivated the 

online administration of questionnaires. However, due to the specificities of the target 

population and to the difficulties of some people in filling the questionnaire, some 

questionnaires were conducted face-to-face either after museum visits (when the 

museums were open) or in places other than museums. Due to the specificity of the 

subject, some extra efforts had to be made. Many associations, both national and 

international were contacted in order to help in the questionnaire administration among 
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PwVI and PwHI. An interpreter of sign language was also contacted to help interpret the 

questionnaire for PwHI.  

Questionnaires were administered face-to-face to PwSI living in Portugal, and online, to 

PwSI and others living in Portugal and other countries, from September 2020 to June 

2021. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic most of the questionnaires were administered 

online. When the questionnaires were done face-to-face to PwSI, the majority were filled 

by the researcher, due to the difficulties of various respondents in completing a printed 

version of the questionnaire. Only questionnaires of people without disabilities, of people 

only having visual impairments and of people only having hearing impairments were 

considered in the empirical study, since the focus of the present research was to analyse 

co-creation in museums by PwSI, comparing, in some way, PwSI with people without 

disabilities, and distinguishing people with visual impairments from people with hearing 

impairments. A total of 675 complete questionnaires were obtained: 421 from people 

without disabilities and 254 from PwSI - 154 with visual impairments and 100 with hearing 

impairments. 

5.4.4. Data analysis methods  

In statistical data analysis the data analysis is the process used to interpret and analyse 

the previously statistical data collected. Data were entered, compiled, and analysed in 

SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) version 27 and later exported in an 

Excel file to be analysed with SmartPLS software (Ringle et al., 2015) to test the 

hypotheses.  

SPSS was used to undertake univariate and multivariate statistical tests to 

characterize the sample of the study, identify dimensions of the co-creation of 

experiences of PwSI in museums and to examine the impact of some antecedents on 

that co-creation. On the other hand, the SmartPLS software was used to test structural 

equation models which included causal relationships among co-creation of experiences 

in museums by both PwSI and people without disabilities and respective outcomes. 

First, statistical descriptive analyses were carried out to characterize the respondents’ 

sociodemographic profile and their behaviour concerning museum visits, with the 

construction of figures and tables with descriptive statistics. The SPSS also allowed for 

a univariate descriptive analysis centred on the main constructs under study – co-
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creation, its antecedents, and outcomes –, through the use of location measures of 

central tendency (mean) and dispersion measures (standard deviation).  

Multivariate analysis allows for the simultaneous analysis of more than two variables 

in order to find patterns and relationships between the various variables, as well as 

predicting effects and changes that some variables might have on others (Walliman, 

2011). Three types of multivariate analysis were carried out: (i) factor analyses, (ii) 

multiple regression analyses and (iii) structural equation modelling.  

Two exploratory factor analyses were carried out, specifically, principal component 

analyses (PCA) with varimax rotation. One of them was performed to identify, using the 

items corresponding to the corresponding to the potential antecedents of co-creation of 

museum experiences of PwSI, with the purpose of obtaining a reduced set of dimensions 

that represented those antecedents. The same process was carried out to identify the 

dimensions of the co-creation of the experiences before mentioned. The PCA is the most 

common used method of factor analysis because it is descriptive but provides relevant 

insights into the latent structure of data that can often be used for further analyses (e.g., 

in structural equation modelling). The aim is to reduce the number of original variables 

to a smaller set of components that describe the hidden structure within the data set, so 

that only the components with several variables with high simple structure loadings being 

the components that are named (Dwyer et al., 2012, p. 185). In this thesis the quality of 

the PCA solutions was assessed through the percentage of variance explained, 

communalities, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test, the Bartlett’s test of Sphericity as 

well as Cronbach’s alpha for the dimensions found. 

Communalities indicate the amount of variance of each variable that is accounted by the 

other variables. The consequence of this analysis is to weight the importance of each 

variable by the strength of its correlation with all other variables. When the factors are 

extracted they are pulled closer to those variables with the highest communalities (Dwyer 

et al., 2012). The Cronbach-alpha test was used to measure “the internal consistency 

reliability, or the degree to which responses are consistent across the items to measure. 

If internal consistency is low, then the content of the items may be so heterogeneous 

that the total score is not the best possible unit of analysis” (Kline, 2015, p. 91). It varies 

between 0 and 1 and the greater it is the more correlated are the items that compose the 

scale, and, in this case, that form the dimensions that emerged from the PCAs. A 

Cronbach's alpha of 0.7 or more is recommended. A value of 0.6 or less generally 

indicates unsatisfactory internal consistency reliability (Hair et al., 2014, 2019).  
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Multiple linear regressions were undertaken to analyse the impact of antecedents 

related to the visitors and to the museums on the co-creation undertaken by PwSI in 

these cultural attractions. This kind of regressions is a statistical technique that can be 

used to analyse the influence of several independent variables on a single dependent 

variable. The aim is to use the independent variables whose values are known to predict 

the single dependent variable selected by the researcher. The weight of each 

independent variable estimated by the regression analysis, denotes the relative 

contribution of the independent variable to the overall prediction and facilitates the 

interpretation regarding the influence of each variable in making the prediction. 

According to Hair et al. (2019, p. 274) “correlation among the independent variables may 

make some variable redundant in the predictive effort”. The stepwise regression 

procedure was used to estimate the regression models. The coefficient of 

determination (R2) was used to assess the predictive accuracy of the regression 

models. It represents the combined effects of the entire variate (one or more independent 

variables plus the intercept) in predicting the dependent variable. It varies from 0.0 (no 

prediction) to 1.0 (prefect prediction). As it is the squared correlation of actual and 

predicted values, it also represents the amount of variance in the dependent variable 

explained by the independent variable(s). All the assumptions of these analyses were 

analysed. The multicollinearity diagnosis was made through the tolerance Values and its 

inverse – the variance Inflation Factor (VIF). Multicollinearity refers to the correlation 

among three or more independent variables (Hair et al., 2019).  

The Partial Least Squares Structural Modelling (Smart PLS), a specific multivariate 

technique, was also used to analyse the outcomes that result from co-creation, more 

specifically, the impact that co-creation has on several outcomes. Hair et al. (2019, p. 

764) define PLS-SEM as “a combination of interdependence and dependence 

techniques… that seek to explain the relationships among multiple variables 

simultaneously”. The Partial Least Squares Structural Modelling estimation was used to 

test the hypotheses regarding the outcomes of co-creation. When talking about 

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) two models can be referred: (i) Covariance-based 

SEM (CBSEM – Covariance-based Structural Equation Modelling) (e.g., LISREL, 

AMOS) and (ii) Partial Least Square (PLS). According to Vinzi et al. (2010), the PLS 

objective, unlike that of covariance-based SEM (CBSEM), is latent variable prediction 

and the method is not covariance-based but variance-based. The latter, in turn, is 

subdivided into two types following the original work by Herman Wold (1982): PLS 

regression models (PLS-R) and PLS Path Modelling (PLS-PM). In the present study, the  

exploratory modelling through Structural Equation Modelling, with the PLS-PM method 
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was used, since the research model presents complex multivariate relationships 

between observed and latent variables and this technique is particularly appropriate to 

develop theories in exploratory research (Hair et al., 2017). According to Vinzi et al. 

(2010, p. 2), “(A)s an alternative to the classical covariance-based approach, PLS-PM is 

claimed to seek for optimal linear predictive relationships rather than for causal 

mechanisms thus privileging a prediction-relevance oriented discovery process to the 

statistical testing of causal hypotheses”. PLS modelling is considered soft modelling as 

it has the ability to exhibit greater flexibility in handling different modelling problems in 

situations where it is difficult or impossible to meet the hard assumptions of more 

traditional multivariate statistics (Vinzi et al., 2010). Several considerations are important, 

as pointed by Hair et al. (2014), when deciding to apply PLS-SEM. PLS-SEM algorithms 

have important features associated with the characteristics of the data and model used. 

PLS-SEM works efficiently with complex models. Also, PLS-SEM can handle reflective 

and formative measurement models, as well as single-item constructs, with no 

identification problems and allows a higher efficiency in parameter estimation.  

The first step when using a SEM is the preparation of a diagram that illustrates the 

research hypotheses and displays the variable relationships that will be examined. This 

path model diagram connects variables/constructs based on theory and logic to visually 

display the hypotheses that will be tested. Path models, as stated by Hair et al. (2017), 

are made up of two elements: (i) the structural model (inner model in PLS-SEM), where  

the relationships of the latent variables are presented, and (ii) the measurement models 

describe the relationships between the latent variables and their measures. In the 

structural model, the sequence of the constructs is displayed from left to right, with 

independent (predictor) constructs on left and dependent (outcome) variables on the 

right. Independent variables, usually referred as exogenous latent variables, are on the 

left side of the model, and only have arrows that point out of them, never having arrows 

pointing into them.  

Two broad types of measurement specifications must be considered when developing 

constructs: (i) reflective and (ii) formative. The first represent the effects or manifestations 

of an underlying construct while the second are not interchangeable. In a reflective model 

the block of manifest variables related to a latent variable is assumed to measure a 

unique concept, so must be homogeneous and unidimensional. In a formative model the 

blocks are multidimensional but with fewer dimensions than the number of manifest 

variables (Hair et al., 2019; Vinzi et al., 2010). In the empirical study of this thesis, the 

constructs are reflective, as used in most cases in the social sciences. According to Hair 
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et al. (2019, p. 728) a reflective measurement theory “is based on the idea that latent 

constructs cause the measured variables and the error in measurement results in an 

inability of the construct to fully explain individual measured variables”.  

To determine the statistical significance of the coefficients of the measurement model 

and the structural model, the resampling bootstrapping technique is used. Bootstrapping 

is used to test the statistical significance of estimated parameters, regardless of the 

characteristics of the underlying data distribution from which the parameter is being 

estimated. This technique assesses the stability of the estimates, based on which a t-

statistic is produced allowing to test the individual significance of each coefficient. In 

bootstrapping, subsamples are randomly drawn from the original set of data and each 

sample is used to estimate the model. The process is repeated until a large number of 

random subsamples have been created (5,000 are recommended) and a bootstrap 

confidence interval is derived (Hair et al., 2017). 

The evaluation of the structural equation model, in PLS-PM, is carried out in two phases: 

the evaluation of the measurement model and the assessment of the structural model. 

In the first phase, the evaluation of the measurement model quality must be determined, 

while in the second phase the structural theory that tests the proposed hypotheses is 

evaluated. In the present thesis the validation of the measurement model (the relation 

between latent variables and their associated items) was done determining the internal 

consistency, indicator reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity of the 

constructs, mainly following the suggestion of Hair et al. (2019). Internal consistency 

reliability is assured when the composite reliability (CR) values are above 0.70. As for 

indicator reliability, outer loadings should exceed the cut-off of 0.70, even though 

loadings from 0.4 to 0.7 can be  retained in exploratory research when its deletion do not 

significantly improve the CR (Hair et al., 2014). Convergent validity is established if the 

average variance extracted (AVE) values go beyond the reference of 0.50. The 

heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations, the more demanding criterion 

proposed by Henseler et al. (2015) is used to attest discriminant validity, considering the 

threshold values of 0.90 or the more stringent 0.85, revealing that the constructs are 

distinct and more strongly related to their own construct than to any other construct. Once 

checked the validity of the measurement model, the next step is to examine the structural 

model for collinearity, ensuring the variance inflation factors (VIF) are below 5.0.  

Instead of applying measures of goodness of fit, the structural model in PLS-SEM is 

assessed on the basis of criteria that are determined by the model’s predicative 

capabilities (Hair et al., 2014). In the analysis of the structural model of the present 
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thesis, in order to test hypotheses concerning the impact of co-creation on the various 

outcomes considered, the significance and relevance of the structural model 

relationships (by looking at the path coefficients and their significance after bootstrapping 

procedure) and the level of R2 (the amount of explained variance of endogenous latent 

variables in the structural model) were considered (Hair et al., 2019). 

5.5. Conclusion  

This chapter begins with the theories that the support the different epistemological 

perspectives adopted in the present study. This thesis is informed by a post-positivism 

paradigm, adopting both qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis 

methods.  

The qualitative study involved focus-groups conducted with Portuguese people with a 

visual impairment - blinds or with low vision. The aims of the focus groups were to more 

deeply understand the way PwVI co-created experiences in museums and the 

antecedents of that co-creation, i.e., the factors that constrained or facilitated it. 

Therefore, the questions asked in the focus groups covered these topics and were 

developed based on the literature review. Respondents were asked about some of their 

demographic characteristics, number of visits made to museums in the last three years 

and were requested to describe the last visit made to a museum and highlight features 

related to interactions established in museum that could help to understand how 

cocreation took place. Moreover, they were also asked to indicate features that facilitated 

and constrained co-creation. The focus groups were carried out online, mainly due to 

constrains resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. A total of 17 participants of varying 

ages with visual impairments agreed to share their experiences and were recruited for 

the study. Data were analysed through content analysis with the categorisation process 

being supported by categories created based on the literature review. Data were 

analysed using thematic analysis, which allowed key and sub-themes to be identified.  

The quantitative study intends to complement the exploratory research conducted in the 

qualitative analysis, by adopting a quantitative research methodology in order to study 

the co-creation of experiences of PwSI in museums, as well as its antecedents and 

outcomes, analysing causal relationships. To accomplish this aim, a questionnaire 

survey was developed, mainly based on the literature review and on the focus group with 

PwVI. Convenience and snowball sampling approaches were adopted. Questionnaires 

were administered face-to-face to PwSI living in Portugal and online to PwSI and other 
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people living in Portugal and other countries, from September 2020 to June 2021. A total 

of 675 complete questionnaires were obtained. Various statistical analyses, including 

multiple linear regressions and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), was used to 

analyse the impact of antecedents on co-creation and the influence of co-creation in the 

obtention some outcomes, namely: different kinds of value – emotional, learning and 

social -; satisfaction and loyalty.  
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6. Analysis of results of the qualitative exploratory study 
concerning co-creation of experiences in museums 
by PwVI 

“The important thing is to never stop questioning” 
Albert Einstein 

6.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, the results of the first study undertaken in the scope of this thesis, 

essentially exploratory and qualitative, conducted based on focus groups with PwVI, are 

presented. First the profile of the sample is presented. Then, the experiences of co-

creation in museums by PwVI are examined. This is complemented by an analysis of the 

antecedents of this co-creation process among PwVI. 

6.2. Profile of the sample 

The empirical work sought to give active voice to 17 participants with visual impairments. 

Table 6.1 summarises important aspects of the participants’ profile like age, type and 

degree of disability, congenital or acquired disability condition, as well as employment 

status. The fact of having visited a museum in the last three years or not is also 

considered. Among the participants, 10 had visited a museum in the last three years, 

while seven had not. Study participants included both men (n= 8) and women (n= 9), 

ranging from 15 to 65 years old. Eight participants were students, seven were employed, 

and two unemployed. All the participants were Portuguese, 7 from the north of Portugal, 

6 from the centre, 3 from the south and 1 from Madeira, a Portuguese island located in 

the Atlantic Ocean. 
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Table 6.1. Participants' profile 

Participants Age 

Visited a 
museum 
in the last 
3 years 

Type of 
disability 

Degree of 
disability 

Moment of 
acquisition of 

blindness 

Employment 
status 

M1 22 Yes Blind 95% Age of 2 Student 

M2 22 No Blind 95% Born blind Student 

M3 52 Yes Blind 95% Age of 47 Employed 

M4 28 Yes Blind 95% Born blind Employed 

M5 65 Yes Blind 97% Born blind Student 

M6 49 No Blind 95% Born blind Employed 

M7 40 No Blind 96% Born blind Unemployed 

M8 51 Yes Blind 95% Age of 45 Employed 

F1 15 Yes Low 
Vision 60% Progressively 

(glaucoma) Student 

F2 43 No Blind 95% Age of 37 Employed 

F3 43 Yes Blind 95% Age of 33 Unemployed 

F4 39 Yes Blind 95% Age of 9 Employed 

F5 26 No Blind 96% Born blind Student 

F6 39 No Blind 97% Age of 37 Employed 

F7 23 No Blind 80% Age of 16 Student 

F8 15 Yes Blind 95% Born blind Student 

F9 25 Yes Low 
Vision 65% Progressively 

(glaucoma) Student 

Notes: M= male, F= female 

Source: Own elaboration 

6.3. Co-creation of experiences at the museum by PwVI 

The participants in the focus group referred to several aspects which clearly reveal 

experience co-creation, often specifically provided by the museums and their staff for 

PwD. Table 6.2 exhibits the various co-creation aspects mentioned and illustrative 

quotes. The customization of experiences by handling objects or replicas and 

participating in guided tours were the aspects most frequently mentioned by participants. 

Less stated were co-production activities, sensory activities other than tactile, adapted 

information, technology support and demonstrations. 
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Table 6.2. Co-creation of PwVI in museums, frequency and sample quotes 

Co-creation features mentioned 

(references = 115, participants = 17) 

Sample quotes 

Opportunity to handle objects or replicas 

(references = 43, participants = 17)   

• As we were guided by someone who is used to PwVI, 
despite being a permanent exhibition, they let us 
touch some objects (F4) 

• The guide sat us around a table where some objects 
were presented, we could participate actively touching 
tiles and the ceramics (F3) 

Participation in guided tours 

(references = 38, participants = 17)   

• At the entrance there was a lady waiting for us, 
supposedly, to guide us because we had made an 
advance reservation (M1) 

• The guided tour made all the difference. The 
professional was very well prepared concerning the 
specific needs of blind participants (F9)   

Participation in a workshop to make a 
souvenir to take home 

(references = 8, participants = 3)   

• We were invited to make a souvenir to take home… 
with recycled papers, we made a frame to place a 
photo in. I was very proud (M2)  

Use of electronic devices during the visit 

(references = 6, participants = 2)   

• At the entrance, the guide lent me a device with an 
app that provided me with some guidance when a QR 
code was detected (F3) 

Ability to participate in sensory activities 
other than tactile (e.g., tasting, smelling) 

(references = 5, participants = 1)    

• We were invited to smell different flowers (F2) 
• We were given boxes to smell [...] inside there were 

different flavours, cinnamon, cloves and saffron… 
(F3) 

Watching task demonstrations 

(references = 5, participants = 2)    

• During the visit, we had the chance to watch some 
demonstrations (M3)  

Use of an audio-guide, with audio 
description 

(references = 4, participants = 1)    

• The success of my visit was due to the audio guide. 
The audio description helped to understand the 
exhibition better (F9) 

Possibility of reading information in 
different formats like Braille 

(references = 3, participants = 1)   

• One of the employees immediately handed me a 
Braille leaflet that I read during the visit (F9) 

Use of interactive panels or games 

(references = 3, participants = 1)   

• A part of the exhibition was all about technologies, 
with videos and interactive games about the original 
use of the building (F3) 

Source: Own elaboration 

6.4. Antecedents of co-creation of experiences at the museum by PwVI 

As presented above (Table 6.1), participants varied in the severity of their visual 

impairment, ranging from two participants with low vision, with a degree of 60% and 65% 

of incapacity, to 15 blind participants (from 80% to 97% incapacity). Blind participants 

included both people with congenital disabilities (n= 7) and acquired disabilities – 

acquired under ten years (n= 2) or later in life (n= 6). It seems that the participants’ 
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disability, whether congenital or acquired, affects their perceptions, even if with a 

different degree of severity. For instance, M6 reported that the fact of being born blind 

makes a big difference. He perceives no benefits in visiting museums, in line with 

Shakespeare (2018), who argues that a person who is born blind does not have the 

same perception of spaces and objects as someone who becomes blind later (Table 

6.3).  

Those who visit museums regularly are more comfortable dealing with constraints. As 

stated previously, prior experience may help visitors in the co-creation process in 

museums. With time, people get familiar with the attraction (Mitchell & Dacin, 1996; 

Moore & Lehmann, 1980; Park & Lessig, 1981; Taheri et al., 2014) and acquire new 

skills and motivations. This idea was also mentioned by a born blind participant (F8) who 

is accustomed to travelling since she is a professional athlete. Concerning the group of 

people with whom the participants visited the museum, the situations vary widely (Table 

6.3). As expressed by several participants, for PwVI, the support of family and others 

plays a vital role during a visit, helping them overcome constraints and feel more 

confident (Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; Poria et al., 2009; vom Lehn, 2010). 
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Table 6.3 - Visitor antecedents of co-creation in museums, frequency and sample quotes 

Visitor Antecedents 
(references = 99, participants = 17) 

Sample quotes 

Moment of acquisition of the disability 

(references = 25, participants = 17)   

• I just don’t like to visit museums. It doesn’t mean 
anything to me. As I was born blind, I don’t have the 
same perception as someone that became blind later in 
life (M6) 

• The organisation asked me to touch some brushes to 
feel how they were made… animal hair, feathers. It was 
funny because, as I am late blind, I know exactly what 
brushes look like, but I never had that sensation before 
(M3) 

Frequency of visits to museums  
(references = 32, participants = 17) 

• I really like, after the championship, [...] to visit the 
destination and museums. It is an important part of my 
travel to relax after the challenge. I feel fulfilled and 
happy (F8, born blind athlete) 

• I’ve been visiting museums for a few years [...] Each 
museum I visit is a new experience. Visiting museums 
has become normal for me. The more I visit, the more 
confident I get (F6)  

Visitor's group 
(references = 42, participants = 17) 

Friends (references = 16, participants = 4)  

Family (references = 13, participants = 5)   

School (references = 6, participants = 4) 

Alone (references = 5, participants = 1)    

Associations (references = 4, participants = 3) 

• For me, it is difficult to visit a museum alone. I cannot do 
it by myself. I must be accompanied by someone who 
knows me well, and who can help me deal with the 
barriers I find all the time. I don’t have a lot of autonomy, 
especially in unknown spaces. Usually, I visit museums 
with my family; my mum knows me quite well, and she 
knows how to explain the space and the objects to me 
(M2) 

• I never thought I could come to appreciate painting [...] I 
thought it was impossible for someone like me. With this 
friend of mine, who works in accessibilities, I learned to 
like painting (F6) 

 Source: Own elaboration. 

Various factors that influenced co-creation related to museums emerged from the 

participants' discourses. The factors most often mentioned are associated with the 

communicational environment (mentioned by all the participants, 81 times in total) and 

the attitudinal factors (referred to by 16 participants, 58 times in total), which highlights 

the relevance of those aspects, with the physical environment also being important 

(mentioned by 14 participants, 54 times) (Tables 6.4 to 6.6).  

Concerning the physical factors present in the museums, four sub-themes emerged as 

more important across the participants’ narrative (Table 6.4): (i) the logical organisation 

of the venue (e.g., reception at the entrance); (ii) the existence of physical guidance to 

help identify pathways (e.g., handrails, labelling); (iii) the existence of a floor without 

steps or accentuated unevenness; and (iv) other physical barriers like the existence of 

narrow corridors. The solutions provided in the architectural context for people with 

physical disabilities are not so relevant for PwVI. However, they need some alternative 
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means to have meaningful experiences through other senses (Figueiredo et al., 2012; 

McKercher & Darcy, 2018).  

The importance of the logical organisation of the venue (e.g., reception at the entrance), 

reinforced by M1, M2, M6, M7, F2, F3, F5, F7 and F8 (nine participants), is illustrated in 

table 6.4. Difficulties of orientation were referred to (seven participants), namely 

concerning the way the space is organised and the importance of having physical 

guidance to help identify pathways (e.g., handrails, labelling). It is important to notice that 

there are specific areas in which PwVI need assistance, one of which is 

orientation/mobility (Lancioni et al., 2019). 

The importance of having a floor without steps, accentuated unevenness and physical 

barriers was mentioned by 10 participants. As mentioned by some participants, stairs, if 

they have a handrail to help identify pathways, can be a strategy to improve accessibility. 

This supports some literature (Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; V. Richards et al., 2010b). 

Sometimes, when museums are located inside historical buildings, it is even more 

difficult to have good physical accessibilities, as interventions to improve accessibility 

must be made with care to not change the character of the spaces (Goodall et al., 2004; 

Naniopoulos et al., 2015). Two participants stressed this aspect (Table 6.4), with one 

participant expressing comprehension of this fact considering the type of physical 

monument he was visiting. Some other physical barriers were also mentioned by eight 

participants, such as narrow corridors or ropes. 
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Table 6.4. Museums’ physical factors, frequency and sample quotes 

Physical factors mentioned 
(references = 54, participants = 14) 

Sample quotes 

Logical organisation of the venue  
(references = 15, participants = 9) 

• What I felt most difficult was orientation and the organisation 
of the visit. I found the museum confusing. I felt disoriented, 
but this is normal. However, I tried to follow all the 
indications attentively (F3) 

• My greatest difficulty was concerned with orientation and the 
organisation of the visit (F2) 

Physical guidance to help identify 
pathways (e.g., handrails, labelling) 
(references = 12, participants = 7) 

• There are some strategies that allow us to be more 
autonomous. For example, there was nothing to mark the 
way; there was no tactile path. I never found a tactile path in 
any of the museums I visited, but I know there are some 
museums that have this solution. It would be a good 
investment. It is important for me to try to be as autonomous 
as I can, but it is not easy (M1)  

• There are many physical barriers, but with goodwill, 
everything is easier, and I think that, even with all the 
constraints, it ends up being well prepared. For us, stairs are 
not a big obstacle as long as they have a handrail to help 
(F4) 

Floor with steps, accentuated 
unevenness or physical barriers 
(references = 12, participants = 10) 

• I found many physical barriers during my last visit. For 
example, in the first access to the museum, as it was 
located inside a historic listed building, there were many 
steps, and there was no other option to get inside the 
building. Inside, an elevator had been installed, the building 
had four floors, but the access was made by stairs, and the 
garden behind was very rough, with rudimentary steps and 
pathway (F6) 

• I knew I was going to visit an ancient monument, so I was 
not expecting to find good accessibility. I understand [...] 
These historical sites date from a period when access for 
PwD was not a consideration (M8) 

• The issues of physical accessibility [...] were being studied. 
It is not easy in historic buildings to make certain changes, 
like placing ramps (M8) 

Other physical barriers 
(references = 15, participants = 8)  

• I found a lot of constraints during my last visit to a museum. 
Maybe it is the reason why I don’t visit many museums. I 
use a cane every day to help me in my mobility. (F2) 

• At a certain time, the corridors were narrower due to the 
separation between the pieces in the exhibition and the 
public. That made me confused (F9) 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Regarding communicational factors, according to the opinions of the focus group 

participants, there is a lack of interpretation tools that would help minimise the constraints 

experienced by PwVI. During the visit to museums, a lot of communicational barriers 

were experienced by them. However, all the participants who visited museums in the last 

three years mentioned the existence of some tools that helped to minimise their 

constraints. The most frequently mentioned features were guided tours (referred to by 

16 participants), the provision of information in Braille, the existence of relief figures and 

replicas, and the provision of electronic devices for obtaining further information, all of 

them mentioned by seven participants (Table 6.5).  
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Table 6.5. Museums' communicational factors, frequency and sample quotes 
Communicational 
factors mentioned 
(references = 93, 
participants = 17) 

Sample quotes 

Guided tours 
(references = 25, 
participants = 16) 

• Before visiting a museum, especially if I go alone, I always make a call 
previously to know if I can have a guided tour. On my last visit I was guided by 
someone blind, the person responsible for the museums’ accessibility 
department. This made all the difference in my experience. She knew my 
needs… (F4) 

Accessible 
websites 
(references = 12, 
participants = 5) 

• It is not easy to find accessible websites. Web designers are more concerned 
with the aesthetic side than with the accessible side of the website. For 
example, they put up many pictures, which does not help people with low 
vision or blindness (F8) 

Information in 
Braille 
(references = 10, 
participants = 7) 

• There were no explanations for people like us, museums should provide 
information in different formats, but no... neither Braille, nor enlarged 
characters, nor sound (M4) 

• At the entrance, I was asked if I could read Braille; as I replied yes, he 
immediately handed me a Braille leaflet that helped me understand the visit 
better. I read the leaflet attentively to understand better what I was going to 
see (F9) 

Electronic devices 
(references = 10, 
participants = 7) 

• The museum is divided essentially into two main sections. One of the sections 
has all new equipment and devices. It is very interesting! We have sound 
which helps us to have a better experience (F3) 

Existence of relief 
figures, models, or 
replicas 
(references = 9, 
participants = 7) 

• The museum made a relief adaptation of a Bosch triptych, and I participated as 
a tester for the relief painting (F4).  

• As it was a visit with someone who is used to guide PwVI, they let us touch 
some of the objects presented in the exhibition. Concerning some other 
objects, we were not allowed to due to preservation issues. We understand 
that! (F4) 

• We were allowed to touch some traditional tiles in relief, they were original, 
from the XIX century. Due to the resistance of the material, we were able to 
touch them (F3) 

Interactive 
equipment 
(references = 8, 
participants = 4) 

• Part of the exhibition was all about technologies… videos, interactive games 
with questions about the old customs. But it was not complicated since we are 
used to it. Then there was a table with a huge digital book ... and the book had 
questions and sounds (F3) 

Workshops 
(references = 6, 
participants = 3) 

• I dipped the mould in the water where the dough was, and I made a sheet of 
paper. I never thought I would ever be able to do that (…) I was very proud of 
myself (M2) 

• We had a small demonstration of how matches are made. It was interesting. I 
like to do practical things; I don’t like just hearing information (M3) 

Representations 
(references = 5, 
participants = 1) 

• We put on some clothes as if we lived at the time of the Discoveries and 
pretended that we were from King João I’s family. I was his wife, D. Filipa, one 
of the main characters (F3) 

Audio guides 
(references = 4, 
participants = 3) 

• In this visit, the audio description was really good. I felt very confident, and I 
was able to discuss with other people. Another important aspect is that, with 
the help of the audio guide, I was able to choose my own way inside the 
museum (F9) 

Multisensorial 
experiences 
(references = 4, 
participants = 1) 

• During this activity, we were allowed to smell and taste different spices related 
to the discoveries… cinnamon, cloves, saffron, among others. I was amazed! 
We touched, we smelt, we had a great experience (F3) 

Source: Own elaboration. 
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All the participants who had visited museums in the last three years stated that they were 

allowed to touch objects in the museums they visited. This confirms the relevance of 

tactile sensations for PwVI, but, at the same time, the discourses revealed the visitors’ 

understanding that some objects cannot be touched or handled due to preservation 

issues, as argued in the literature (Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016). Participant M3 described 

a unique touching experience, when visiting an exhibition related to the medieval period. 

This may corroborate the fact that visitors who experience tactile sensations tend to feel 

much more immersed in the visit (Antón et al., 2018). Also, all the focus group 

participants were guided during their visit by staff or others. This highlights the 

importance of guided tours for this market segment. The importance of providing 

information in different formats like Braille, audio, relief figures or models was 

emphasised by various participants (Table 6.5). Among the participants, only one (F9) 

stated that she was provided with information in Braille and had access to an audio guide. 

The importance of technology was referred to by some participants, but again only one 

mentioned important interactive equipment.  

A few participants referred to the importance of workshops to stimulate engagement and 

the learning process. The relevance of workshops for groups with visual disabilities has 

already been pointed out (Asakawa et al., 2018). This means of interpretation allowed 

visitors to participate actively and interact with the objects, giving them a feeling of well-

being, as can be seen in the experience shared by one of the participants (M2).  

The importance of representations and participatory activities in providing memorable 

experiences has been also stressed in the literature (Kinghorn & Willis, 2008; Mygind et 

al., 2015; Nielsen, 2015). Of all the participants, only one (F3) reported having 

experienced multisensorial stimuli. Five participants also mentioned that museum 

websites were not adequately designed for PwVI.  

Finally, discourse analysis confirms the relevance of attitudinal factors for PwVI (Antón 

et al., 2018; H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Poria et al., 2009; V. Richards et al., 2010) (Table 

6.6). Some attitudes which facilitated co-creation were referred to, alongside many 

others which constrained this process. A positive attitude (e.g., being kind) was 

sometimes referred to as a facilitator of co-creation, and when this same attitude was 

not present (i.e., when people were not kind) a constraint was recognised.  

The lack of training and awareness of how to deal with PwVI was a constant discussion. 

This confirms the literature review: more than focusing on the physical condition, it is 
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important to consider teaching practical skills and promoting knowledge about PwD in 

general, and specifically about PwVI. Most staff are not prepared to deal with PwVI, as 

mentioned by 11 participants. The complexity of sight loss and the way it affects people's 

daily lives leads to the need for specific strategies to deal with this public (V. Richards et 

al., 2010), but, according to most participants, people in general and museum staff are 

not aware of them.  

Table 6.6. Museums' attitudinal factors, frequency, and sample quotes 

Attitudinal factors mentioned 
(references = 58, participants = 
16) 

 
Sample quotes 

Ability to deal with PwD and 
inclusive/non-inclusive approach 
(references = 16, participants = 11)   
  

• I was guided by an intern whose mother was blind. It 
was amazing. She had knowledge and sensitivity like 
I’d never encountered (M5) 

• When I arrived at the reception and asked if there was 
any material to help me with the visit, the lady started 
talking to me as if I was 10 years old (M1)       

• Sometimes, a big investment is not necessary. The 
ability of those who are in museums to understand and 
answer to our individual needs is enough (M4) 

Encouraging (or not) participation in 
activities  
(references = 13, participants = 7)   
  

• During the visit, no one helped or encouraged me to 
participate in any of the activities; only my teachers (F1)  

• The employees, when they are prepared [...] they know 
how to encourage us to participate in activities (M8) 

Being (or not) kind  
(references = 11, participants = 10)   
  

• The guide was very patient and always asked me if 
everything was ok and if I understood the explanations 
(F9) 

Providing (or not) clarifications 
regarding the exhibition  
(references = 9, participants = 4)   
  

• Throughout the visit, the guide tried to answer all my 
questions. I always ask a lot of questions because I like 
to leave without any doubts. When I go with people who 
are not blind, they must often find the questions 
meaningless (F9) 

Seeking (or not) to understand 
individual needs  
(references = 6, participants = 4)   
  

• During one of my visits the guide’s speech wasn’t very 
accessible. He didn’t know we were blind. When we 
told him, he reframed his speech and he succeeded. 
Another time in another museum the guide had a PhD 
in accessibility (M4) 

Encouraging (or not) exploration of 
the objects of the exhibition 
(references = 3, participants = 3)   
  

• Most of the time, there is no one to accompany us 
during the visit and to encourage us to touch the 
objects when possible. Thankfully, I was with my mum, 
who showed me the objects I could touch and 
described the rest of the exhibition. [...] I could force 
myself to go, but the fear is huge. I will never manage 
to do it (M1) 

Source: Own elaboration. 
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A small set of individuals talked about the importance of having people in museums who 

encourage PwVI to explore objects. Statements not only corroborate the relevance of 

encouraging the PwVI to participate in activities and explore the objects of the exhibition, 

but also stress the importance of providing additional and appropriate information and 

support to PwVI, corroborating previous literature (Antón et al., 2018; V. Richards et al., 

2010). The absence of trained staff or guides thus has severe potentially negative 

impacts for PwVI’s access to museums. When the staff had an inclusive approach, 

goodwill and kindness, everything became easier, and participants recognized the effort 

made by the museum’s staff.  

Figure 6.1 summarises the factors that influence co-creation of PwVI’s experiences in 

museums which emerged from the focus groups and that museum managers and 

curators can consider designing and implementing attractive and meaningful 

experiences for PwVI
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Figure 6.1. Factors influencing co-creation of the museum experience for PwVI 
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6.5. Conclusion 

This chapter highlighted the findings of the qualitative stage of the research regarding an 

in-depth understanding of how PwVI co-create experiences in museums.  

The present study enabled to identify a wide plethora of factors that stimulate and prevent 

co-creation in museums by PwVI. These factors, also designated as antecedents, can work 

as facilitators or constraints of co-creation. These factors encompass individual 

characteristics of the museum visitors, such as their level of disability, features related to 

the museum visit, such as the persons who accompany them, as well as factors related to 

the physical, communicational, and attitudinal environments of museums.  

Moreover, the research carried out also enabled an understanding of the way individual 

antecedents can help or hinder co-creation. The study suggests that prior experiences and 

the visit group can have an important role in co-creation. Findings highlight, for example, 

the importance of family, museum staff and schools in the decision to visit these cultural 

spaces and in the success of the visit. Furthermore, it was concluded that those who are 

used to visiting museums since an early age do it regularly and have positive experiences, 

minimising the constraints they can experience. On the other hand, it is important to 

understand that there are differences in the visiting habits of those born blind and those 

who are late blind. Those who were born blind do not feel as confident in visiting museums 

and in co-creating experiences.  

The present research also provides important conclusions on the impact of museum 

features, namely physical, communicational, and attitudinal factors, on the co-creation of 

the museum experience in the case of PwVI. The research suggests that the 

communicational and attitudinal factors are considered the most negative features when 

not correctly addressed by museums. In this context, this study emphasises the lack of 

training among museum staff regarding PwVI, as mentioned in the literature, and highlights 

its high negative potential impacts. Also, kindness and sensitivity of staff were pointed out 

as crucial aspects in promoting a more in-depth exploration of museums by PwVI, 

encouraging a higher engagement with activities and objects. Regarding communicational 

factors, the research clearly remarks the relevance of an approach based on multiple 

formats of the information provided. Although the physical environmental factors seem less 
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influential than the communicational and attitudinal factors in experiencing co-creation, the 

findings highlight certain aspects of this environment that must not be disregarded. 
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7. Analysis of results of the quantitative study concerning 
co-creation of experiences in museums by the general 
public including PwSI 

“Science, is made up of mistakes which it is useful to make, because they lead little by little to the 
truth” 

Jules Vernes 

7.1. Introduction 

In this chapter the analysis of the results of the quantitative study is presented and the 

results are discussed. The data of the 675 questionnaires collected were analysed through 

statistical analysis using the SPSS and the PLS-PM modelling, as already mentioned.  

The chapter is divided in nine sections. In this first section the objectives and the structure 

of the chapter are described. Then, in the second section, the profile of the sample is 

presented, referring, among other aspects, the differences between PwSI and the general 

public. In the third section the results of visits made to museums and an analysis of the last 

museum visited, are made, also comparing the general public and PwSI. In the fourth 

section, the data related to co-creation of experiences in museums are discussed. This 

discussion is followed, in the fifth section by an analysis of data related to the antecedents 

of co-creation in museums by PwSI. The sixth and seventh sections present the outcomes 

of co-creation of experiences in museums, first for PwSI, and them comparing PwSI with 

people without sensory impairments. The eighth section presents a brief analysis of the 

open questions placed in the questionnaire. In the ninth section conclusions are presented. 

7.2. Profile of the sample 

The characterization of the respondents regarding disabilities and the sociodemographic 

profile are going to be presented in this section. 

Regarding disabilities, the sample encompasses a total of 675 individuals, 254 people with 

sensory impairments and 421 people without impairments (from now on designed as people 
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without sensory impairments). From the 254 PwSI, 154 had visual impairments and 100 

had hearing impairments (Figure 7.1).  

 

Figure 7.1. Sample 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Among those who referred having a disability, 199 indicated their level of disability 

according to the ICF- International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health, which 

was 80.9%, in average (with a standard error of 14.0, indicating some variability concerning 

this level of disability). These people probably were those with higher impairments. Some 

of the respondents reported being dependent on a personal assistant, familiar member, 

friend, or caretaker to visit a museum (n= 21), on a mobility aid such as a walking stick (n= 

60), a guide dog (n= 14) or other type of assistive technologies (n= 96) such as digital apps, 

magnifying glasses, hearing aids, among other (Figure 7.2). 
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Figure 7.2. Supports used by PwSI 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Considering the sociodemographic profile of the whole sample, in terms of gender, there 

is a higher representation of female respondents (70.4%), compared to males (29.3%), with 

0.3% corresponding to other’s option (Table 7.2). Concerning the age of the participants, 

the average age is 48 years both for people with sensory impairments and without sensory 

impairments (Table 7.1). The standard error of age for the whole sample is 13.7, which 

confirms a considerable variety concerning ages.  

Table 7.1. Age of the participants 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Regarding academic qualifications, it is observed that there is a predominance of people 

with higher education - 47.4% of respondents are graduates, 19.1% have a master’s degree 

and 6.8% have a PhD. However, there is also a considerable group who has only secondary 

education qualifications (22.1%).  

As far as the employment status is concerned, most respondents (69%) are employed. 

However, 6.5% are students, 12.9% are retired and 8.3% are unemployed. Only 1.3% 

respondents are housekeepers.  
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Regarding the country of residence of the respondents, there is a predominance of 

residents in Portugal (81.8%), although people from various countries of the world are 

identified. United Kingdom (4.3%), Brazil (4.0%), France (2.8%) and United States (2.5%) 

are the countries other than Portugal where more visitors live (Table 7.2).  

Concerning people with sensory impairments (n=254), there is also a higher 

representation of female respondents, who correspond to 61.8% of the sample, compared 

to males (38.2%). Regarding academic qualifications, it is observed that 57.2% of the 

respondents have higher education qualifications - 46.9% are graduate, 7.9% have a 

master’s degree and 2.4% have a PhD. However, there is also a considerable group who 

has only secondary education qualifications (32.3%) and 10.6% have not completed 

secondary school.  

Concerning the employment status, most respondents (62.7%) are employed. However, 7.9 

% are students, 13.1% are retired and 13.1% are unemployed. Only 2.0% of the 

respondents are housekeeper.  

Regarding the country of residence of the respondents, there is a predominance of 

residents in Portugal (71.7%), although people from various countries of the world are 

identified. United Kingdom (9.2%), Brazil (4.0%), France (6.0%), United States (4.0%) are 

the countries other than Portugal from where more visitors live.  

Concerning people without sensory impairments (n= 421), there is a higher 

representation of female respondents, who correspond to 75.5% of the sample, compared 

to males (24%), with 0.5% corresponding to others. Regarding academic qualifications, it is 

observed that most respondents have higher education qualifications 47.7% are graduate, 

25.9% have a master’s degree and 9.5% have a PhD. However, there is also a considerable 

group who has only secondary education qualifications (15.9%) and 1% have not completed 

secondary school.  

Concerning employment status, most respondents (72.9%) are employed. However, 5.7% 

are students, 12.9% are retired and 5.5% are unemployed. Only 1% of the respondents are 

housekeeper.  Regarding the country of residence of the respondents, there is a 

predominance of residents in Portugal (87.9%), although people from various countries of 

the world are identified. United Kingdom (1.4%), Brazil (4.0%), France (1.0%) and United 

States (1.7%) are the countries other than Portugal where more visitors live.  
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Table 7.2. Sociodemographic profile 

  

Total PwSI People 
without 
sensory 

impairments 

  N % N % N % 

Gender             

 Female 475 70.4 157 61.8 318 75.5 
 Male 198 29.3 97 38.2 101 24.0 

 Other 2 0.3 0 0.0 2 0.5 
  Total 675  254  421  
Education       
 Not completed secondary school 31 4.6 27 10.6 4 1.0 

 Secondary school 149 22.1 82 32.3 67 15.9 

 Graduate 320 47.4 119 46.9 201 47.7 
 Master’s Degree 129 19.1 20 7.9 109 25.9 

 PhD 46 6.8 6 2.4 40 9.5 
  Total 675  254  421  
Employment status       
 Employed 464 69.0 158 62.7 306 72.9 

 Student 44 6.5 20 7.9 24 5.7 

 Housekeeper/Domestic 9 1.3 5 2.0 4 1.0 
 Retired 87 12.9 33 13.1 54 12.9 

 Unemployed 56 8.3 33 13.1 23 5.5 
 Other 12 1.8 3 1.2 9 2.1 

  Total 672  252  420  
Country of residence       
 Portugal 549 81.8 180 71.7 369 87.9 

 United Kingdom 29 4.3 23 9.2 6 1.4 
 Brazil 27 4.0 10 4.0 17 4.0 

 France 19 2.8 15 6.0 4 1.0 
 United States 17 2.5 10 4.0 7 1.7 

 Other 30 4.5 13 5.2 17 4.0 
  Total 671  251  420  

Source: Own elaboration.  

7.3. Experience with museums and last museums visited 

A total of 675 visitors who answered the questionnaire had visited museums. The data 

suggests that some of respondents visited many museums contrarily to others. Regarding 

people without sensory impairments a total of 421 respondents visited museums with a 

mean of 9.4 (with a standard error of 11.5, indicating some variability concerning the number 
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of museums visited). Results suggest that people without sensory impairments visited 

several museums, however, here too there is a big variability in the number of museums 

visited by respondents. Some visitors visited many museums while others visited few. 

Results show that visitors with sensory impairments (n= 254) also visited a lot of museums 

although less than people without sensory impairments, showing different behaviours 

concerning visits (Figure 7.3).  

 

Figure 7.3. Number of museums visited 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Participants were requested to identify the last museum visited in the last three years. 

Concerning the countries where museums were located, Portugal was the country where 

most persons (n= 452) visited museums. France (n= 41), United Kingdom (n= 38), Spain 

(n= 29), USA (n= 18) and Brazil (n= 15) were the countries, besides Portugal, where most 

respondents visited the last museum. Other countries were referred such as Australia, 

Austria, Belgium, Colombia, Cuba, Germany, Greece, India and Italy. 

Concerning PwSI, most of the museums referred were located in Portugal (n= 168). France 

(n= 25), United Kingdom (n= 21), Spain (n= 9), Brazil (n= 7) and USA (n= 7). Other countries 

mentioned were Australia, Austria, Belgium, Greece, Italy and Netherland. People without 

sensory impairments mainly visited museums in Portugal (n=284), followed by museums in 

France (n= 16), Spain (n= 20), United Kingdom (n= 17), USA (n= 11), Brazil (n= 8) and 

other countries (n= 82). 

In the case of PwSI, there is a high prevalence of people visiting museums in Portugal, but 

participants with sensory impairments also visited museums in France (6.3%), UK (4.7%), 

Spain (2.4%) and other countries (50.7%). Regarding people without sensory impairments 

there is more variability of museums visited. Most of the museums were in Portugal (18.3%), 
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France (1.9%), Spain (1%) and other (78.8%) (Figure 7.4). As can be observed the 

percentage of people visiting museums in Portugal in the group of PwSI is higher than in 

the group of people without sensory impairment.  

 

Figure 7.4. Museum’s location 

Source: Own elaboration. 

In table 7.3 are presented the museums most visited, more precisely, those visited by, at 

least, four respondents. In Portugal, the main visited museums are located mainly in Lisbon, 

the capital, and in Porto. Among the most visited museums by PwSI we have Casa do 

Infante, Casa-Museu Fernando Pessoa, Museu da Farmácia and Museu de Arte Antiga. In 

UK we have Victoria & Albert Museum and the London Museum and in France we have the 

Louvre Museum, Rodin and the Quai Brandly Museum. Concerning people without sensory 

impairments, the most visited museum in Portugal was Museu Calouste Gulbenkian in 

Lisbon, followed by Museu de Serralves in Porto and the Museu Nacional de Arte Antiga, 

in Lisbon. In France, the most visited museum is the Louvre Museum and in Spain the 

Museo Reina Sofia. Probably museums Casa do Infante and Museu da Farmácia were 

among the museums most visited in Portugal by PwSI because some guided tours were 

carried out in these museums for PwSI by the author of the thesis, an official guide, in order 

to increase the opportunities of having more PwSI in the sample. The museum Fernando 

Pessoa, in Lisbon, visited by a considerable number of PwSI, is considered one of the most 

accessible museums in Portugal.
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Table 7.3. Last museum visited 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

 

Museums visited Museums visited Number Museums visited Number

Museu Casa do Infante 31 Museu Casa do Infante 30 Museu Calouste Gulbenkian 20

Museu Nacional de Arte Antiga 28 Museu Casa Fernando Pessoa 20 Museu de Arte Contemporânea - 
Serralves 

19

Museu de Arte Contemporânea -  
Serralves 22 Museu da Farmácia - Porto 17 Museu Nacional de Arte Antiga 11

Museu Calouste Gulbenkian 20 V&A  - Victoria and Albert Museum 8 Musée du Louvre 8
Museu da Farmácia - Porto 16 Musée du Louvre 7 Museu Nacional Soares dos Reis 7
V&A  - Victoria and Albert Museum 10 Museu Nacional de Arte Antiga 7 Museu do Côa 6
Museu Nacional Soares dos Reis 9 Museo Tiflológico 6 Museu do Oriente 5
Paço dos Duques 6 Musée Rodin 5 Museu dos Coches 5
Enoteca 1756 6 Paço dos Duques de Bragança 5 Museo Nacional Reina Sofia 4
London Museum 5 Museu da Oliveira e do Azeite 5 Museu Nacional do Traje 4
Musée du Quai Brandly 5 Musée du Quai Branly 4
Museo Nacional Reina Sofia 4 London Museum 4
Tate Museum 4 Museu da Irmandade dos Clérigos 4
Van Gogh Museum 4 Enoteca 1756 4
Other 505 Other 128 Other 332
Total 675 Total 254 Total 421
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Concerning the visitor’s group, i.e., the persons who visited the museum with the visitor, 

most respondents visited the museum with family members (n= 241) or friends (n= 104) 

(Table 7.4). Few are the visitors who visit the museum alone. 

Table 7.4. Visitor’s group 

Travel group PwSI People without sensory impairments 
Alone 24 68 
Family members 128 241 
Friends 105 104 
School 7 16 
Social institution 11 1 
Other 18 26 
Total 293 456 

Source: Own elaboration. 

7.4. Co-creation of experiences at the museum by the general public including 
PwSI  

As there is not a consensual definition of co-creation nor a complete consensus regarding 

its dimensions, a factor analysis, specifically a principal component analysis (PCA) with a 

varimax rotation was carried out with the items concerning co-creation of experiences at the 

last museum visited for PwSI, since this segment is the focus of the present thesis. The aim 

was to identify a reduced number of dimensions or factors that could represent these items 

well. In all the PCAs carried out in the thesis factors were extracted based on the eigenvalue 

criterion, i.e., only factors with an eigenvalue higher than 1 were extracted. Data adequacy 

was assessed using several indicators. Various items were excluded from the analysis due 

to having low communalities or being the only item represented by a specific factor. Since 

the p value of the Bartlett's test of sphericity is lower than 0.05 (indicating that the 

correlation matrix is an identity matrix), the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) = 0.745, all the 

factor loadings and all the communalities are > 0.5, the cumulative variance explained is 

70.346 and the Cronbach’ alpha of all factors are > 0.720, the PCA is considered 

appropriate. 

As presented in table 7.5, the PCA meets all the requirements necessary for this type of 

analysis. The KMO was 0.745, the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was about 2.247 (p-

value=0.000), communalities were considerably high (all of them are equal or higher than 

0.5), all the factor loadings are higher than 0.5, the cumulative variance explained was about 

70% and the Cronbach’ alpha of all factors are > 0.720. Six factors were obtained: 



7 – Analysis of results of the quantitative study concerning co-creation of experiences in museums 

by the general public including PwSI 

206 

• Factor 1 “Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities” (CEDMA) 
- which refers to the use of electronic devices, interactive panels, and participation 

in activities and in experiences that appealed to multiple senses.  

• Factor 2 “Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM)” 
- includes the use of traditional interpretative means like reading a printed leaflet, 

brochure or guide and reading the information panels, and also, seeing the objects 

of the exhibition attentively and taking pictures. 

• Factor 3 “Co-creation with staff (CWS)” - refers to the interaction with staff, including 

obtaining information or asking for help. 

• Factor 4 “Co-creation with new digital technologies (CWNDT)” - includes the use of 

mobile/digital apps, social media, augmented reality, and virtual reality.   

• Factor 5 “Co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA)” - which refers 

to hearing stories during the visit, attending an event or seeing demonstrations 

related to the exhibition like, for example, someone doing a craft.  

• Factor 6 “Co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC)” includes 

the interaction with visitors or with the local community.  
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Table 7.5. PCA of items concerning co-creation of experiences at the museums by PwSI 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Factor 
loadings

Communalities Cumulative 
variance explained

Cronbach's 
alpha

Co-creation with eletronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) 14.149 0.797
Used electronic devices from the museum (e.g., computers) 0.854 0.799
Used interactive panels 0.848 0.756
Participated in activities 0.672 0.506
Had experiences that appealed to multiple senses 0.588 0.528
Carried out online activities related to the museum (e.g., Information search, games) 0.576 0.526

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) 27.276 0.807
Read a printed leaflet, brochure or guide 0.910 0.831
Read the information panels 0.910 0.843
Saw the objects of the exhibition attentively 0.671 0.569
Took pictures at the museum 0.652 0.623

Co-creation with staff (CWS) 39.598 0.867
Obtained information from staff 0.894 0.819
Asked staff for help 0.875 0.783
Interacted with staff 0.871 0.770

Co-creation with new digital technologies (CWNDT) 51.503 0.773
Used mobile / digital apps 0.800 0.700
Used social media 0.790 0.736
Used augmented reality or virtual reality 0.750 0.643

Co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) 62.293 0.727
Heard stories 0.794 0.710
Attended an event / show 0.748 0.715
Saw demonstrations (e.g., seeing someone doing a craft, an experiment,...) 0.691 0.645

Co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) 70.346 0.757
Interacted with other visitors 0.830 0.765
Interacted with the local community 0.808 0.805

Note: PCA with Varimax rotation. N=253. KMO = 0.745. Bartlett's test of sphericity = 2247.473 (p value = 0.000).
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In order to understand which kind of co-creation most frequently occurred among PwSI and 

people without sensory impairments, means and standard deviations were carried out. 

Considering the total sample, as well as the factors obtained through the PCA previously 

presented, the types of co-creation that most frequently occurred were co-creation with 

traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM), with a mean of 3.9 (in a scale from 

1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree), followed by co-creation with the staff (CWS) (3.3) 

and co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) (2.5), while 

the co-creation represented by the other factors is lower, with co-creation with new digital 

technologies (CWNDT) being the lowest one (1.8) (Table 7.6). The co-creation represented 

by the other two factors was also low. However, respondents also showed some co-creation 

represented by specific items not integrated in the PCA, mainly by interacted with friends 

or family members who accompanied on the visit (4.1), and participated actively in the visit 

(4.0), chose the route in the museum (3.5) and used common areas of the museum (3.1).  

The same pattern of the global sample was observed both in the groups of PwSI and in 

people without sensory impairments (Table 7.6). Hence, in the case of PwSI, the more 

frequent types of co-creation were co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative 

means (CTNPIM) (3.7), co-creation with staff (CWS) (3.7) and co-creation with electronic 

devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) (3.0), whereas co-creation with new digital 

technologies (CWNDT) was least frequent, not surpassing the 1.7. For people without 
sensory impairments the factors are the same that for PwSI. Thus, the most frequent was 

co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) (4.0), co-creation 

with staff (CWS) (3.1) and co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities 

(CEDMA) (2.3), while co-creation with new digital technologies (CWNDT) was the least 

frequent one (1.8). This clearly revels, as suggested in previous studies (Candlin, 2003; 

Hetherington, 2015; Hooper-Greenhill et al., 2000; Udo & Fels, 2010; Vaz, 2020), the 

importance of, for example, providing traditional non-personal interpretative means like 

inclusive leaflets, with information in Braille and large-sized fonts. The fact that co-creation 

with new digital technologies (CWNDT) presents the lowest value may be related to the 

recent character of emerging of technologies in museums (Vaz, 2018), a reality that is 

changing the way people co-create experiences but that cannot be found in many museums 

yet. Although some differences could be noticed between the level of co-creation regarding 

some factors or dimensions of co-creation identified, the impact on co-creation in museums 

of having or not a sensory impairment will be tested in section 7.7 through SEM. Therefore, 

a more in-depth analysis of this impact will be done in that section.
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Table 7.6. Co-creation of experiences at the museum by PwSI and people without disabilities – Univariate analysis (continues) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 
  

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

Co-creation with eletronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) 675 2.5 1.195 254 3.0 1.143 421 2.3 1.150
Used electronic devices from the museum (e.g., computers) 675 2.5 1.629 254 3.0 1.676 421 2.1 1.498
Used interactive panels 675 2.4 1.574 254 2.8 1.546 421 2.2 1.542
Participated in activities 675 2.5 1.623 254 3.4 1.443 421 2.0 1.468
Had experiences that appealed to multiple senses 675 3.2 1.481 254 3.2 1.444 421 3.2 1.504
Carried out online activities related to the museum (e.g., information search, games) 675 2.0 1.465 254 2.3 1.573 421 1.9 1.375

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) 675 3.9 0.907 254 3.7 1.070 421 4.0 0.774
Read a printed leaflet, brochure or guide 675 3.6 1.391 254 3.5 1.500 421 3.6 1.321
Read the information panels 675 4.1 1.134 254 3.8 1.415 421 4.2 0.887
Saw the objects of the exhibition attentively 675 4.5 0.807 254 4.5 0.892 421 4.5 0.752
Took pictures at the museum 675 3.5 1.588 254 3.1 1.475 421 3.7 1.603

Co-creation with staff (CWS) 675 3.3 1.287 254 3.7 1.136 421 3.1 1.316
Obtained information from staff 674 3.4 1.428 253 3.7 1.281 421 3.2 1.485
Asked staff for help 675 3.2 1.468 254 3.5 1.344 421 2.9 1.491
Interacted with staff 675 3.5 1.365 254 4.0 1.202 421 3.2 1.374

Co-creation with new digital tecknologies (CWNDT) 675 1.8 1.095 254 1.7 1.030 421 1.8 1.132
Used mobile / digital apps 675 1.9 1.365 254 1.9 1.347 421 1.8 1.377
Used social media 675 1.9 1.404 254 1.8 1.256 421 2.0 1.482
Used augmented reality or virtual reality 675 1.6 1.194 254 1.5 1.113 421 1.6 1.238

Co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) 675 1.9 1.108 254 2.0 1.046 421 1.9 1.144
Heard stories 675 2.4 1.555 254 2.5 1.433 421 2.4 1.625
Attended an event / show 675 1.7 1.293 254 1.7 1.182 421 1.7 1.357
Saw demonstrations (e.g., seeing someone doing a craft, an experiment,...) 675 2.0 1.215 254 1.8 1.276 421 1.6 1.231

Co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) 685 2.0 1.215 254 2.2 1.274 421 1.9 1.171
Interacted with other visitors 675 2.1 1.428 254 2.4 1.493 421 1.9 1.356
Interacted with the local community 675 1.9 1.343 254 1.9 1.344 421 1.9 1.344

Total PwSI People without sensory 
impairments
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Table 7.6. Co-creation of experiences at the museum by PwSI and people without disabilities – Univariate analysis (continuation) 

 

Source: Own elaboration 

 

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

Aspects of co-creation not included in any factor
Chose the route in the museum 675 3.5 1.471 254 3.0 1.421 421 3.8 1.428
Used common areas of the museum 675 3.1 1.678 254 3.0 1.670 421 3.2 1.680
Handled objects or replicas of the exhibition 675 2.5 1.606 254 3.3 1.587 421 2.0 1.427
Created an object, piece or artwork to keep as a souvenir 675 1.5 1.134 254 1.6 1.209 421 1.5 1.085
Used audio guides 675 2.0 1.561 254 2.3 1.706 421 1.9 1.446
Watched videos 675 2.7 1.624 254 2.5 1.552 421 2.8 1.659
Interacted with specialists on a particular subject 675 2.3 1.578 254 2.7 1.616 421 2.1 1.517
Interacted with friends or family members who accompanied on the visit 675 4.1 1.405 254 4.2 1.254 421 4.0 1.486
Participated actively in the visit 675 4.0 1.230 254 4.4 0.815 421 3.8 1.371
Participated in guided tours 675 2.6 1.713 254 3.3 1.615 421 2.2 1.634
Participated in workshops or talks 675 1.7 1.253 254 1.7 1.272 421 1.6 1.241
Participated in recreational/fun activities 675 1.7 1.282 254 1.7 1.276 421 1.6 1.285

Total PwSI People without sensory 
impairments
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7.5. Antecedents of co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

In this thesis two types of potential antecedents of co-creation of experiences in museums 

by PwSI previously identified in the literature review were examined - antecedents related 

to visitors (encompassing both individual antecedents and visit context variables) and 

antecedents related to museums. The univariate analysis of antecedents of co-creation 

associated with visitors were already presented in previous sections of this chapter. 

Univariate analysis of type and level of impairment were presented in section 7.2 and the 

experience of visitors with museums (number of museums previously visited), as well as 

the visit group (people with which the respondent visited the last museum), were presented 

in section 7.3. Therefore, as far as descriptive analyses are concerned, only univariate 

analyses of the antecedents related to museums will be analysed in this section.  

Regarding the antecedents related to museums, first a PCA with varimax rotation was 

undertaken. A PCA of the factors, using varimax rotation, was used to identify factors 

concerning antecedents of co-creation. Specific variables, with low communalities, were 

excluded from the PCA. 

According to the Bartlett’s test of sphericity, the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO), the factor 

loadings and the communalities, it is possible to conclude that this PCA is appropriate 

(Table 7.7). Bartlett's test of sphericity resulted in a value of 6180.762, with a p value 

lower than 0.05, which confirms the adequacy of the analysis, because the null hypothesis 

of inexistence of significant correlations between the variables is rejected. 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistic is 0.843, which allows considering the factor 

analysis as adequate, since this value demonstrates that there is a considerable correlation 

between the variables. Therefore, the data are adequate for the application of factor 

analysis. Although no statistical guidelines indicate exactly what is “large” or “small” 

regarding communalities, practical considerations are consistent with a lower level of 0.5 

for communalities in analysis (Hair et al., 2019). All the variables included in the PCA had 

a communality higher than 0.5. Eight factors were identified through the PCA. These eight 

factors explain about 73% of the variance, meeting the requirements. After transforming the 

coefficients of the main components using the varimax rotation method, the factor loadings 

were obtained. As presented in table 7.7 all items had a factor loading above 0.5 in one of 

the identified factors. 
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The eight factors of antecedents of co-creation of experiences in museums, related to 

museums, identified through the PCA were the following ones:  

• Factor 1 “Inclusive museum staff behaviour” (IMSB) consists of eight items. These 

items are related to the different appropriate attitudes of the museum staff including 

kindness, attitudes that help understand the exhibition and clarifying doubts, but also 

that reveal an inclusive approach and encouraged a more engaging visit to the 

museums, namely promoting participation in activities and exploring objects. 

• Factor 2 “Information legibility and suitable lighting” (ILSL) includes seven items. 

These items are related to presenting information in an appropriate way, ensuring 

good colour contrasts, properly sized texts, good image definition, as also providing 

suitable lighting in the exhibition and in the venue, and clear signage. 

• Factor 3 “Existence of interactive and electronic devices” (EIED) includes four items 

related to the existence of interactive equipment, electronic devices for 

entertainment (e.g., games) and obtaining further information and experiences that 

appeal/stimulate multiple senses. The fact that experiences appealing to multiple 

senses was included in the same factor of interactive equipment and electronic 

devices suggests that some of these experiences may be enabled by this kind of 

equipment. 

• Factor 4 “Physical barrier free access and wayfinding support” (PBFAWS) includes 

three items representing floor without physical barriers, without steps or accentuated 

unevenness and systems to help identify directions and objects. 

• Factor 5 “Interpretation activities” (IA) includes three items encompassing three 

distinct types of activities that may be used to carry out interpretation, namely: 

“storytelling”, “representations” and “workshops or seminars”. 

• Factor 6 “Existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative 

means” (EGTTNPIM) includes three items representing the existence of guided 

tours and of some non-personal interpretative means - flyers, brochures or guides, 

information boards and panels. 

• Factor 7 “Opportunities for multisensory experiences” (OMSE) includes four items 

representing the supply of different types of multisensory experiences - chance to 

touch/hold objects, models or replicas, and relief figures - and information in different 

formats. 

• Factor 8 “Communication in different languages” (CDL) includes two items: 

communicated in several languages and information in different languages.
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Table 7.7. PCA of antecedents of co-creation (continues) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 
  

Factor 
loadings

Communalities Cumulative variance 
explained

Cronbach's 
alpha

Antecedents - Inclusive museum staff behaviour (IMSB) 16.730 0.918
Provided reliable answers 0.847 0.758
Provided clarifications regarding the exhibition 0.833 0.738
Sought to understand individual needs 0.830 0.768
Encouraged the participation in activities 0.790 0.734
Encouraged you to explore the objects of the exhibition 0.789 0.765
Promoted a safe visit 0.736 0.657
They were kind 0.731 0.584
They were aware of how to deal with every type of visitor and had an inclusive approach (e.g., giving 
attention to everyone) 0.677 0.689

Antecedents - Information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) 30.998 0.909
Information boards and panels with good colour contrasts 0.834 0.872
Properly sized texts 0.807 0.857
Images with good contrast and definition 0.806 0.812
Easy reading texts 0.743 0.778
Suitable lighting in the exhibition 0.728 0.795
Suitable lighting in the venue 0.709 0.801
Clear signage 0.544 0.574

Antecedents - Existence of interactive and electronic devices (EIED) 39.994 0.849
Interactive equipment 0.826 0.807
Electronic devices for entertainment (e.g., games) 0.821 0.797
Electronic devices for further information 0.778 0.709
Experiences that appeal / stimulate multiple senses (e.g., sight and smell) 0.650 0.716
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Table 7.7. PCA of antecedents of co-creation (continuation) 

 

Source: Own elaboration.

Factor 
loadings Communalities

Cumulative variance 
explained

Cronbach's 
alpha

Antecedents - Physical barrier free access and wayfinding support (PBFAWS) 47.733 0.792
Floor without physical barriers 0.830 0.754
Floor without steps or accentuated unevenness 0.817 0.745
Systems to help identify directions and objects (e.g., sound or digital systems) 0.728 0.582

Antecedents - Interpretation activities (IA) 54.927 0.809
Storytelling (appealing stories on themes from the museum were presented) 0.848 0.780
Representations (e.g., plays, historical recreations) 0.798 0.738
Workshops or seminars 0.689 0.671

Antecedents - Existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means (EGTTNPIM) 61.528 0.726
Flyers, brochures or guides 0.843 0.803
Information boards and panels 0.693 0.661
Guided tours 0.581 0.627

Antecedents - Opportunities for multisensory experiences (OMSE) 67.884 0.817
Chance to touch / hold objects, models or replicas 0.753 0.729
Relief figures 0.648 0.768
Information in different formats (e.g., Braille, sign language, audio / sound information) adapted to your 
needs 0.591 0.668

Antecedents - Communication in different languages (CDL) 73.409 0.739
Communicated in several languages 0.746 0.735
Information in different languages 0.698 0.751

Note: PCA with Varimax rotation. N=254. KMO = 0.843. Bartlett's test of sphericity = 6180.762 (p value = 0.000).
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Cronbach's Alpha was also calculated for each of the factors, and values obtained vary 

between 0.726 and 0.918, which indicates that the factors have good internal consistency. 

Descriptive analysis such as mean and standard error were carried out to better interpret 

the antecedents of co-creation experienced by visitors. As in the questionnaire antecedents 

were presented as facilitators, low means represent constraints, while higher means shows 

the awareness of facilitators. For example, if the factor “Inclusive museum staff behaviour” 

(IMSB) has a low mean, this suggests that visitors don’t think that the staff had an 

appropriate attitude and, therefore, experienced some constraints in this level. In contrast, 

a high mean suggests that the museum is investing in this facilitator of co-creation and that 

the visitors consider that the staff have a positive attitude. 

The findings presented in table 7.8 regarding the whole sample, suggest that, despite 

visitors recognise that some efforts are being made to foster co-creation in museums 

through several antecedents, some respondents still experience some constraints in this 

context and more efforts can be done to encourage more co-creation in museums. This is 

concluded since the mean of the factors found in the PCA varies from 2.7 to 3.9 (in a 5-

point Likert scale from 1= totally disagree to 5 = totally agree), with any of these means 

surpassing 4.0. However, the standard error of one the factors reaches 1.221 and of one 

item is even 1.543, suggesting that some visitors may have experienced much more 

constraints than others, in certain contexts. The results support other studies (H. Chen & 

Rahman, 2018; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016, 2021; Minkiewicz et al., 2014, 2016; Mirghadr 

et al., 2018; Poria et al., 2009) that mentioned constraints experienced by visitors during 

their museums’ visits. The antecedents (facilitators) most frequently identified were the 

existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means (EGTTNPIM) 
(with a mean of 3.9), information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) (3.9) and the inclusive 

museum staff behaviour (IMSB) (3.6), while interpretation activities (IA) were the least 

mentioned (2.7) together with the existence of interactive and electronic devices (EIED) 
(2.8). The highest result (3.9) concerning the information legibility and suitable lighting 

(ILSL) and the existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means 

(EGTTNPIM) may be related to some of the most important aspects for a good exhibition - 

museum information, lighting, guided tours and non-personal interpretative means -, as 

stated by Ambrose and Paine (2018). According to the authors, “To redesign the lighting 

and the labelling is often all that is needed to make an old fashioned gallery seem renewed” 

(Ambrose & Paine, 2018, p. 150). Furthermore, a good guide can be inspiring. A guided 
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tour with quality can revolutionise visitors’ perception of museum allowing the visitor to 

better understand, for example, local culture (Ambrose & Paine, 2018; H. Chen & Rahman, 

2018). Considering the results of the present thesis, the information legibility and suitable 

lighting (ILSL), as well as the existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal 

interpretative means (EGTTNPIM), seem to, not only facilitate the visit, and promote a better 

museum experience, but also to play a very important role in encouraging co-creation in 

museums. In addition, the findings suggest that interactive and electronic devices together 

with interpretation activities such as storytelling, representations and workshops should be 

more explored in the museum visit context.  

Comparing PwSI and people without sensory impairments, the antecedents (facilitators) 

most identified by PwSI were the existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal 

interpretative means (EGTTNPIM) (4.2), the inclusive museum staff behaviour (IMSB) (4.0) 

and the information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) (3.9). These results reveal that 

some issues considered important to a good experience of PwD in museums, such as an 

appropriate attitude of the museum staff (Accentuate et al., 2018; Accentuate & History 

Place, 2018; Cock et al., 2018; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2021), and also important for co-

creation in these cultural attractions, are being taken into consideration by some museums 

that already present a somewhat positive performance in this scope. 

For people without sensory impairments, two of the items referred by PwSI are also the 

most identified – information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) (4.0) followed by the 

existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means (EGTTNPIM) 
(3.8) -, but another factor not so much mentioned by PwSI, emerges as one of the most 

identified - communication in different languages (CDL) (3.4). This result suggests that 

PwSI are not so satisfied with the communication in different languages. This can be 

explained by the lack of museums’ staff that can communicate in sign language with people 

with hearing impairments and with the fact that staff is not used to communicate with PwSI. 

PwVI need to have more details about the context they are experiencing in order to better 

co-create, PwHI need a sign language (SL) interpreter and to clearly see the lips of the 

guide in order to try to understand the narrative. Staff and volunteers must have the skills 

and confidence to support PwVI and PwHI. 
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Table 7.8. Antecedents of co-creation – Univariate analysis (continues) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

Inclusive museum staff behaviour (IMSB) 675 3.6 1.068 254 4.0 0.898 421 3.3 1.089

Provided reliable answers 675 3.9 1.163 254 4.1 1.051 421 3.7 1.202

Provided clarifications regarding the exhibition 675 3.5 1.427 254 4.0 1.145 421 3.2 1.490

Sought to understand individual needs 675 3.4 1.297 254 3.8 1.137 421 3.2 1.325

Encouraged the participation in activities 675 3.1 1.428 254 3.7 1.275 421 2.8 1.397

Encouraged you to explore the objects of the exhibition 675 3.1 1.444 254 3.7 1.274 421 2.8 1.429

Promoted a safe visit 675 4.0 1.185 254 4.4 1.034 421 3.8 1.218

They were kind 675 4.1 1.066 254 4.3 0.913 421 3.9 1.131

They were aware of how to deal with every type of visitor and had an inclusive approach (e.g., 
giving attention to everyone) 675 3.5 1.260 254 3.8 1.138 421 3.3 1.290

Information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) 675 3.9 0.901 254 3.9 0.930 421 4.0 0.882

Information boards and panels with good colour contrasts 675 4.1 1.026 254 4.2 0.990 421 4.1 1.047

Properly sized texts 675 3.8 1.159 254 3.8 1.231 421 3.8 1.115

Images with good contrast and definition 675 3.9 1.127 254 3.9 1.173 421 3.9 1.098

Easy reading texts 675 3.8 1.158 254 3.9 1.184 421 3.8 1.143

Suitable lighting in the exhibition 675 4.2 1.037 254 4.0 1.109 421 4.3 0.972

Suitable lighting in the venue 675 4.1 1.058 254 4.0 1.115 421 4.2 1.014

Clear signage 675 4.0 1.068 254 4.1 1.044 421 4.0 1.081

 Existence of interactive and electronic devices (EIED) 675 2.8 1.272 254 3.0 1.203 421 2.7 1.295

Interactive equipment 675 2.9 1.524 254 3.2 1.429 421 2.7 1.545

Electronic devices for entertainment (e.g., games) 675 2.4 1.439 254 2.5 1.532 421 2.3 1.375

Electronic devices for further information 675 3.3 1.452 254 3.5 1.350 421 3.1 1.499

Experiences that appeal / stimulate multiple senses (e.g., sight and smell) 675 2.8 1.515 254 3.0 1.481 421 2.7 1.522

Physical barrier free access and wayfinding support (PBFAWS) 675 3.1 1.195 254 3.0 1.281 421 3.2 1.128

Floor without physical barriers 675 3.4 1.371 254 3.3 1.377 421 3.4 1.367

Floor without steps or accentuated unevenness 675 3.2 1.492 254 3.0 1.620 421 3.2 1.407

Systems to help identify directions and objects (e.g., sound or digital systems) 675 2.9 1.469 254 2.5 1.564 421 3.1 1.369

Total PwSI People without sensory 
impairments
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Table 7.8. Antecedents of co-creation - Univariate analysis (continuation) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

Interpretation activities (IA) 675 2.7 1.192 254 2.8 1.186 421 2.5 1.183
Storytelling (appealing stories on themes from the museum were presented) 675 2.8 1.443 254 2.9 1.395 421 2.7 1.465
Representations (e.g., plays, historical recreations) 675 2.5 1.432 254 2.6 1.413 421 2.4 1.440
Workshops or seminars 675 2.7 1.411 254 3.0 1.374 421 2.5 1.409

 Existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means (EGTTNPIM) 675 3.9 0.964 254 4.2 0.880 421 3.8 0.980
Flyers, brochures or guides 675 3.8 1.223 254 4.0 1.143 421 3.7 1.251
Information boards and panels 675 3.8 1.178 254 3.8 1.220 421 3.8 1.153
Guided tours 675 3.9 1.341 254 4.4 1.143 421 3.6 1.364

Opportunities for multisensory experiences (OMSE) 675 3.1 1.221 254 3.5 1.205 421 2.8 1.144
Chance to touch / hold objects, models or replicas 675 2.9 1.543 254 3.5 1.414 421 2.5 1.502
Relief figures 675 3.4 1.431 254 3.7 1.354 421 3.2 1.455
Information in different formats (e.g., Braille, sign language, audio / sound information) adapted to 
your needs 675 2.9 1.464 254 3.4 1.457 421 2.6 1.380

Communication in different languages (CDL) 675 3.4 1.095 254 3.4 1.148 421 3.4 1.064
Communicated in several languages 675 3.2 1.274 254 3.3 1.289 421 3.2 1.266
Information in different languages 675 3.7 1.239 254 3.6 1.289 421 3.7 1.210

Antecedents not included in any factor
Logical organisation of the venue  (e.g., reception at the entrance) 675 4.5 0.859 254 4.6 0.778 421 4.4 0.895
3D models or relief maps representing the museum 675 3.3 1.522 254 3.5 1.648 421 3.2 1.437
Physical guidance to help identify pathways (e.g., handrail, labeling) 675 3.6 1.342 254 3.5 1.498 421 3.7 1.234
Easy access to means of interpretation such as information panels, leaflets, guided tours or audio 
guides 675 3.9 1.174 254 4.2 1.095 421 3.7 1.183

Total PwSI People without sensory 
impairments
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Least identified factors by PwSI were interpretation activities (IA) (2.8) and physical barrier 

free access and wayfinding support (PBFAWS) (3.0). On the other hand, for people without 

sensory impairments least identified factors were also interpretation activities (IA) (2.5), the 

existence of interactive and electronic devices (EIED) (2.7) and the opportunities for 

multisensory experiences (OMSE) (2.8). 

As table 7.8 illustrates, the least identified items by both PwSI and people without sensory 

impairments are electronic devices for entertainment (e.g., games) with a mean of 2.4, 

representations (e.g., plays, historical representations) (2.5), workshops or seminars (2.7), 

experiences that appeal/stimulate multiple senses (e.g., sight and smell) (2.8), storytelling 

(2.8), interactive equipment (2.9), systems to help identify directions and objects (e.g., 

sound or digital systems) (2.9), the chance to touch/hold objects, models or replicas (2.9) 

and information in different formats (2.9). 

Comparing PwSI and people without sensory impairments, least perceived items by 

PwSI were electronic devices for entertainment (2.5), systems to help identify directions 

and objects (2.5), representations (2.6) and storytelling (2.9). For people without sensory 

impairments the least identified items were electronic devices for entertainment (2.3), 

representations (2.4), chance to touch/hold objects, models or replicas (2.5), workshops or 

seminars (2.5), information in different formats (2.6), experiences that appeal /stimulate 

multiple senses (2.7), interactive equipment (2.7), and storytelling (2.7). 

Concerning the factors that achieved a lowest mean for PwSI, these are interpretation 

activities (IA) and physical barrier free access and wayfinding support (PBFAWS). This 

probably happens because few are the museums that offer interpretation activities like 

storytelling, representations or workshops. The same is true concerning systems to help 

identify directions and objects, that provide, specially to PwVI, the opportunity to act 

independently and to make their own choices. The existence of interactive and electronic 

devices (EIED) and the opportunities for multisensory experiences (OMSE) also present a 

low mean, a result that can also be explained by the existence of few museums that offer 

these types of resources. Providing diverse and accessible ways to engage with the 

exhibitions can improve co-creation with the exhibition. Interactive and electronic devices 

and multisensory experiences can be useful to create more interesting contents leading to 

a more active participation. 
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To identify the factors - antecedents related to visitors and antecedents related to museums 

– that influence the six dimensions of co-creation (co-creation with electronic devices and 

multisensory activities, co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means, co-

creation with staff, co-creation with new digital technologies, co-creation in events and 

interpretative activities, co-creation with other visitors and local community) in the case of 

PwSI, six multiple linear regressions were carried out (equation 1). The stepwise method 

was used. The dependent variable of each regression was one of the six dimensions of co-

creation. The independent variables of all regressions corresponded to various antecedents 

related to visitors and to museums specified below (see equation 1).  

	"#$%&'(!" = * + ,#-.$! +	,$/"! +	,%IMSB!	 +	,'ILSL! +	,(-(-"! 	+ 	,)PBFAWS! 	+ 

,*IA! +	,+EGTTNPIM +	,,OMSE + ,#-CDL +	@! 

Where: 

Dependent variables 

DCMPwSI – Dimensions of co-creation in museums in the case of PwSI; 

i = 1… n – Number of PwVI who answered the questionnaire; 

j = 1… 2 – Dimensions of co-creation in museums in the case of PwSI (1 = Co-creation 

with electronic devices and multisensory activities, 2 = Co-creation with traditional non-

personal interpretative means, 3 = Co-creation with staff, 4 = Co-creation with new 

digital technologies, 5 = Co-creation in events and interpretative activities, 6 = Co-

creation with other visitors and local community). 

Independent variables 

Antecedents related to visitors 

EVM – Experience of visitors with museums (number of museums previously visited) 

TD - Type of disability (visual = 0; hearing = 1) 

Antecedents related to museums 

IMSB – Inclusive museum staff behaviour (mean of the items represented by this 

factor) 
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ILSL – Information legibility and suitable lighting (mean of the items represented by 

this factor) 

EIED – Existence of interactive and electronic devices (mean of the items 

represented by this factor) 

PBFAWS – Physical barrier free access and wayfinding support (mean of the items 

represented by this factor) 

IA – Interpretation activities (mean of the items represented by this factor) 

EGTTNPIM – Existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative 

means (mean of the items represented by this factor) 

OMSE – Opportunities for multisensory experiences (mean of the items represented 

by this factor) 

CDL – Communication in different languages (mean of the items represented by this 

factor) 

The procedures used to test the multivariate regression assumptions revealed that the 

assumptions (normality of error term, homogeneity of variance, linearity, and 

multicollinearity) are not violated. Regarding multicollinearity, it appears that there is no 

multicollinearity between the independent variables because, as can be seen in table 7.9, 

all tolerance values are greater than 0.1 and all Variation Inflation Factor values (VIF) are 

lower than 10.  

In the analysis of the predictive capacity of the model, to assess the explained variance of 

the endogenous constructs, the coefficient of determination (R2) must be examined. The 

results presented in table 7.9 reveal that several antecedents under analysis have a 

significant impact in co-creation. However, the overall predictive value (R2) varies among 

the models. The models regarding co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory 

activities (CEDMA) (M1) and concerning the co-creation with traditional non-personal 

interpretative means (CTNPIM) (M2), emerge as the models with the highest R2 (0.373 and 

0.366, respectively). These R2 are considered high. According to Hair et al. (2019), the 

acceptable values of R2 depend on the complexity of the model and the study area, and in 

studies related to consumer behaviour an R2 value of 0.20 is considered high. In contrast, 

the models that analyse co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) 
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(M6) and co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) (M5) have the lowest 

explanatory power (R2) (0.044 and 0.071, respectively), only explaining 4.4% and 7.1% of 

the variance, respectively (Table 7.8). The low R2 value of these last constructs may be 

partially related to the fact that aspects like those represented by these constructs aren’t 

very common in museums activities (as may be observed in table 7.9), which limits the 

variability of the dependent variables – levels of co-creation in these two scopes. The reason 

why the R2 of co-creation with new digital technologies (CWDT) is not higher (corresponding 

to 0.122) is also, probably related, to the fact that new digital technologies like augmented 

reality and virtual reality are still limited in museums.  

Concerning the antecedents related to visitors that influence the co-creation of 

experiences, and always taking as a reference a p value < 0.050, only the type of disability 

has a significant influence on two dimensions of co-creation, co-creation with electronic 

devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) (β = 0.146) and in co-creation with traditional 

non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) (β = 0.215), with PwHI co-creating more in 

these two dimensions than PwVI. Results are in line with McMillen and Alter (2017), who 

suggest that accessibility issues vary depending on disability type. For example, PwVI 

experience more constraints with visual challenges than PwHI. PwVI can experience more 

constraints in understanding how to use or locate electronic devices. The same can happen 

with multisensory activities if there is no one to explain how to engage with the activity (Table 

7.9). Findings also suggest that, probably, co-creation with traditional non-personal 

interpretive means (CTNPIM) presents more challenges for visitors with visual impairments 

possibly because some of these means are not made according to these visitors’ needs 

(e.g., being written in Braille, having relief images) or because they don’t have someone to 

help them accessing these means. 

Concerning the antecedents related to museums that influence co-creation of 

experiences of PwSI, the results provided important insights. First, the factor 

communication in different languages (CDL) emerges as the factor influencing more 

dimensions of co-creation - co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means 

(CTNPIM) (β = 0.213), co-creation with staff (CWS) (β = 0.168), co-creation with new digital 

technologies (CWNDT) (β = 0.181) and co-creation with other visitors and local community 

(CWOVLC) (β = 0.206). These results suggest that the existence of communication in 

different languages allows more people to read printed leaflets, brochures, guides and 

panels. Moreover, if the staff knows how to communicate in various languages, including 

sign language, this can also help visitors, including those with hearing impairments, better 
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communicate with staff.  Different languages also allow visitors to communicate with other 

visitors and local community and to better co-create with new digital technologies. The 

existence of a huge diversity of languages can stimulate co-creation as visitors have more 

options to choose the language that best fits their needs. These results corroborate and 

expand findings of previous studies (Cheng et al., 2019; Kempiak et al., 2017) that highlight 

the importance of communicating in different languages to adjust interpretation according 

to tourists and to their individual needs.  

The information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL), considering the β, appears as the 

factor with most significative impact in two co-creation dimensions - co-creation with 

traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) (β = 0.439) and co-creation with 

staff (CWS) (β = 0.456). This suggests that the existence of legible information and suitable 

lighting can lead PwSI to co-create more with the exhibition and with the space. These 

aspects can lead visitors, for example, to read more panels, labels, and guides. The results 

provide empirical evidence of what was previously suggested by some researchers (Barker 

et al., 1995; Cock et al., 2018; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003), that it is essential to study the 

existent light along the exhibition as well as the type of information presented inside 

museum in order to ensure that they are appropriate for PwSI. A visually impaired people 

may require high levels of illumination to co-create. Light should be distributed in a 

homogeneous way, avoiding dramatic changes, and glare should be avoided (Barker et al., 

1995; Cock et al., 2018; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003). Some aspects related to how the 

information is provided are crucial for PwSI. The use of a properly sized text and a right 

choice of letter characters are some of the concerns museums should have when providing 

information to visitors (Accentuate et al., 2018; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003). Museums should 

provide different accessible formats of communication for a wide range of public like large 

print resources, audio-described tours and sign language interpreted talks, among others. 

The use of Braille guides to provide further interpretation to Braille readers is advised to 

help people to be autonomous and not dependent on third parties to co-create. Several 

authors (Chick, 2017; Kempiak et al., 2017; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; V. Richards et al., 

2010) referred the importance of suitable lighting in the exhibition and in some aspects of 

co-creation. 

The significant positive impact of the information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) in co-

creation with staff (CWS) suggests that if museums present good information legibility and 

suitable lighting, PwSI will engage more in the exhibition and will co-create more with the 

staff to talk about some information obtained, to ask questions or help or just to interact.  
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The existence of interactive and electronic devices (EIED) has a significant positive 

influence on co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) (β = 

0.479) and co-creation with new digital technologies (CWNDT) (β = 0.175). This highlights 

the importance of the existence of interactive and electronic devices to boost co-creation. 

The more they exist in museums the more visitors will co-create. These results clearly 

illustrate how interactive and electronic devices may have a crucial role in improving co-

creation to fully engage in the exhibition. Moreover, these findings reveal the importance of 

enhancing co-creation in museums through the use of different means of interpretation like 

those involving technologies (Hashim et al., 2014; Othman et al., 2021). 

Physical barrier free access and wayfinding support (PBFAWS) has a significant positive 

impact on co-creation with new digital technologies (CWNDT) (β = 0.163). These findings 

are of great relevance to increase knowledge regarding the influence of the antecedents 

related to visitors and to museums in co-creation. If museums provide an accessible space, 

free of physical barriers, where visitors with sensory impairments, especially those with 

visual impairments can walk in a free, independent way, it is normal that visitors co-create 

more with new technologies, when these technologies are provided. The opportunity to 

make an autonomous visit (Cock et al., 2018) is of great importance for people with 

disabilities, especially for PwVI. Several authors already recognised the importance of a 

floor without other physical barriers (McKercher & Darcy, 2018; Mesquita & Carneiro, 2016; 

V. Richards et al., 2010). Conversely, the existence of physical barrier free access and 

wayfinding support (PBFAWS) has a significant negative impact on co-creation with staff 

(CWS) (β = -0.146) which suggests that if visitors are able to orientate themselves in an 

autonomous way or if there are no physical barriers in the exhibition space, visitors with 

sensory impairments will have less need to ask help from the staff, as they are more 

confident to move in the space and in the exhibition. This is positive, since it is desirable 

that PwSI do a museum visit as autonomously as possible. 

Interpretation activities (IA) have a significant positive influence on co-creation in events 

and interpretative activities (CEIA) (β = 0.267). This highlights that interpretation activities 

can lead visitors to participate in events and interpretative activities like hearing stories, 

attending events, or seeing demonstrations. Results highlight the positive effect of special 

events in enhancing the visitor experience (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Kempiak et al., 2017). 

Falk and Dierking (2016b) emphasise that demonstrations enhance the attractiveness of 

the museum.  
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The opportunity for multisensory experiences (OMSE) has a significant positive influence 

on co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) (β = 0.215), 

which suggests that when the museums provide the opportunity for multisensory 

experiences, visitors co-create more with electronic devices and multisensory activities. 

Several authors suggest multisensory experiences to engage visitors in the exhibition 

(Antón, 2018; Cachia, 2013; Falk & Dierking, 2016b). In contrast, the opportunity for 

multisensory experiences (OMSE) has a significant negative impact on co-creation with 

traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) (β = -0.154). Probably this may 

happen because, with the existence of multisensory activities in the museum, the visitors 

will co-create less with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM). The 

findings suggest that if visitors have the opportunity to engage in multisensory activities, 

they will participate less in co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means 

like reading leaflets, brochures, guides or panels. 

Results reveal that the existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative 

means (EGTTNPIM) have a significant negative impact on co-creation with staff (CWS) and 

on co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) (β = -0.129 and β = -

0.147). This suggests that the more the museums offer guided tours, flyers, brochures, 

guides and information boards and panels the less visitors will tend to co-create with staff 

other than the guide and with other visitors and local community. The results suggest that 

if PwSI have the opportunity to participate on guide tours and if they have access to different 

types of traditional non-personal interpretative means they will not have the necessity to co-

create so much with other staff. This is not bad, since guides of guided tours will probably 

be prepared to provide more appealing and appropriate information than other staff. Hence, 

Museums must provide guided tours that describe collections, handling with trained staff 

(H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Cock et al., 2018; Minghadr et al., 2018). The negative impact 

of existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means (EGTTNPIM) 

on the interaction with other visitors and local community should be more studied and 

carefully analysed, in order to understand how these contacts could be better explored in 

an appealing way. 

The findings also highlight the importance to analyse what can be done to improve staff 

participation in co-creation. Findings suggest that something is failing in the inclusive staff 

behaviour, since this antecedent does not have a significant influence on co-creation. 
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Table 7.9. The impact of antecedents on co-creation of museum experiences in the case of PwSI 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

M1: CEDMA M2: CTNPIM M3: CWS M4: CWNDT M5: CEIA M6: CWOVLC

β β β β β β
Antecedents related to visitors

- - - - - -

Type of disability (visual = 0; hearing = 1) 0.146 0.215 - - - -
Antecedents related to museums

Inclusive museum staff behaviour (IMSB) - - - - - -
Information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) 0.439 0.456 - - -
Existence of interactive and eletronic devices (EIED) 0.479 - - 0.175 - -
Physical barrier free access and wayfinding support (PBFAWS) - - -0.146 0.163 - -
Interpretation activities (IA) - - - - 0.267 -

- - -0.129 - - -0.147

Opportunities for multisensory experiences (OMSE) 0.215 -0.154 - - - -
Communication in different languages (CDL) 0.213 0.168 0.181 - 0.206

Model diagnostic
N 254 254 254 254 254 254
R 0.611 0.605 0.488 0.349 0.267 0.210

R2 0.373 0.366 0.238 0.122 0.071 0.044

Z-statistic (p-value) 49.640 (< 0.001) 35.882 (< 0.001) 19.469 (< 0.001) 11.530 (< 0.001) 19.366 (< 0.001) 5.790 (0.003)
Multicollinearity

Tolerance (all variables) > 0.7 > 0.5 > 0.7 > 0.8 > 0.9 > 0.8
VIF (all variables) < 1.4 < 1.5 < 1.4 < 1.2 < 1.1 < 1.2

Antecedents influencing various dimensions of co-creation in 
museums in the case of PwSI

Dimensions of co-creation in museums in the case of PwSI

Experience of visitors with museums (number of museums 
previously visited)

Existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal 
interpretative means (EGTTNPIM)

Note. CEDMA - Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities; CTNPIM - Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means,  CWS - Co-
creation with staff,  CWNDT - Co-creation with new digital technologies,CEIA - Co-creation in events and interpretative activities and CWOVLC - Co-creation with other 
visitors and local community
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Subsequently, another set of multiple linear regressions, similar to those previously 

undertaken, was performed using the stepwise method, in which the dependent variable 

was each of the dimensions of co-creation in museums in the case of PwSI. The main 

difference was that, besides all the independent variables included in the previous 

regressions - the two dimensions of antecedents related to visitors (experience of visitors 

with museums and type of disability) and the eight dimensions of antecedents related to 

museums -, another independent variable related to the visitors was included in the 

regression - the level of disability. This variable was not included in the regressions 

previously presented since various PwSI did not report their level of disability when 

answering the questionnaire. This probably happens because not all people with sensory 

impairments have a certificate that assigns the disability level based on the International 

Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF). Probably, only those with a higher 

level of impairment have the previously mentioned certificate. All the assumptions were met, 

namely, normality, homoscedasticity, and independence of errors, as well as the lack of 

multicollinearity at the level of independent variables.  

With the inclusion of the independent variable “level of disability”, the R2 values increase a 

little, ranging from 0.049 to 0.427 (Table 7.10). The model regarding the factors influencing 

co-creating with electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) (M1) emerges as 

the model with the highest R2 (above 0.427), followed by co-creation with traditional non-

personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) (M2) (0.423). The constructs related to co-creation 

with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) (M6) and co-creation in events and 

interpretative activities (CEIA) (M5) have the lowest R2 (0.049 and 0.105).  

Concerning the antecedents that influence the six dimensions of co-creation, the results 

provide important insights. Results reinforce the relevance of providing the majority of the 

antecedents (facilitators) related to museums in order to increase co-creation by PwSI 

presenting an incapacity according the ICF, since all of them, except inclusive museum staff 

behaviour (IMSB) and existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative 

means (EGTTNPIM), had a significant positive impact in some dimension(s) of co-creation. 

It can be concluded that, concerning the antecedents related to museums that influence 

co-creation of experiences of PwSI, some changes happened in the regressions when the 

level of disability is included. With the inclusion of the variable level of disability it was 

possible to observe that those with a higher level of disability according the ICF - 

International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health - are those presenting more 
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constraints on co creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means, since the 

independent variable “level of disability” has a significant negative influence on co-creation 

with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) (β = -0.187). Those who 

mentioned having a level of disability have less chance of co-creating with traditional non-

personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) probably because they face more barriers to read 

these interpretative means or even to locate them, due to their high impairments (Table 

7.10). According to the law (Decreto-Lei No291/2009 Do Ministério Da Saúde, 2009), 

individuals with a level of disability that varies from 60% to 100% have access to the 

measures and benefits provided by law to facilitate their full participation in the community. 

Thus, the results suggest that those with a higher level of disability have more challenges 

to co-create with traditional non-personal interpretative means if they don’t have external 

helps and need more strategies to better co-create and achieve positive outcomes after the 

visit. People with a high level of disability may face various constraints when trying to read 

a printed leaflet, brochure or guide, read the information panels, taking pictures at the 

museum or seeing the objects of the exhibition attentively, if museums do not provide 

different kinds of support. The higher is the level of disability, more needs and less 

independence exists (Darcy & Buhalis, 2011; WHO & The World Bank, 2011). 

Another change is the significant negative impact of existence of interactive and electronic 

devices (EIED) in co-creation with other visitors and local community (β = -0.167), when 

inserting the level of disability. This suggests that the more interactive and electronic 

devices exist the less these visitors with higher levels of disability will tend to co-create with 

other visitors and with local community, probably because for them it will be easier to co-

create with electronic devices than with both other visitors and with local community, if any 

other kind of supports are not provided.  

In contrast to the previous multiple linear regressions, when inserting the level of disability, 

the physical barrier free access and wayfinding support doesn’t have a significant impact in 

co-creation with staff (CWS). This can be explained as visitors with a high level of disability 

usually travel with a companion, friend or/and with family (Daniels et al., 2005; Devile & 

Kastenholz, 2018; Yau et al., 2004), not need to interact so much with staff. Yau et al. (2004) 

mentioned that, very often, PwD prefer family and friends to be their traveling partners.  

The existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means 

(EGTTNPIM) has a negative impact in co-creation in events and interpretative activities 

(CEIA) (β = -0.140) and no significant impact on co-creation with other visitors and local 
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community (CWOVLC), in contrast to what happened in the previous multiple linear 

regression. This suggests that museums offering more guided tours, flyers, brochures or 

guides and information boards and panels, will have no impact of co-creation of these 

visitors with other visitors and local community, but will lead visitors to co-create less in 

events and interpretative activities. This last issue can eventually be explained by these 

visitors having more facility in reading traditional non-personal interpretative means and 

integrating in guided tours than in participating in events and interpretative activities, 

considering the support provided nowadays by the museums visited. 

When inserting the level of disability, opportunities for multisensory experiences (OMSE), 

only have a positive impact on co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory 

activities (CEDMA) (β = 0.276), and not on co-creating with traditional non-personal 

interpretative means (CTNPIM), as previously happened. The results suggest that the more 

opportunities for multisensory experiences exist the more visitors will co-create with 

electronic devices and multisensory activities. These results reinforce the importance of 

multisensory activities for people with sensory impairments even presenting a level of 

disability according ICF.  

Finally, another difference occurring when inserting the level of disability is the emergence 

of a negative impact of communication in different languages (CDL) on co-creation with 

electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA). This can be explained by the fact 

that the more communication in different languages exists, the less these groups will co-

create with electronic devices and multisensory activities as, when having different ways to 

communicate, this group may prefer to co-create with non-personal interpretative means, 

with staff, with new digital technologies and in the scope of interpretative activities. This can 

be especially true for PwHI when sign language is available. 

The results in both cases, with or without the level of disability, provide important 

contributions to the scarce research existing concerning the antecedents that influence co-

creation in museums for PwSI. The absence of studies examining the relationship between 

the antecedents and co-creation of experiences makes it difficult to compare and analyse 

the results more deeply (Table 7.10). Insights regarding theorical and practical contributions 

will be presented in chapter 8.  
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Table 7.10. The impact of antecedents on co-creation of museums experiences in the case of PwSI (including the level of disability) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

M1: CEDMA M2: CTNPIM M3: CWS CWNDT CEIA CWOVLC
β β β β β β

Antecedents related to visitors

- - - - - -

Type of disability (visual = 0; hearing = 1) 0.128 0.248 - - - -
Level of disability - -0.187 - - - -

Antecedents related to museums
Inclusive museum staff behaviour (IMSB) - - - - - -
Information legibility and suitable lighting (ILSL) - 0.343 0.480 - - -
Existence of interactive and eletronic devices (EIED) 0.533 - - 0.174 - -0.167

- - - 0.187 - -
Interpretation activities (IA) - - - - 0.333 -

- - -0.172 - -0.140 -

Opportunities for multisensory experiences (OMSE) 0.276 - - - - -
Communication in different languages (CDL) -0.125 0.207 0.193 0.178 - 0.188

Model diagnostic
N 199 199 199 199 199 199
R 0.438 0.435 0.506 0.375 0.325 0.22

R2 0.427 0.423 0.256 0.141 0.105 0.049

Z statistic (p-value) 37.847 (< 0.001) 37.311 (< 0.001) 22.311 (< 0.001) 10.659 (< 0.001) 11.548 (< 0.001) 5.005 (< 0.008)
Multicollinearity

Tolerance (all variables) > 0.6 > 0.6 > 0.6 > 0.8 > 0.8 > 0.8
VIF (all variables) < 1.6 < 1.7 < 1.4 < 1.3 < 1.2 < 1.0

Antecedents influencing various dimensions of co-creation in 
museums in the case of PwSI

Dimensions of co-creation in museums in the case of PwSI

Existence of guided tours and traditional non-personal 
interpretative means (EGTTNPIM)

Physical barrier free access and wayfinding support (PBFAWS)

Note. CEDMA - Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities; CTNPIM - Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means,  CWS - Co-
creation with staff,  CWNDT - Co-creation with new digital technologies,CEIA - Co-creation in events and interpretative activities and CWOVLC - Co-creation with other 
visitors and local community

Experience of visitors with museums (number of museums 
previously visited)
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7.6. Outcomes of co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI 

In this thesis, several outcomes of experiences in museums are analysed, namely 

perceived emotional, learning, and social value obtained with museum visits, satisfaction 

with the museum visit and loyalty towards the museum. 

The findings presented in table 7.11 suggest that, regarding the whole sample, the 

respondents reported having obtained considerable learning and emotional values (means 

of 4.4 and 4.1, respectively, in a scale of 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree), and a little 

fewer social value (2.8). The same pattern was observed in both PwSI and people without 

disabilities, although higher means were generally found for PwSI, suggesting that they 

obtained more social value from visiting museums. 

The specific values most frequently obtained by participants were: learnt new things from 

the visit, (4.5), developed my knowledge (4.5), had fun (4.3), felt admiration (4.3) and 

became more interested in certain topics (4.3), felt joy (4.3) and became more motivated to 

learn (4.2). In contrast, four items referring to obtaining acceptance and recognition by 

others - felt more accepted by others, improved the way I am perceived by others, get more 

approval from other people and led to a better impression of me on other people (with 

means between 2.2 and 2.4) - and met other people are the least obtained items (2.5).  

Comparing PwSI and people without sensory impairments, the values that PwSI most got 
from the last visit to a museum were associated with the following items: learnt new things 

from the visit (4.7), developed my knowledge (4.6), had fun (4.6), felt joy (4.5), became 

more interested in certain topics (4.5), became more motivated to learn (4.4), felt 

accompanied (4.3) and felt admiration (4.3). The values that people without sensory 
impairments most obtained from the last visit to a museum were related to the following 

items: developed my knowledge (4.4), learnt new things from the visit (4.4), felt admiration 

(4.3), had fun (4.2) and became more interested in certain topics (4.2). 

Visitors’ satisfaction is one of the biggest museums’ concerns. Globally, respondents 

reported a high level of satisfaction with their visit (the mean of all the factors varies from 

4.5 to 4.6 in a 5-point Likert-type scale). Visiting the museum was the right decision and 

worth visiting the museum appeared as the factors with the highest mean (4.6) followed by 

satisfied with the visit in general with a mean of 4.5. Comparing PwSI and people without 
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sensory impairments, the first recognized more satisfaction after the visit. For PwSI, findings 

reveal that visiting the museum was the right decision and worth visiting the museum, 

present the highest mean (4.8) while for people without sensory impairments the mean is, 

respectively, 4.5 and 4.6. Satisfaction with the visit in general varies from 4.7 for PwSI to 

4.4 for people without sensory impairments. 

Concerning loyalty, results reveal that positive outcomes lead to loyalty. The intention to 

recommend the visit as well as encourage other people to visit the museum present the 

highest mean for the generality of the participants with a mean varying from 4.7 to 4.6. Here 

too, the results confirm that PwSI will recommend and encourage other people to visit the 

museum more than people without sensory impairments (Table 7.12). 

The global sample perceived obtaining considerable emotional and learning value with the 

last museum visit, since participants reported a level of agreement higher than 4.0 (in a 

scale from 1- “totally disagree” to 5 = “totally agree”) in terms of these two values (Table 

7.12). However, it may be observed that social value is the least perceived value. 

Participants also highlighted the learning and emotional values in the open-ended questions 

concerning the most positive and the worst aspects of the last museum visit. In this context, 

various participants sometimes referred both knowledge and entertainment as one of the 

most positive aspects of the visit, as may be observed in the following answers: “Knowledge 

and fun. […] A day well spent and with added value” (questionnaire 21); “Deepen my 

knowledge on the subject” (questionnaire 252); “The knowledge acquired about the objects 

presented in the exhibition” (questionnaire 536). These results corroborate some research 

that highlight the importance of learning and education in museum context (Chang, 2006; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016b; Hooper-Greenhill, 2004; Kelly, 2007) and some literature which 

advocates the educational role of museums (e.g. Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Black, 2005, 

2012; Falk & Dierking, 2016b). Black (2005, 2012) reveals the importance of providing 

opportunities for learning as a core function for museums. According to Ambrose and Paine 

(2018), museums are special places, where people can find a “free-choice learning”. 

Learning presents characteristics, people learn in their own way. When analysing 

differences between PwSI and people without sensory impairments it seems that there is 

not a big difference in the results achieved in both groups. Regarding values, for both the 

learning value is the most important outcome followed by the emotional value. However, 

when analysing results in detail we can perceived that some differences exist between the 

two studied groups. In almost all the items concerning values, satisfaction and loyalty, PwSI 

perceive higher outcomes. Nevertheless, impacts of having a sensory impairment on 
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obtaining values with the museum visit will be tested in section 7.7. In that section it will be 

examined whether having a sensory impairment has a significant impact on obtaining 

values in museum visits. 
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Table 7.11. Perceived values as consequences of co-creation by PwSI 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

 

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

Emtional value 675 4.1 0.885 254 4.2 0.712 421 4.0 0.963
Felt joy 675 4.3 0.986 254 4.5 0.736 421 4.1 1.076
Felt admiration 675 4.3 0.952 254 4.3 0.853 421 4.3 1.008
Felt proud 675 3.9 1.197 254 4.0 0.949 421 3.8 1.316
Felt confidence 675 3.8 1.154 254 4.0 0.962 421 3.7 1.239
Had fun 675 4.3 0.930 254 4.6 0.666 421 4.2 1.035

Learning value 675 4.4 0.793 254 4.5 0.586 421 4.3 0.883
Learnt new things from the visit 675 4.5 0.823 254 4.7 0.548 421 4.4 0.932
Became more interested in certain topics 675 4.3 0.968 254 4.5 0.748 421 4.2 1.063
Developed my knowledge 675 4.5 0.848 254 4.6 0.682 421 4.4 0.931

Social value 675 2.8 1.427 254 3.6 1.260 421 2.3 1.310
Met other people 675 2.5 1.572 254 3.4 1.479 421 2.0 1.383
Felt accompanied 674 3.6 1.463 253 4.3 0.937 421 3.2 1.564
Socialised with other people 675 3.1 1.560 254 3.8 1.308 421 2.6 1.550

Aspects of value not included in any latent variable of the model tested
Felt well-being 675 4.1 0.995 254 4.1 0.887 421 4.1 1.055
Relieved stress and tension 675 3.8 1.134 254 3.5 0.914 421 3.9 1.225
Felt more fulfilled 675 4.0 1.179 254 4.1 1.132 421 4.0 1.207
Became more motivated to learn 674 4.2 1.024 253 4.4 0.893 421 4.1 1.088
Felt more accepted by others 675 2.4 1.396 254 3.1 1.222 421 2.0 1.351
Improved the way I am perceived by others 675 2.3 1.303 254 2.7 1.084 421 2.0 1.365
Get more approval from other people 675 2.2 1.264 254 2.5 1.073 421 2.0 1.319
Led to a better impression of me on other people 675 2.2 1.292 254 2.5 1.088 421 2.1 1.374

Total PwSI People without sensory 
impairments
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Table 7.12. Satisfaction and loyalty as consequences of co-creation by PwSI 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Consequences of co-creation - Satisfaction and loyalty

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

N Mean Standard 
error

Satisfaction 675 4.6 0.760 254 4.7 0.581 421 4.5 0.837
Visiting the museum was the right decision 675 4.6 0.790 254 4.8 0.597 421 4.5 0.874
Satisfied with the visit in general 673 4.5 0.861 252 4.7 0.648 421 4.4 0.951
Worth visiting the museum 675 4.6 0.776 254 4.8 0.598 421 4.6 0.857

Loyalty 675 4.5 0.820 254 4.6 0.632 421 4.4 0.905
Recommend the museum to other people 675 4.7 0.777 254 4.8 0.504 421 4.6 0.889
Encourage other people to visit the museum 675 4.6 0.797 254 4.8 0.577 421 4.5 0.893
Returning to the museum 675 4.2 1.208 254 4.3 1.084 421 4.1 1.274

Total PwSI People without sensory 
impairments
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To validate the hypotheses and test the model proposed in this thesis (presented in section 

4.4) concerning the co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI, SEM was used, with 

the Partial Least Squares – Path Modeling (PLS-PM) method, employing the statistical 

software SmartPLS 3 (Ringle et al., 2015). The evaluation of the structural equation model 

was carried out in two stages, as suggested by Hair et al. (2014): (i) the validation of the 

measurement model (outer model) and (ii) of the structural model (inner model).  

In the bootstrapping analysis, the most recommended option was chosen, with the number 

of cases equal to the number of valid observations and 5000 samples, since a greater 

number of bootstrapping samples reduces the effect of random sampling errors (Hair et al., 

2017).  

7.6.1. Measurement model 

In the first phase, the measurement model (the relation between latent variables and their 

associated items) was validated considering the internal consistency, convergent validity 

and discriminant validity of the constructs (Hair et al., 2019). The measurement model in 

this study is of the reflective type and includes eleven reflective latent variables (LVs). Six 

of them are dimensions of co-creation (previously presented in section 7.4), three regard 

perceived value (emotional, learning, and social), one represents satisfaction with the visit 

experience, and the other corresponds to loyalty intentions. 

Emotional value, learning value and social value represent the three dimensions of 

perceived value, considered in the study, as outcomes of the visit. As far as the composition 

of these dimensions is concerned, it may be observed that: (i) emotional value (EV) is 

related to joy, admiration, proud, confidence, and fun; (ii) learning value (LV) is associated 

with learning new things from the visit, becoming more interested in certain topics, 

expanding knowledge; and (iii) social value (SV) is related to meeting other people, feeling 

accompanied and socializing with people. Overall satisfaction was studied as another 

outcome of the visit experience and was measured through three items related to the 

decision to visit the museum, satisfaction with the visit and if it was worth visiting the 

museum. Loyalty (future behaviour intentions) was assessed encompassing three items 

related to the intention to recommend the museum, encourage other people to visit the 

museum and the intention to visit the museum again. The items for representing each of 

the dimensions of value, satisfaction and loyalty were identified based on the literature 
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reviewed in section 4.3, as already explained when presenting the methodology of the 

empirical study. 

The reliability of the constructs was assessed through the loadings of the items and the 

composite reliability (CR) coefficients. Some items, with low loadings, regarding emotional 

value (“felt well-being”, “relieved stress and tension”, “felt more fulfilled”), learning value 

(“became more motivated to learn”) and social value (“felt more accepted by others”, 

“improved the way I am perceived by others”, “get more approval from other people” and 

“led to a better impression of me on other people”) were removed from further analysis as, 

in the prior estimation of the PLS model, the respective constructs did not meet the 

requirements of internal consistency and convergent validity. Then, the requirement 

regarding the item reliability was fulfilled since all loadings range from 0.586 to 0.974 (Table 

7.13). According to Hair et al. (2019, p. 775) “values between 0.60 and 0.70 are acceptable 

in exploratory research” whereas results between 0.70 and 0.95 represent “satisfactory to 

good” reliability levels. Moreover, the internal consistency reliability was confirmed, given 

that all the CR coefficients are between 0.830 and 0.963, clearly above the cut-off of 0.7 

(Table 7.13). Concerning the validity assessment, the average variance extracted (AVE) 

values attested a suitable convergent validity of the scales used, since the AVE values vary 

from 0.556 to 0.897, all being higher than 0.50. Also, discriminant validity was checked and 

confirmed, fulfilling the most demanding HTMT0.85 criterion (Table 7.14). 
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Table 7.13. Measurement model assessment (continues) 

 

Construts Mean Standard 
deviation

Item 
loading t value a) CR AVE

Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) 0.859 0.556
Had experiences that appealed to multiple senses 3.2 1.441 0.586 8.193
Used electronic devices from the museum (e.g., computers) 3.0 1.673 0.888 43.702
Carried out online activities related to the museum (e.g., information 
search, games) 2.3

1.569 0.671 11.959

Used interactive panels 2.8 1.543 0.869 33.589
Participated in activities 3.4 1.440 0.667 12.051

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) 0.869 0.628
Saw the objects of the exhibition attentively 4.5 0.890 0.813 9.652
Read the information panels 3.8 1.412 0.890 15.916
Read a printed leaflet, brochure or guide 3.5 1.497 0.829 10.749
Took pictures at the museum 3.1 1.472 0.612 5.375

Co-creation with staff (CWS) 0.919 0.791
Interacted with staff 4.0 1.200 0.883 26.634
Asked staff for help 3.5 1.341 0.897 21.232
Obtained information from staff 3.7 1.278 0.888 25.301

Co-creation with new digital technologies (CWNDT) 0.844 0.647
Used mobile / digital apps 1.9 1.344 0.813 4.277
Used social media 1.8 1.254 0.655 3.382
Used augmented reality or virtual reality 1.5 1.111 0.923 6.014

Co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) 0.830 0.623
Saw demonstrations (e.g., seeing someone doing a craft, an experiment,...) 1.8 1.273 0.931 3.188
Heard stories 2.5 1.430 0.662 1.875
Attended an event / show 1.7 1.179 0.752 2.920
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Table 7.13. - Measurement model assessment (continuation) 

 
       Source: Own elaboration. 

Construts Mean Standard 
deviation

Item 
loading t value a) CR AVE

Co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) 0.872 0.775
Interacted with other visitors 2.4 1.490 0.974 15.858
Interacted with the local community 1.9 1.341 0.776 7.197
Emotional value (EV) 0.873 0.580
Felt joy 4.5 0.734 0.804 20.818
Felt admiration 4.3 0.851 0.769 16.261
Felt proud 4.0 0.947 0.812 20.624
Felt confidence 4.0 0.960 0.786 16.004
Had fun 4.6 0.665 0.622 8.800
Learning value (LV) 0.892 0.733
Learnt new things from the visit 4.7 0.547 0.879 46.416
Became more interested in certain topics 4.5 0.746 0.825 18.195
Developed my knowledge 4.6 0.680 0.864 22.111
Social value (SV) 0.849 0.657
Met other people 3.4 1.476 0.875 10.446
Felt accompanied 4.3 0.935 0.627 3.434
Socialised with other people 3.8 1.305 0.902 11.575
Satisfaction 0.963 0.897
Visiting the museum was the right decision 4.8 0.596 0.940 59.852
Satisfied with the visit in general 4.7 0.647 0.951 65.228
Worth visiting the museum 4.8 0.596 0.950 62.045
Loyalty 0.911 0.776
Recommend the museum to other people 4.8 0.503 0.932 31.913
Encourage other people to visit the museum 4.8 0.576 0.946 60.168
Returning to the museum 4.3 1.082 0.752 14.776
Notes. CR: composite reliability; AVE: average variance extracted;a) t-values were obtained through the bootstrapping procedure (5000 
samples) and loadings are significant at 0.01 level (two-tailed test).
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Table 7.14. Discriminant validity of the construct - Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

 

Construts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities
2. Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means 0.249
3. Co-creation with staff 0.354 0.169
4. Co-creation with new digital technologies 0.677 0.228 0.287
5. Co-creation in events and interpretative activities 0.573 0.178 0.329 0.568
6. Co-creation with other visitors and local community 0.386 0.124 0.409 0.482 0.621
7. Emotional value 0.356 0.352 0.349 0.224 0.240 0.198
8. Learning Value 0.347 0.338 0.280 0.160 0.205 0.099 0.692
9. Social Value 0.444 0.138 0.476 0.253 0.372 0.557 0.508 0.390
10. Satisfaction 0.272 0.393 0.250 0.101 0.102 0.100 0.734 0.683 0.361
11. Loyalty 0.204 0.307 0.213 0.079 0.074 0.095 0.714 0.639 0.346 0.832
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7.6.2. Structural model 

In the second phase, the analysis of the structural model, was performed. The structural 

model allows measuring the relevance and significance of the relationships between latent 

variables and, thus, testing the hypotheses that predict direct effects on the endogenous 

variables. Figure 7.5 presents the structural model. 

To avoid biasing the structural coefficients, the structural model must be first analysed in 

terms of multicollinearity. Multicollinearity among all the constructs was checked with 
the variance inflation factor (VIF). It was found that the multicollinearity is not a problem 

in the study since all VIF are below 5, varying from 1.274 and 1.334. 

The validation of hypothesis was possible by verifying if the structural coefficient presents 

the expected sign and a significant t value at the level of 0.05. The bootstrapping technique 

is applied for determining the statistical significance. The coefficients of determination (R2), 

the most commonly used measure to evaluate the structural model is a measure of the 

model’s predictive power and is calculated as the squared correlation between a specific 

endogenous construct’s actual and predicted values. The R2 value range from 0 to 1, with 

higher levels indicating higher levels of predictive accuracy (Vinzi et al., 2010). The 

acceptable value of R2 varies according to the research context.  
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Figure 7.5. Structural model proposed 

Source: Own elaboration 
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In the present study, the coefficient of determination (R2) accounts for a reasonable 

predictive power of the research model proposed, with all R2 values exceeding 0.1 and 

varying between 0.114 and 0.547. The constructs with highest variance explained by the 

model are loyalty (R2 = 0.547) and satisfaction (R2 = 0.301). Consequently, the R2 

coefficients indicate that especially loyalty and satisfaction are appropriately explained by 

the influencing constructs. 

Ten of the 22 hypotheses under analysis were supported (Table 7.15). The model 

presenting the results of hypothesis testing is presented in figure 7.6. 

Regarding hypotheses H1a to H1c, co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory 

activities (CEDMA) reveals a significant positive influence on emotional value (β = 0.208, p 

< 0.01) and on learning value (β = 0.248, p < 0.001). 

Results reveal the importance of electronic devices and multisensory activities in creating 

emotional value and in apporting knowledge to visitors. These findings are in line with  

Accentuate and History Place (2018), which stated that technology can help PwD to engage 

in activities. Electronic devices have a very strong influence on involving visitors 

intellectually and emotionally in an engaging experience (Taheri, 2011). The importance of 

using electronic devices like interactive panels to allow involvement with objects leading to 

emotional benefits is referred by some authors (Asakawa et al., 2018; Vaz et al., 2018). 

Carrying on online activities to provide information and digital experiences on the museum 

website is particularly important to improve knowledge in the museum (Black, 2012; Cock 

et al., 2018). The importance of multisensory experiences in the creation of emotional and 

learning value is also supported by the results, which are in line with studies provided by 

Falk and Dierking (2016b), Hetherington (2002, 2015), Asakawa et al. (2018) and Udo and 

Fels (2010). On the other hand, in contrast to what was hypothesised, co-creation with 

electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) does not reveal a significant 

positive influence on social value.  

Amongst hypotheses H2a to H2c, co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative 

means (CTNPIM) reveals a significant positive influence on emotional value (β = 0.130, p 

< 0.05) and on learning value (β = 0.126, p< 0.05). These results reveal the importance of 

allowing visitors to engage actively with the exhibition, throughout the museum, deciding 

how to use the experience space in their own way (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). By taking 

pictures, as stated by Minkiewicz et al. (2014), visitors can co-create with the exhibition. Co-
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creation can also take place when visitors read printed material, read information panels 

and labels and this may change the way visitors co-create their experiences (Ambrose & 

Paine, 2018; Hillis, 2005; Rnib et Vocaleyes, 2003). The study corroborates and expands 

findings of previous studies, which indicate that co-creation can have positive outcomes 

such as emotions and learning values (Nowacki, 2005; Nowacki & Kruczek, 2021; Tung & 

Ritchie, 2011) that revealed the relationship between the co-creation of experiences and 

emotions. According to Nowacki and Kruczek (2021), emotions have an influence on all 

dimensions of experiences. Tung and Ritchie (2011) highlighted the importance of emotions 

in memory. The study also suggested the association between mindfulness and learning. 

Studies suggest that there is a close relationship between learning and entertainment 

(Andre, Durksen, et al., 2017; Falk & Dierking, 2016b). Here too, co-creation with non-

personal interpretative means does not have a significant influence on social value. 

With regard to hypotheses H3a to H3c, co-creation with the staff (CWS) reveals a positive 

impact on emotional value (β = 0.143, p < 0.05) and on learning value (β = 0.204, p < 0.001). 

Findings are in line with some studies where the interaction with staff is referred as 

contributing to a higher interaction between participants and the museum, improving 

knowledge and obtaining positive outcomes of the experience (Accentuate & History Place, 

2018; Ambrose & Paine, 2018; Black, 2005; H. Chen & Rahman, 2018; Mesquita & 

Carneiro, 2016; Small et al., 2012). The results reveal that co-creation with staff (CWS) has 
a greater contribution to increase the learning value than to create emotions. Findings 

suggest that staff can help visitors to learn by answering questions or providing information 

(Antón et al., 2018; Taheri, 2011). Co-creation with the staff does not have a significant 

influence on social value.  

In turn, concerning hypotheses H4a to H4c, co-creation with new digital technologies 

(CWNDT) does not reveal a significant impact on emotional, learning, or social values. 

Taken together H5a to H5c, co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) also 

does not reveal a significant impact on emotional, learning, or social value. This may happen 

because new digital technologies, together with new forms of interaction like 

demonstrations, storytelling and/or events, are still scarce in most of the museums visited. 

Despite the results, it is important, however, to retain the information obtained from the 

literature review. According to Antón et al. (2017) and Minkiewicz et al. (2014), the 

involvement and participation of visitors in museums’ activities are essential to co-create 

experiences. This active participation can happen when implementing several different 

strategies; demonstrations, storytelling, participation in workshops or even special events 
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(Accentuate & History Place, 2018). Digital technologies are also referred as an important 

way to improve the visitors’ experiences (Asakawa et al., 2019, 2018). 

In turn, amongst hypotheses H6a to H6c, two significant impacts were found. On one hand, 

co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) shows a considerable higher 

positive impact on social value (β = 0.277, p < 0.01) confirming H6c. Results corroborate 

the study of Accentuate and History Place (2018) and Minkiewicz et al. (2016), which 

highlights the importance of involving both visitors with and without disabilities in activities 

and of involving the community in co-creation. On the other hand, co-creation with other 

visitors and local community (CWOVLC) has a negative impact on learning value (-0.170, 

p < 0.01), which is in opposition to the positive impact hypothesised. The possibility to share 

knowledge among a minority and marginalised community was referred in different studies 

(Accentuate & History Place, 2018). However, the results indicate the opposite. This might 

have happened because museums do not provide a regular contact between different 

publics, with different needs, which limits variability of social value and the opportunities of 

co-creation with these groups of people. This result highlights the importance of 

socialisation between PwSI and other people and of meeting other visitors during the visit. 

With regard to H7a to H7b, emotional value shows a significant impact on satisfaction (β = 

0.367, p < 0.01) as well as learning value (β = 0.265, p < 0.01). Results confirm the 

importance of emotional value in the museum context as stated by different authors (Belver 

et al., 2018; Kinsey et al., 2019). According to Falk and Dierking (2016b) museums must 

improve emotional involvement so that visitors feel satisfaction during visits, revealing that 

this is the value with the highest impact on satisfaction. In the same line of ideas, since 

museums are cultural institutions, people seek lifelong learning experiences during their 

visits. Thus, it is expected that learning outcomes have a significant influence on 

satisfaction. Contrarily, regarding H7c, social value does not present a significant impact on 

satisfaction. This comes in opposition to literature review, where in which satisfaction is said 

to be an outcome of social value. This result may be due to social context and socialization, 

being not yet well used and explored in museums. Hence, visits for PwSI usually have to 

be pre-booked and restricted to the visiting group. More visits that mix different audiences 

can, thus, be an asset to increase the influence of the social context on satisfaction.  

Regarding the last hypothesis - H8 -, satisfaction presents a high influence on loyalty (β = 

0.740; p < 0.001). Loyalty as a behavioural measure refers to the concept of repeat 

patronage as stated by Chin-Fu Chen and Fu-Shian Chen (2010). Results show that 
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satisfaction can lead to the intention to visit again in the future, which is in accordance with 

previous research on PwD (Devile & Kastenholz, 2018). 

With 10 of the 22 hypotheses confirmed, findings are considered relevant, especially 

considering the innovative character of the present research (Table 7.15). 

Although co-creation does not have a very high impact on the emotional, learning and social 

value under analysis, it is important to highlight that some types of co-creation have a 

significant impact on some of these, meaning that they contribute to the different dimensions 

of perceived value. This adds insights to previous research, where these effects had not 

been tested yet. The fact that this impact is not homogeneous and not significant in all of 

these relationships is probably because the perceived value in museums is also influenced 

by other aspects than co-creation, such as the type of objects in museums and the visitors' 

own motivations, among other antecedents that were not considered in this study as they 

are not the focus of this thesis. 
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Figure 7.6. Results of hypotheses testing 

Source: Own elaboration 
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Table 7.15. Hypotheses testing 

 
Hypotheses Path Coefficient t-value a) p value Support 

H1a Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> EV 0.208 3.219 0.001 Yes 
H1b Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities-> LV 0.248 3.936 0.000 Yes 
H1c Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities-> SV 0.095 1.236 0.216 No 

H2a Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> EV 0.130 1.997 0.046 Yes 
H2b Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means-> LV 0.126 2.169 0.030 Yes 
H2c Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means-> SV 0.124 1.738 0.082 No 

H3a Co-creation with staff-> EV 0.143 2.117 0.034 Yes 
H3b Co-creation with staff -> LV 0.204 3.531 0.000 Yes 
H3c Co-creation with staff -> SV 0.105 1.608 0.108 No 

H4a Co-creation with new digital technologies-> EV 0.083 0.998 0.318 No 

H4b Co-creation with new digital technologies-> LV -0.111 1.470 0.142 No 

H4c Co-creation with new digital technologies-> SV -0.071 0.811 0.417 No 

H5a Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> EV -0.038 0.418 0.676 No 

H5b Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> LV 0.069 0.932 0.351 No 

H5c Co-creation in events and interpretative activities-> SV -0.079 0.882 0.378 No 

H6a Co-creation with other visitors and local community -> EV -0.032 0.385 0.701 No 

H6b Co-creation with other visitors and local community -> LV -0.170 2.795 0.005 No (different sign) 

H6c Co-creation with other visitors and local community -> SV 0.277 2.91 0.004 Yes 
H7a EV -> Satisfaction 0.367 3.223 0.001 Yes 
H7b LV -> Satisfaction 0.265 2.585 0.01 Yes 
H7c SV -> Satisfaction 0.043 0.600 0.549 No 

H8 Satisfaction-> Loyalty 0.740 11.178 0.000 Yes 

  a t-values were obtained with the bootstrapping procedure (5000 samples)         

Note. EV = Emotional value, LV = Learning value, SV = Social value 

Source: Own elaboration. 

 



7 – Analysis of results of the quantitative study concerning co-creation of experiences in museums 

by the general public including PwSI 

249 

As it may be observed (Table 7.16), results reveal that the highest direct effects are those 

of satisfaction on loyalty (β = 0.740, p < 0.001), of emotional value (EV) on satisfaction (β = 

0.367, p < 0.01), of co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) on social 

value (SV) (β = 0.277, p < 0.01), of learning value (LV) on satisfaction (β = 0.265, p < 0.01) 

and of co-creation with electronic devices and non-personal interpretative means (CEDMA) 
on learning value (LV) (β = 0.248, p < 0.001).  

Table 7.16 also shows the indirect effects and total effects (direct plus indirect effects) 

between constructs. Indirect effects are those that do not result from direct linear 

relationships, with other intervening construct(s) involved, but also impact endogenous 

constructs (Hair et al., 2017). The highest indirect effects are those of emotional value 

(EV) on loyalty (β = 0.271, p < 0.01), of learning value on loyalty (β = 0.196, p < 0.01), of 

co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) on satisfaction (β 

= 0.146, p < 0.01) and loyalty (β = 0.108, p < 0.001), and of co-creation with staff (CWS) on 

satisfaction (β = 0.111, p < 0.01). Taking into consideration the total effects, the highest 

ones correspond to the situations of the highest direct effects mentioned before and to the 

indirect effect of emotional value on loyalty. Co-creation with new digital technologies 

(CWNDT), co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) and co-creation with 

other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) do not have an indirect influence on 

satisfaction and loyalty. Social value (SV) also does not have an indirect effect on loyalty.  

These findings reveal the direct influence of satisfaction on loyalty (0.740) which 

corroborates studies that refer, in the tourism field, the influence that satisfaction has on 

loyalty (Antón et al., 2017; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012) particularly in museums 

(Asakawa et al., 2019; Nowacki & Kruczek, 2021). It is also suggested, by the present study, 

that emotions have a key influence on satisfaction, which was suggested by some 

researchers (e.g., De Rojas & Camarero, 2008; Nowacki & Kruczek, 2021; Taheri, 2011). 

Findings also corroborate the idea that co-creation with the local community can have an 

important effect in the social value. This is in line with the authors that highlight the 

importance of local community on the involvement of different publics (Accentuate & History 

Place, 2018; Simon, 2010). Another important finding is the impact of co-creation with 

electronic devices and multisensory activities on learning value. Many authors mentioned 

the importance of technology (Accentuate et al., 2018; Meliones & Sampson, 2018) and 

multisensory activities (Agapito et al., 2012; Candlin, 2008; Kusayama, 2005; Taheri, 2011) 

in engaging general public. Nevertheless, although the studies previously mentioned 
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already highlighted the impact of some aspects related to co-creation on generating positive 

outcomes and identified the important effects that could exist among some of these co-

creation outcomes in the scope of tourism, the present thesis shows that these kinds of 

impacts can be found in museums, in the context of co-creation by PwSI. Furthermore, the 

present study provides an extensive overview on the impacts of co-creation by PwSI in 

museums on values, satisfaction, and loyalty. Considering these results, it is important for 

museums to foster initiatives that lead to satisfaction, as this leads to the intention to 

recommend and revisit the place. According to the findings it is important that museums 

continue to promote certain types of co-creation already existent in these cultural spaces 

such as co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities, co-creation with 

traditional non-personal interpretative means and co-creation with staff. Multisensory 

experiences together with interactive panels and electronic devices and active participation 

in activities are of great importance in co-creation. The existence of traditional non-personal 

interpretative means in different formats and accessible to different publics is also important 

in co-creation and, finally, training staff to know how to deal with public with different 

requirements is also highly important according to the study.  

Results also highlight the importance of investing in new types of co-creation that can 

promote co-creation among different publics. The study reveals the importance of new 

digital technologies like virtual and augmented reality as well as digital apps and social 

media to co-create in museums. Another important aspect is related with events and 

interpretative activities like workshops, demonstrations, and storytelling. Museums should 

also encourage the socialization among all the visitors independently of their condition. The 

participation of the local community in co-creation should also be encouraged.  

Different types of co-creation can lead to positive outcomes which result in satisfied visitors 

that will recommended or revisit the museum. 
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Table 7.16. Direct, indirect, and total effects in the model concerning outcomes of co-creation by PwSI (continues) 

 

Coefficient t-value a) p value

Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> EV 0.208** 0.208** 3.219 0.001

Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities-> LV 0.248*** 0.248*** 3.936 0.000

Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities-> SV 0.095 0.095 1.236 0.216

Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities-> Satisfaction 0.146*** 0.146*** 4.159 0.000

Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> Loyalty 0.108*** 0.108*** 4.087 0.000

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> EV 0.130* 0.130* 1.997 0.046

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means-> LV 0.126* 0.126* 2.169 0.030

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means-> SV 0.124 0.124 1.738 0.082

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Satisfaction 0.086** 0.086** 2.594 0.010

Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Loyalty 0.064* 0.064* 2.526 0.012

Co-creation with staff-> EV 0.143* 0.143* 2.117 0.034

Co-creation with staff-> LV 0.204*** 0.204*** 3.531 0.000

Co-creation with staff -> SV 0.105 0.105 1.608 0.108

Co-creation with staff-> Satisfaction 0.111** 0.111** 2.822 0.005

Co-creation with staff -> Loyalty 0.082** 0.082** 2.770 0.006

Co-creation with new digital technologies-> EV 0.083 0.083 0.998 0.318

Co-creation with new digital technologies-> LV -0.111 -0.111 1.470 0.142

Co-creation with new digital technologies -> SV -0.071 -0.071 0.811 0.417

Co-creation with new digital technologies-> Satisfaction -0.002 -0.002 0.043 0.966

Co-creation with new digital technologies-> Loyalty -0.002 -0.002 0.043 0.966

Total
Direct IndirectPath
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Table 7.16. Direct, indirect, and total effects in the model concerning outcomes of co-creation by PwSI (continuation) 

 

           Note. Note. EV = Emotional value, LV = Learning value, SV = Social value, 

           * Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level, *** Significant at the 0.001 level 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Coefficient t-value a) p value
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> EV -0.038 -0.038 0.418 0.676
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> LV 0.069 0.069 0.932 0.351
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> SV -0.079 -0.079 0.882 0.378
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Satisfaction 0.001 0.001 0.027 0.979
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Loyalty 0.001 0.001 0.026 0.979
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> EV -0.032 -0.032 0.385 0.701
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> LV -0,170** -0,170** 2.795 0.005
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> SV 0.277** 0.277** 2.910 0.004
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> Satisfaction -0.045 -0.045 1.099 0.272
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> Loyalty -0.033 -0.033 1.084 0.278
EV -> Satisfaction 0.367** 0.367** 3.223 0.001
EV -> Loyalty 0.271** 0.271** 2.872 0.004
LV-> Satisfaction 0.265** 0.265** 2.585 0.010
LV -> Loyalty 0.196** 0.196** 2.739 0.006
SV -> Satisfaction 0.043 0.043 0.600 0.549
SV -> Loyalty 0.032 0.032 0.609 0.542
Satisfaction-> Loyalty 0.740*** 0.740*** 11.178 0.000
a t-values were obtained with the bootstrapping procedure (5000 samples)

Direct Indirect
Total

Path
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7.7. Outcomes of co-creation of experiences in museums by PwSI and other 

visitors 

In this section, after testing the research model presented in section 4.4 with PwSI, it was 

decided to test the same model also encompassing people without impairments, while 

adding the impact of having or not a sensory impairment. With that purpose, a dummy 

variable regarding sensory impairment condition was incorporated. Nonmetric data is 

transformed through dummy variable where 1 is assigned as not having any impairment 

and 2 as having a sensory impairment. The sample presented in this study covers both 

PwSI and people without disabilities (n = 675). 

7.7.1. Measurement model 

Results of the measurement model assessment confirm the validity of the same co-

creation dimensions previously presented – (i) Co-creation with electronic devices and 

multisensory activities (CEDMA), (ii) Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative 

means (CTNPIM), (iii) Co-creation with staff (CWS), (iv) Co-creation with new digital 

technologies (CWNDT), (v) Co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA), (vi) 

Co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC), and the same outcomes  

emotional value (EV), learning value (LV), social value (SV), satisfaction and loyalty.  

All the CR values are between 0.827 and 1.000, clearly above the cut-off of 0.7. The 

average variance extracted (AVE) values vary from 0.554 and 1.000, which shows the 

suitable convergent validity of the scales used (Table 7.17). Also, discriminant validity was 

checked, fulfilling the HTMT0.85 criterion (Table 7.18).  
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Table 7.17. Measurement model assessment among PwSI and people without sensory impairments (continues) 

 

  

Construts Mean Standard 
deviation

Item 
loading t value a) CR AVE

Having a sensory impairment (dummy variable) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.000 1.000
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) 0.876 0.590
Had experiences that appealed to multiple senses 3.2 1.480 0.577 14.856
Used electronic devices from the museum (e.g., computers) 2.5 1.628 0.860 62.407
Carried out online activities related to the museum (e.g., information search, games) 2.0 1.464 0.724 26.272
Used interactive panels 2.4 1.572 0.861 61.414
Participated in activities 2.5 1.622 0.784 44.954
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means (CTNPIM) 0.827 0.554
Saw the objects of the exhibition attentively 4.5 0.806 0.820 27.395
Read the information panels 4.1 1.133 0.856 43.858
Read a printed leaflet, brochure or guide 3.6 1.390 0.762 25.833
Took pictures at the museum 3.5 1.587 0.479 6.852
Co-creation with staff (CWS) 0.932 0.820
Interacted with staff 3.5 1.364 0.909 101.053
Asked staff for help 3.2 1.467 0.895 72.686
Obtained information from staff 3.4 1.427 0.912 98.786
Co-creation with new digital technologies (CWNDT) 0.867 0.686
Used mobile / digital apps 1.9 1.364 0.863 35.654
Used social media 1.9 1.403 0.832 33.708
Used augmented reality or virtual reality 1.6 1.193 0.787 22.831
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) 0.848 0.651
Saw demonstrations (e.g., seeing someone doing a craft, an experiment,...) 1.7 1.250 0.798 27.654
Heard stories 2.4 1.554 0.848 41.504
Attended an event / show 1.7 1.292 0.773 23.709
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Table 7.17. Measurement model assessment among PwSI and people without sensory impairments (continuation) 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 
  

Construts Mean Standard 
deviation

Item 
loading t value a) CR AVE

Co-creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) 0.865 0.763
Interacted with other visitors 2.1 1.427 0.925 78.108
Interacted with the local community 1.9 1.342 0.819 28.886
Emotional value (EV) 0.896 0.632
Felt joy 4.3 0.985 0.852 62.598
Felt admiration 4.3 0.951 0.774 32.229
Felt proud 3.9 1.196 0.778 33.797
Felt confidence 3.8 1.153 0.797 42.529
Had fun 4.3 0.929 0.770 34.708
Learning value (LV) 0.925 0.804
Learnt new things from the visit 4.5 0.822 0.910 83.379
Became more interested in certain topics 4.3 0.968 0.874 51.108
Developed my knowledge 4.5 0.847 0.905 59.455
Social value (SV) 0.890 0.730
Met other people 2.5 1.571 0.851 67.458
Felt accompanied 3.6 1.462 0.820 50.493
Socialised with other people 3.1 1.559 0.891 95.521
Satisfaction 0.958 0.883
Visiting the museum was the right decision 4.6 0.789 0.927 70.633
Satisfied with the visit in general 4.5 0.860 0.940 103.135
Worth visiting the museum 4.6 0.775 0.952 112.054
Loyalty 0.921 0.796
Recommend the museum to other people 4.7 0.776 0.953 111.097
Encourage other people to visit the museum 4.6 0.796 0.954 105.317
Returning to the museum 4.2 1.207 0.755 26.895

Notes. CR: composite reliability; AVE: average variance extracted; n.a.: not applicable (for single item constructs); a) t-values were obtained through the 
bootstrapping procedure (5000 samples) and loadings are significant at 0.01 level (two-tailed test).
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Table 7.18. Discriminant validity of the constructs of the model tested among a sample encompassing both PwSI and people without sensory 
impairments - Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 

 
Source: Own elaboration. 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Having a sensory impairment 
2. Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities 0.303
3. Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means 0.180 0.249
4. Co-creation with staff 0.250 0.354 0.169
5. Co-creation with new digital technologies 0.072 0.677 0.228 0.287
6. Co-creation in events and interpretative activities 0.067 0.573 0.178 0.329 0.568
7. Co-creation with other visitors and local community 0.117 0.386 0.124 0.409 0.482 0.621
8. Emotional value 0.180 0.356 0.352 0.349 0.224 0.240 0.198
9. Learning Value 0.169 0.347 0.338 0.280 0.160 0.205 0.099 0.692
10. Social Value 0.494 0.444 0.138 0.476 0.253 0.372 0.557 0.508 0.390
11. Satisfaction 0.161 0.272 0.393 0.250 0.101 0.102 0.100 0.734 0.683 0.361
12. Loyalty 0.153 0.204 0.307 0.213 0.079 0.074 0.095 0.714 0.639 0.346 0.832
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7.7.2.  Structural model 

After testing the measurement model, the structural model was analysed in order to 

measure the relevance and significance of the relationships between the latent variables 

and consequently testing the hypotheses (Table 7.19). Multicollinearity among all the 

constructs was checked with the variance inflation factor (VIF). It was found that the 

multicollinearity is not a problem in the study since all VIF are below 5, varying between 

1.000 and 1.858. 

The constructs with highest variance explained are loyalty (R2 = 0.592) and satisfaction (R2 

= 0.516). With the introduction of the dummy variable indicating whether respondents had 

a sensory impairment or not, not all R2 values exceed 0.1, varying from 0.002 and 0.592. 

The lower R2 values are those of co-creation factors, impacted only by sensory impairment 

condition (dummy variable: having or not having a sensory impairment). Yet, it is important 

to highlight that the impairment condition was not expected to fully explain per se all the 

different co-creation dimensions since many other factors should be considered, but it was 

nevertheless understood as pertinent in the study to test the influence on co-creation of 

having or not a sensory impairment. Moreover, the sensory impairment condition also 

revealed a significant influence on all dimensions of perceived value (emotional, learning 

and social) (Figure 7.7). 

Among the 31 hypotheses under analysis 18 hypotheses were supported, as presented 

in table 7.19. As this model is a follow-up to the previous one, the hypotheses were 

numbered sequentially starting in hypotheses H9. Regarding hypotheses H9a to H9f, 

having a sensory impairment reveals a significant positive influence on co-creation with 

electronic devices and multisensory activities (CEDMA) (β = 0.319, p < 0.001), co-creation 

with staff (CWS) (β = 0.240, p < 0.001) and co-creation with other visitors or local community 

(CWOVLC) (β = 0.110, p < 0.01), with PwSI co-creating more, comparing with people not 

having a sensory impairment. These results are in line with the literature review and with 

the257ualityative study, where the importance of active participation, by Interacting with 

electronic devices and by participating in stimulating multisensory experiences where 

visitors can touch, smell, taste or watch the objects, is referred (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; 

Bitgood, 2010; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; 2016). Results also suggest that in a highly 

competitive industry as museums, the service offered by staff plays an important role in the 

success of the visit. Results reveal that having a sensory impairment has a positive 
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influence on co-creation of experiences. It is important for public in general and for PwSI to 

interact with staff and to ask staff for help and to obtain information. Taheri (2011) mentioned 

the importance of asking staff different things about the museum. The recognition that staff 

play a powerful role in adapting the contents for different visitors as well as in mediating 

learning in museums or fostering personal connections are in line of the results (Pattison & 

Dierking, 2013). Encouraging a sense of community by sharing time with friends, other 

visitors that have similar interests, is one of the main roles of museums (Stephen, 2001).   

Having a sensory impairment does not have a significant impact in co-creation with 

traditional non-personal interpretative means (CWTNIM) (H9b), with co-creation with new 

digital technologies (CWNDT) (H9d) and in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) (H9e). 

Findings can be related to the fact that digital apps and augmented and virtual reality are 

now in their begins with regard to the museums. These new technologies can intensify a 

museum’s experience and contribute to different outcomes (Hashim et al., 2014). Another 

possible conclusion is that most of the museums are not yet prepared with printed leaflets, 

brochures or guides in accessible formats that allow PwD to access information. The fact 

that experience design in museums is predominantly focused on visual cues can also 

explain the results.  

Hypotheses 10a to 10c confirm that having a sensory impairment as a significant positive 

influence on emotional value (EV) (β = 0.106, p < 0.01), on learning value (LV) (β = 0.097, 

p < 0.01), and on social value (SV) (β = 0.347, p < 0.001). Findings suggest that PwSI are 

likely to perceive having obtained more social value from their museum visit than people 

without sensory impairment.  

As for the following hypotheses, results are very similar to the first estimation, which 

considered only PwSI, and in which, consequently, the single-item construct having a 

sensory impairment (dummy variable), was not introduced. Differences are highlighted but 

the main focus is on the direct effects of having a sensory impairment already analysed and 

its indirect effects ahead examined. 

Nevertheless, now the results of the remaining relationships are reported (Table 7.19 and 

Figure 7.7). Concerning hypotheses H11a to H11c, co-creation with electronic devices and 

multisensory activities (CEDMA) keeps a positive influence on emotional value (EV) (β = 

0.132, p < 0.01) and learning value (LV) (β = 0.174, p < 0.001), but now the impact on social 

value (SV) (β = 0.094, p < 0.05) becomes also significant. Since the path coefficient is 
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similar, the registered significance result may have to do with the greater size of the sample. 

With regards to hypotheses H12a to H12c, co-creation with traditional non-personal 

interpretative means (CTNPIM) reinforces a positive influence on emotional value (EV) (β 

= 0.256, p < 0.001) and on learning value (LV) (β = 0.241, p < 0.001), suggesting a 

comparatively greater impact for people without physical impairments since path 

coefficients and p values are higher. The impact of this co-creation factor on social value 

(SV) remains non-significant at the 0.05 level. As for H13a to H13c, co-creation with staff 

(CWS) registers again a positive influence on emotional value (EV) (β = 0.185, p < 0.001) 

and on learning value (LV) (β = 0.144, p < 0.001), but now, with the whole sample, co-

creation with staff achieves a significant value on its effect on social value (SV) (β = 0.178, 

p < 0.001). This suggests a comparatively lower association between contacts with staff 

and social value for PwSI, inducing a somewhat unsuccessful performance by museum 

staff towards them. As for hypotheses H14a to H14c, co-creation with new digital 

technologies (CWNDT) does not have again a significant influence on emotional value (EV), 
learning value (LV) or social value (SV). The same happens with hypotheses 15a to H15c. 
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities (CEIA) registers again non-significant 

influence on emotional value (EV), learning value (LV) or social value (SV), even if path 

coefficients become positive in this estimation concerning emotional and social value. With 

regards to Hypothesis H16a to H16c, there are again significant negative effects of co-

creation with other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) on learning value (LV) (β = -

0.086, p < 0.05), even if lower than in the previous model estimation, and a significant 

positive on social value (SV) (β = 0.274, p < 0.001). Its impact on emotional value remains 

non-significant.  

Results reveal that having a sensory impairment has a higher positive impact on perceived 

value, with PwSI perceiving more emotional, learning and especially social value from 

museum visits than people without sensory impairment. It is again suggested that co-

creation with new digital technologies, co-creation in events and interpretative activities 

must be implemented in museums as there is no significant influence on perceived value 

arguably because they are less explored. Findings also confirm the importance of promoting 

interaction between all visitors with other visitors and local community. As for hypothesis 

H17a and H17b, emotional value (EV) reveals an even stronger positive effect on 

satisfaction (β = 0.454, p < 0.001), as well as learning value (LV) (β = 0.344, p < 0.001). As 

H17c, social value (SV) confirms again not having a significant influence on satisfaction. 

Finally, satisfaction keeps a very high positive influence on loyalty (β = 0.770, p < 0.001). 
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Results suggest that almost alone emotional and learning value contribute to satisfaction. 

These findings are in line with studies referred in literature review (De Rojas & Camarero, 

2008; Kempiak et al., 2017; Nowacki & Kruczek, 2021). However, the non-significant impact 

of social value on satisfaction contradicts what was hypothesised and pointed out in the 

literature (Antón et al.2018; H.Chen & Rahman, 2018; Falk & Dierking, 2016b). This may 

indicate that social value must be more effectively fostered in some activities.  

In this model estimation, a special attention should be given to the indirect and total effects 

of having a sensory impairment, since it is the main difference comparing to the previous 

PLS model analysed. 

Table 7.20 shows the total effects (direct plus indirect effects) between constructs. Having 

a sensory impairment has a significant positive indirect effect on emotional value (EV) (β = 

0.062, p < 0.05), on learning value (LV) (β = 0.062, p < 0.05), as well as on social value 
(SV) (β = 0.100, p < 0.001), an even higher one. Moreover, having a sensory impairment 

has an indirect effect on satisfaction (β = 0.134, p < 0.001) and on loyalty (β = 0.103, p < 

0.001). In terms of total effects, having a sensory impairment registers significant positive 

effects on all these outcomes at the 0.001 level: on emotional value (EV) (β = 0.168, p < 

0.001), on learning value (LV) (β = 0.159, p < 0.001), on social value (SV) (β = 0.447, p < 

0.001), on satisfaction (β = 0.134, p < 0.001) and loyalty (β = 0.103, p < 0.001). Its higher 

effect is on social value (SV), suggesting that PwSI extremely apprize socialization since 

they usually face obstacles on this domain, and that museums can significantly enrich their 

experience stimulating meaningful experiences on this respect.  
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Note. CEDMA - Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities, CTNPIM - Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means, CWS - Co-
creation with staff, CWNDT - Co-creation with new digital technologies, CEIA - Co-creation in events and interpretative activities and CWOVLC - Co-creation with other 
visitors and local community  

Figure 7.7. Results of hypotheses testing among a sample encompassing both PwSI and people without sensory impairments 

Source: Own elaboration. 
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Table 7.19. Hypotheses testing among a sample encompassing both PwSI and people without sensory impairments 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Hypotheses Path.           
Coefficient t-value a) p value Support

Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities 0.319 8.758 0.000 Yes
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -0.096 1.926 0.054 No
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with staff 0.240 6.774 0.000 Yes
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with new digital technologies -0.048 1.238 0.216 No
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation in events and interpretative activities 0.044 1.116 0.264 No
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with other visitors and local community 0.110 2.682 0.007 Yes
Having a sensory impairment -> Emotional value 0.106 3.065 0.002 Yes
Having a sensory impairment -> Learning Value 0.097 2.783 0.005 Yes
Having a sensory impairment -> Social Value 0.347 10.142 0.000 Yes
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> Emotional value 0.132 2.869 0.004 Yes
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> Learning Value 0.174 4.026 0.000 Yes
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> Social Value 0.094 2.240 0.025 Yes
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Emotional value 0.256 5.769 0.000 Yes
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Learning Value 0.241 5.369 0.000 Yes
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Social Value 0.063 1.872 0.061 No
Co-creation with staff -> Emotional value 0.185 4.650 0.000 Yes
Co-creation with staff-> Learning Value 0.144 3.600 0.000 Yes
Co-creation with staff-> Social Value 0.178 5.009 0.000 Yes
Co-creation with new digital technologies-> Emotional value 0.019 0.459 0.646 No
Co-creation with new digital technologies-> Learning Value -0.022 0.559 0.576 No
Co-creation with new digital technologies -> Social Value -0.005 0.125 0.901 No
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Emotional value 0.050 1.278 0.201 No
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Learning Value 0.079 1.899 0.058 No
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities-> Social Value 0.070 1.884 0.060 No
Co-creation with other visitors and local community -> Emotional value -0.010 0.252 0.801 No
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> Learning Value -0.086 2.170 0.030 No (different sign)
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> Social Value 0.274 7.339 0.000 Yes
Emotional value -> Satisfaction 0.454 9.197 0.000 Yes
Learning Value -> Satisfaction 0.344 6.504 0.000 Yes
Social Value -> Satisfaction 0.007 0.199 0.842 No
Satisfaction -> Loyalty 0.770 24.337 0.000 Yes
a t-values were obtained with the bootstrapping procedure (5000 samples)
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All other indirect effects correspond approximately to the first PLS model estimation with 

just PwSI. The strengthened significance of the influence to the 0.001 level of the significant 

positive effects maybe explained because also people without sensory impairments 

reported similar perceptions and also because of the greater sample size. The first three 

factors of co-creation (CEDMA – co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory 

activities; CTNPIM – co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means; and 

CWS – co-creation with staff) confirm significant positive influences both on satisfaction and 

loyalty, unlike the other co-creation factors. Also, emotional value and learning value 

corroborate positive effects on loyalty when considering the enlarged sample (PwSI and 

people without sensory impairments).  

It is confirmed that co-creation, in some of the identified factors, influences significantly and 

positively perceived value (emotional, learning and social), as well as satisfaction and 

loyalty. Though, when co-creation is related to traditional non-personal interpretative means 

and with new digital technologies, the effects are not significant arguably because these are 

not yet well developed in many museums.  

When inserting the single-item construct having a sensory impairment (dummy variable), 

results reveal that PwSI co-create more regarding electronic devices (CEDMA) and 

multisensory activities; staff (CWS) and other visitors and local community (CWOVLC) than 
people without sensory impairments. Thus, having a sensory impairment leads visitors 

to co-create more. They also perceive high perceived value in all of its three dimensions 

studied. The results are in line with previous research and findings confirm the importance 

of engaging visitors in co-creation by providing different means. Museums should invest in 

electronic devices and multisensory activities as stated in previous studies and should 

promote training among staff in order to increase knowledge about how to deal with different 

publics and how to overcome some difficulties. The results also confirm the importance for 

museums to open to the local community (Kotler, 2001; Simon, 2010; Taheri, 2011). 
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Table 7.20. Direct, indirect, and total effects in the model concerning outcomes of co-creation among a sample encompassing both PwSI and 
people without sensory impairment (continues) 

 

  

Coefficient t-value a) p value
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities 0.319*** 0.319*** 8.758 0.000
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -0.096 -0.096 1.926 0.054
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with staff 0.240*** 0.240*** 6.774 0.000
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with new digital technologies -0.048 -0.048 1.238 0.216
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation in events and interpretative activities 0.044 0.044 1.116 0.264
Having a sensory impairment -> Co-creation with other visitors and local community 0.110** 0.110** 2.682 0.007
Having a sensory impairment -> Emotional value 0.106** 0.062* 0.168*** 5.151 0.000
Having a sensory impairment -> Learning Value 0.097** 0.062* 0.159*** 5.213 0.000
Having a sensory impairment -> Social Value 0.347*** 0.100*** 0.447*** 15.063 0.000
Having a sensory impairment -> Satisfaction 0.134*** 0.134*** 5.279 0.000
Having a sensory impairment -> Loyalty 0.103*** 0.103*** 5.133 0.000
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities-> Emotional value 0.132** 0.132** 2.869 0.004
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> Learning Value 0.174*** 0.174*** 4.026 0.000
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> Social Value 0.094* 0.094* 2.240 0.025
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities -> Satisfaction 0.120*** 0.120*** 3.887 0.000
Co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities-> Loyalty 0.093*** 0.093*** 3.787 0.000
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Emotional value 0.256*** 0.256*** 5.769 0.000
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means-> Learning Value 0.241*** 0.241*** 5.369 0.000
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means-> Social Value 0.063 0.063 1.872 0.061
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Satisfaction 0.199*** 0.199*** 5.555 0.000
Co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means -> Loyalty 0.153*** 0.153*** 5.055 0.000
Co-creation with staff -> Emotional value 0.185*** 0.185*** 4.650 0.000
Co-creation with staff-> Learning Value 0.144*** 0.144*** 3.600 0.000
Co-creation with staff -> Social Value 0.178*** 0.178*** 5.009 0.000
Co-creation with staff -> Satisfaction 0.134*** 0.134*** 4.638 0.000
Co-creation with staff -> Loyalty 0.103*** 0.103*** 4.450 0.000

Total
Direct IndirectPath
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Table 7.20. Direct, indirect, and total effects in the model concerning outcomes of co-creation among a sample encompassing both PwSI and 
people without sensory impairment (continuation) 

 

     * Significant at the 0.05 level, ** Significant at the 0.01 level, *** Significant at the 0.001 level 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Coefficient t-value a) p value
Co-creation with new digital technologies-> Emotional value 0.019 0.019 0.459 0.646
Co-creation with new digital technologies-> Learning Value -0.022 -0.022 0.559 0.576
Co-creation with new digital technologies-> Social Value -0.005 -0.005 0.125 0.901
Co-creation with new digital technologies -Satisfaction 0.001 0.001 0.037 0.970
Co-creation with new digital technologies -> Loyalty 0.001 0.001 0.037 0.970
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities ->Emotional value 0.050 0.050 1.278 0.201
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Learning Value 0.079 0.079 1.899 0.058
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Social Value 0.070 0.070 1.884 0.060
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Satisfaction 0.050 0.050 1.785 0.074
Co-creation in events and interpretative activities -> Loyalty 0.039 0.039 1.783 0.075
Co-creation with other visitors and local community -> Emotional value -0.010 -0.010 0.252 0.801
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> Learning Value -0.086* -0.086* 2.170 0.030
Co-creation with other visitors and local community  -> Social Value 0.274*** 0.274*** 7.339 0.000
Co-creation with other visitors and local community -> Satisfaction -0.032 -0.032 1.105 0.269
Co-creation with other visitors and local community -> Loyalty -0.025 -0.025 1.094 0.274
Emotional value -> Satisfaction 0.454*** 0.454*** 9.197 0.000
Emotional value -> Loyalty 0.349*** 0.349*** 8.298 0.000
Learning Value -> Satisfaction 0.344*** 0.344*** 6.504 0.000
Learning Value -> Loyalty 0.264*** 0.264*** 5.912 0.000
Social Value -> Satisfaction 0.007 0.007 0.199 0.842
Social Value -> Loyalty 0.005 0.005 0.200 0.841
Satisfaction-> Loyalty 0.770*** 0.770*** 24.337 0.000
a t-values were obtained with the bootstrapping procedure (5000 samples)

Direct Indirect
Total

Path
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Based on the previous discussion regarding non-significant impacts and the performance 

still ineffective of co-creation on this regard, even if the study does not present a significant 

influence of new digital technologies and co-creation in events and interpretative activities, 

museums should also invest in some different means of interpretation, referred in the 

literature review and by the survey’s participants who highlight the importance of new digital 

technologies like virtual and augmented reality (Cheng et al., 2019; De Bernardi et al., 2018; 

Falk & Dierking, 2016b). Changes in presentation and interpretation techniques such as 

storytelling, live interpretation, workshops are also recommended (Falk & Dierking, 2016b; 

Kempiak et al., 2017; Mirghadr et al., 2018). 

All these different dimensions of co-creation can increase value to PwSI and to the general 

public. These strategies can lead to inclusion and to a better life of those with sensory 

impairments.  

7.8. Positive and negative aspects of the visit 

The questionnaire included two open questions to enable respondents to express general 

attitudes and opinions regarding the museums. In these questions, each respondent was 

asked to report the most positive and the most negative aspects of his/her visit to the 

museum.  It is important to systematize the factors that visitors both with sensory 

impairments and without sensory impairments most appreciated in their visit to the museum 

(see Tables 7.21 and 7.22). 
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Table 7.21. Most positive aspect of the visit for people without sensory impairments 

People without Sensory Impairments 

Most positive aspects Number 

Theme/content 132 

Knowledge 54 

Design of exhibition 50 

Space 40 

Interaction with the exhibition 17 

Temporarily accessible exhibition 16 

Staff Kind, answers 11 

Accessibility 10 

Travel group 9 

Sympathy of the guide 8 

Audio guides 7 

Ambiance 6 

Information 6 

Memories 6 

Multisensorial experiences 6 

Touch objects 5 

Different activities 5 

Security 5 

Workshop 5 

Fun 4 

Experiences 4 

Different supports (Braille, replicas, sound...) 3 

Interactivity 3 

Guided tours 3 

Interaction with experts 3 

Technologies 3 

Free access 2 

Sign Language 2 

Storytelling 2 

Tactile maquette of the space 2 

Lighting 1 

Virtual reality 1 

Source: Own elaboration. 

It is clear regarding positive aspects, the “theme/content” of the exhibition is the aspect 

most mentioned by the participants without sensory impairments (n=132) followed with 
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the knowledge that they obtained during the visit (n= 54) (Table 7.21). Some respondents 

describe thematic and the contents of the exhibition as “Exceptional! The exhibition was 

about the ancient Egypt. A topic of main interest for me” (as in the questionnaire number 

57) and point as the more positive aspects “the different subject and themes presented in 

the museum” (questionnaire number 283), or “the collection” (questionnaire number 549).  

The recognition of the learning value of the visit is also mentioned by several respondents, 

highlighting that this is one of the most important outcomes for participants. In this context, 

respondents highlight the importance of knowledge achieved with the visit: “learn more 

about the city’s history” (questionnaire number 55), “learn about thematic” (questionnaire 

number 61) or “the possibility to learn facts that were part of our history” (questionnaire 

number 136).   

The prevalence of aspects related to the physical context was also noticed, mainly 

associated with: the space (“the modernity of the space” as stated in the questionnaire 

number 8); the design of the exhibition (“the organisation of the exhibition route” as 

expressed in the questionnaire number 508), and accessibility (“the museum is very well 

organized for people with special needs” as referred in the questionnaire number 208, or 

“this is one of the most accessible museums I have ever visited; very well prepared and 

designed for all” as registered in the questionnaire number 228). 

It was also possible to identify references related with the staff that tried to answer the 

questions or provided information about the exhibition, such as “the availability of the staff” 

(questionnaire number 199) or “the museum staff was extremely friendly and helpful, with 

a clear pleasure in transmitting information and working there” (questionnaire number 380).  

Other important aspects were mentioned, such as the opportunities to interact with the 

exhibition in general (e.g.: “the possibility of interaction with objects or the experience we 

had” like in the  questionnaire number 501, “the interactive exhibition that offer different 

solutions to the visitor” in the questionnaire number 161) or, specifically, the possibility to 

touch objects (e.g.: “the possibility to touch and feel the wonder of the details of replicas 

from all over the world” as in the questionnaire number 258) and multisensorial experiences 

(“the freedom of sensory exploration” as in the  questionnaire number 120). Some other 

outcomes were also mentioned by the participants like fun, memories and proud (e.g.: “It 

was very funny, regardless of age” like in the questionnaire number 85).  



7 – Analysis of results of the quantitative study concerning co-creation of experiences in museums 

by the general public including PwSI 

269 

Concerning PwSI, the “theme” was also the most mentioned positive aspect of the visit (n= 

46), as expressed in the questionnaire number 227: “The museum is amazing, and the main 

theme of the exhibition was really interesting. It is very well prepared for people with 

impairments as I am”. For PwSI, this aspect is followed by the accessibility issue (n= 43), 

like stated in questionnaire number 228: “this is one of the most accessible museums I have 

ever visited. Very well prepared and designed for all”. Additionally, important aspects related 

to accessibility of the space like the existence of a tactile maquette, a system of navigation 

with a magnet that attracts the cane in order to facilitate the autonomous movement of the 

participants, were also referred. Knowledge (n= 36) was also an outcome highly recognised 

by visitors. Here too, aspects related to the physical context, co-creation and the staff were 

reported. The possibility to touch objects, the existence of different supports, audio guides, 

guided tours, interact with the exhibition, multisensorial experiences, different activities, 

workshops, virtual reality, and technologies were other aspects mentioned (Table 7.21). 

These results allowed an understanding of the positive aspects that influence the visit by 

people with and without sensory impairments. 

It is important to observe that the aspects mentioned by the two groups of participants are 

similar, which corroborates the idea that the accessibility is a major question not especially 

for people with disabilities, but for all people, independently of their condition. The results 

are in line with studies that refer that accessibility is of main importance and can address 

the needs of PwD (with a permanent and temporary impairment), as well as the needs of 

people without disabilities, but who have a special need (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011; Darcy & 

Dickson, 2009; Michopoulou et al., 2015; Poria et al., 2011). Some important aspects 

referred by the participants give important contributions for museums. It is important to 

provide different strategies that increase the use of different senses. The existence of 

several tools and aspects mentioned are essential to engage PwSI in co-creation: different 

supports (text in Braille, replicas, sound); opportunities for touching objects (“having the 

opportunity to touch objects and interact with the exhibition” as mentioned in the 

questionnaire number 42); audio guides (“staff asked if I needed anything in particular and 

offered me an audio guide and a Braille publication to follow and better understand the 

exhibition” as referred in the questionnaire number 214); and sign language, guided tours, 

and virtual reality (“the museum offered the possibility to explore a painting with Virtual 

Reality” as stated in the questionnaire number 685). Aspects related to the physical context 

and staff were also mentioned, and it is important to notice that some of the participants 
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also made reference to some outcomes of the visit such as knowledge, socialization, 

experiences, memories and fun.  

Table 7.22. Most positive aspects of the visit for PwSI 

People with Sensory Impairments 
Most positive aspects Number 

Theme/content 46 
Accessibility 43 
Knowledge 36 
Space 35 
Socialization 25 
Experiences 20 
Staff kind, answers 19 
Touch objects 17 
Interactivity 16 
Design exhibition 13 
Different supports (Braille, replicas, sound...) 11 
Audio guides 10 
Temporarily accessible exhibition 8 
Guided tours 8 
Information 6 
Sympathy of the guide 6 
Sign language 5 
Lighting 4 
Travel group 4 
Different Activities 3 
Interaction with the exhibition 3 
Multisensorial experiences 3 
Workshop 3 
Ambiance 2 
Fun 2 
Interaction with experts 2 
Memories 2 
Wayfinding system 2 
Virtual reality 2 
Proud 1 
Security 1 
Technologies 1 
Tactile maquette of the space 1 

Source: Own elaboration. 

The unstructured questions in the questionnaire also highlighted some of the negative 

aspects of the visit experienced by the respondents. People without sensory impairments 

mentioned more negative aspects of the visit than PwSI (see Tables 7.23 and 7.24). 

.  
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Table 7.23. Most negative aspects of the visit for people without sensory impairments 

People without sensory impairments 

Most negative aspects Number 

Space 50 

Staff 46 

Lack of information 45 

No interaction 37 

Overcrowded 36 

COVID-19 23 

Exhibition design 20 

Lack of time for the visit 18 

No accessibilities 18 

No interactivity 14 

No wayfinding information 12 

Bad conditions of the material  10 

Lack of interesting contents 10 

Lighting 10 

Ambiance 9 

Lack of technology 9 

Price 9 

Lack of visitors 8 

No audio guides 8 

Lack of organisation 7 

No different languages 7 

Timetable 7 

Physical context 6 

Lot of activities 5 

Guided tour 3 

No touch objects 3 

No activities 2 

Security at the entrance 2 

Bad physical context accessibility 1 

No multisensorial experiences 1 

Source: Own elaboration. 

The negative aspects most mentioned are those linked to the lack of different accessible 

contents: “it is not an inclusive museum; it has no Braille” (questionnaire number 336) and 

“the accessibilities; if the visitor has a physical impairment, it is difficult to access some parts 

of the museum” (questionnaire number 53). These aspects are most often reported by 
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PwSI. People without sensory impairments mentioned more aspects related to space, 

to the staff, the existence of no interaction, and the existence of overcrowded spaces (e.g.: 

“lots of people inside the museum” as stated in the questionnaire number 439). Aspects 

related to the COVID-19 also appeared in some of the answers of those without sensory 

impairments (e.g.: “the only negative point of the visit was the fact that the top floor was 

closed to the public, due to security issues imposed by covid” was mentioned in the 

questionnaire number 380), as well as aspects related to the non-existence of different 

languages in the museum (e.g.: “the information was only written in Russian and English” 

in  the questionnaire number 430). 

PwSI perceived various negative aspects concerning accessibilities related to the physical 

context, staff, and co-creation. The lack of objects to touch, audio guides, Braille and 

interactivity were some of the aspects mentioned in this scope. Material in bad conditions, 

the lack of activities and technologies are also important aspects to take into account.  

Table 7.24 - Most negative aspects of the visit for PwSI 

People with sensory impairments 
Most negative aspects Number 

No accessibilities 128 
Bad conditions of the material (Braille...) 59 
No touch objects 46 
Lack of training of the staff 27 
No sign language interprets 19 
Lack of time for the visit 19 
Space 19 
Staff 17 
No audio guides 12 
Lack of accessible contexts 12 
No interaction 9 
Physical context 5 
Bad physical context accessibility 4 
No Braille 4 
Lack of technology 4 
No activities 4 
Lot of people difficult to experience 4 
No interactivity 4 
No wayfinding system 3 
Lighting 2 
Lack of contents 2 
Lack of organisation 1 

Source: Own elaboration. 

The analyse of these two unstructured questions add relevant insights for museum 

managers to improve co-creation by the general public and especially by those with sensory 

impairments. The findings underline, among other relevant issues, the importance of 

offering accessible solutions for PwSI. Some of the aspects mentioned by the respondents 
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will be referred in the last chapter (Chapter 8), in which conclusions and principal 

contributions will be pointed out. 

7.9. Conclusions 

This chapter aimed to present the analysis of the results of quantitative study. Some 

analyses were first carried out among PwSI and then, in a sample encompassing both PwSI 

and people without sensory impairments. Various types of analysis were used, such as 

descriptive univariate analysis, multivariate analysis, namely factor analysis, multiple linear 

regression analysis and partial least square structural modelling (Smart PLS).  

Regarding the experience with museums, there was a considerable variability in terms of 

frequency of museums visited. Some visitors visited many museums, while others visited 

few. Concerning the country were the last museum visited was located, Portugal was the 

country where persons most visited museums, although other countries were also 

mentioned. Most of the respondents visited museums located in the two main cities of 

Portugal: Lisbon and Porto. Concerning the visitor’s group, the large majority of respondents 

visited the museum with family members or friends. Few were the visitors who visited the 

museum alone. 

After characterizing the sample, a principal component analysis (PCA) with a varimax 

rotation was carried out with the items concerning co-creation of experiences at the last 

museum visited for PwSI, since this segment is the focus of the present thesis. Six 

dimensions of co-creation were identified: co-creation with electronic devices and 

multisensory activities, co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative means, co-

creation with staff, co-creation with new digital technologies, co-creation in events and 

interpretative activities and co-creation with other visitors and local community. In order to 

understand which kind of co-creation most frequently occurred among PwSI and people 

without sensory impairments, means and standard deviations were carried out. 

Then, antecedents related to museums were analysed. For that, a PCA with varimax was 

also undertaken to identify dimensions antecedents of co-creation. Eight dimensions of 

antecedents related to museums were identified: inclusive museum staff behaviour, 

information legibility and suitable lighting, existence of interactive and electronic devices, 

physical barrier free access and wayfinding support, interpretation activities, existence of 

guided tours and traditional non-personal interpretative means, opportunities for 
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multisensory experiences and communication in different languages. Descriptive analysis 

such as mean and standard error were carried out to better interpret the antecedents of co-

creation experienced by visitors. 

Later, to identify the antecedents - antecedents related to visitors and antecedents related 

to museums - that influence the six dimensions of co-creation in the case of PwSI, six 

multiple linear regressions were carried out. The procedures allowed to identify the factors 

that influenced dimensions of co-creation, as well as detecting which have the highest 

impact in this scope. Subsequently, another set of multiple linear regressions, similar to 

those previously undertaken, was performed, in which the dependent variable was each 

one of the dimensions of co-creation in museums in the case of PwSI. The main difference 

was that, besides all the independent variables included in the previous regressions, 

another independent variable related to the visitors was included in the regression - the 

level of disability. The results provide important contributions to the scarce research existing 

concerning the antecedents that influence co-creation in museums for PwSI. The level of 

disability revealed having impact on some dimensions of co-creation and some differences 

were also noted concerning the influence of specific antecedents on some dimensions of 

co-creation.  

After, several outcomes of experiences in museums were analysed using univariate 

analyses, namely perceived emotional, learning, and social value obtained with museum 

visits, satisfaction with the museum visit and loyalty towards the museum. Subsequently, to 

validate the hypotheses concerning these outcomes and test the model proposed in this 

thesis, SEM was used, with the Partial Least Squares – Path Modeling (PLS-PM) method, 

employing the statistical software SmartPLS 3, to explore the relationships between the 

various constructs, namely between the six dimensions co-creation and the outcomes of 

the visit among PwSI.A total of 10 of 22 hypotheses were supported. The results of the 

analysis of the hypotheses highlighted that some dimensions of co-creation in museums 

generated positive outcomes and identified the important effects that could exist among 

some of these co-creation outcomes. The present thesis shows that these kinds of impacts 

can be found in museums, in the context of co-creation by PwSI. This means that 

considering these results, it is important for museums to foster some co-creation initiatives 

that lead to satisfaction, as this leads to the intention to recommend and revisit the place.   

The same model tested using PLS-PM was tested encompassing both PwSI and people 

without sensory impairments, by adding a dummy variable regarding having sensory 
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impairments. Among the 31 hypotheses under analysis 18 hypotheses were supported. 

Among other issues, having a disability showed to have a significant impact, not only in 

several dimensions of co-creation, but also on outcomes, revealing that PwSI had a higher 

likelihood to engage in co-creation and a higher perceived value from the museums’ visits. 

This suggests that special attention should be provided to PwSI concerning co-creation in 

museums. 

Finally, we proceeded to the analyse of two open questions, included in the questionnaire, 

to enable respondents to express general opinions regarding the museums, namely the 

most positive and the most negative aspects of the visit to the museum. The analysis of 

these two unstructured questions added important insights for museum managers to 

improve co-creation by the general public and especially by those with sensory 

impairments. 

 

In conclusion, most of the hypotheses proposed in the conceptual model were supported 

by the quantitative empirical study undertaken in this thesis as it was presented along the 

chapter. 
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8. Conclusion 

“The value of things is not the time they last, but 
the intensity with which they occur.  

That is why there are unforgettable moments and 
unique people!” 

Fernando Pessoa 

8.1. Introduction 

This chapter concludes the thesis. The aim of this work was to provide a deeper 

understanding on co-creation of experiences in museums by people with sensory 

impairments and to analyse antecedents and outcomes of that co-creation. This was 

accomplished based on empirical evidence collected using a mixed methods approach, 

namely qualitative and quantitative studies. This chapter presents the main conclusions of 

the thesis and discusses its main theoretical and managerial contributions. The limitations 

of the study will be presented and some suggestions for future research in this field will be 

provided. 

8.2. Main conclusions and contributions of the thesis 

The present study allows an in-depth understanding of how PwSI co-create experiences in 

museums, the antecedents that stimulate that co-creation, and the outcomes achieved with 

co-creation in museums. 

The literature on experiences enabled to conclude that the concept of experiences gained 

relevance in the last decades in the most diverse fields. People are increasingly looking for 

more participatory and interactive experiences. Several definitions of experience were 

reviewed and, despite the huge number of definitions, two main common aspects were 

identified: experiences are personal and involve customers at different levels. Although 

most of the approaches for identifying dimensions of experiences had several similarities, 

namely identifying dimensions of the experience such as the sensory, the cognitive and the 

emotional experience, some differences were also noticed, with, for example, not all the 

researchers explicitly mentioning the behavioural dimension. 
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The concept of co-creation of tourism experiences has gained relevance in the last years 

as customers want to be active players, interacting with the environment, with other 

consumers and objects. In this context, there is also not a big consensus regarding the 

definition and the facets of the concept. Nevertheless, it has been concluded that research 

has been increasingly focused on active participation, co-production, interaction, 

personalization, customization, and emotional and cognitive engagement. Co-creation can 

happen in different stages of a visit: pre-visit, on-site and post-visit. Consequently, different 

stages of the tourist experience were also relevant for the analysis of co-creation, although 

the present empirical research focus on the on-site co-creation. 

Literature review also provides conclusions concerning the museum concept and functions, 

as well as on the museums’ inclusive role. The way the general public and PwD, including 

PwSI, can co-create during museum visits was discussed. Being institutions with social 

responsibilities, museums have an important role in fighting against discrimination. PwD 

have the same desire as those without disabilities of visiting museums, and co-creation is 

a process where all players are engaged and, a way, when well implemented, to produce 

value among PwD. The literature review revealed a noticeable lack of empirical studies that 

address the way co-creation can occur in museums among the visitors in general and PwSI. 

Literature is also scarce concerning the antecedents that work as facilitators of that co-

creation, as well as the outcomes resulting from the co-creation previously mentioned. Even 

if limited, the review conducted provided some insights about the way PwD can co-create 

in different museum contexts: physical, social, digital, and multiple contexts. However, the 

need for further research to understand the co-creation process through both qualitative 

and quantitative studies was evident.   

A literature review on main antecedents of co-creation, first in the tourism domain, and 

afterwards specifically in the museum context, was done, together with a literature review 

on outcomes. As antecedents can work as facilitators or as constraints of activities, some 

clarification related to the meaning of antecedents and different concepts such as barriers 

and constraints, were presented. Different types of constraints presented by different 

authors were referred in order to better understand constraints faced by PwSI. Regarding 

PwSI, some important aspects related to models of disabilities were discussed, with the 

social model and the biopsychosocial model revealing that society puts up several barriers 

for PwD, including PwSI. Attention was given to some potential antecedents of co-creation 

in museums in the case of PwSI, namely visitors’ antecedents such as individual 

antecedents (types and levels of disabilities) and visit context variables (prior experience 
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with museums, visit travel group) and museums’ antecedents (related to museum features). 

Previous research suggests that the antecedents related to museums may be varied, 

encompassing factors related to several features of the museums, from more physical 

features to attitudes (including attitudes of the staff). Concerning constraints related to co-

creation in museums for PwD, the review made indicates that previous research only 

provides some insights on this matter and that further studies must be done on this subject. 

Outcomes of co-creation are an important topic for museum managers as museums, as 

cultural attractions and privileged learning environments, must be concerned in offering 

multiple benefits to visitors. Some benefits identified in the literature review are those related 

to emotional, learning, and social value. Literature also suggests that satisfaction and loyalty 

are potential direct and indirect outcomes of co-creation in museums.  

The literature review carried out only provided some insights concerning the antecedents, 

co-creation and outcomes of co-creation in museums for visitors in general and for PwSI in 

particular. Therefore, based on this literature, a conceptual model was created and 

proposed in this thesis (Chapter 4, section 4.4) in order to extend knowledge on 

antecedents and outcomes of co-creation of experiences of visitors with sensory 

impairments in museums, and provide a broader and deeper overview regarding those 

aspects. Even if the literature review provided important insights for the model construction, 

some limitations concerning essential aspects presented in the model required empirical 

testing of the proposed model in order to validate it. 

The hypotheses presented in the proposed model were essentially tested through a 

quantitative study using a questionnaire survey. However, a qualitative study based on 

focus groups also provided an in-depth overview on different approaches adopted by PwVI 

to co-create experiences in museums and indicated antecedents of co-creation in museums 

by visitors with visual impairments. Results of the empirical studies (Chapter 6 and 7) 

provided empirical support for the model proposed. 

The main intent in proposing this model was (i) to identify the antecedents of co-creation of 

experiences in museums by PwSI and understand their influence on this kind of co-creation; 

and (ii) to identify the outcomes of co-creation in museums to PwSI and the general public 

as well as analysing the impacts of co-creation on these outcomes. 

Concerning co-creation in museums, the qualitative study undertaken suggested that 

PwVI tended to co-create in museums in various ways, from participating in multisensorial 
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experiences, participating in a workshop, touching relief figures to participating in guided 

tours.  

One important finding was, in the quantitative empirical study done, the identification of 

dimensions of co-creation of PwSI during their visits. The importance of engagement 

in activities is essential and different ways to co-create were identified. PwSI revealed 

having co-created more with traditional non-personal interpretative means, with the staff 

and with electronic devices and multisensory activities. In contrast, co-creation was much 

lower with new digital technologies like digital apps, social media and augmented reality 

and virtual reality, as well as in events and interpretative activities like storytelling and 

demonstrations. This suggests that, perhaps, opportunities for this kind of co-creation are 

not being so well explored in museums.  

Concerning the antecedents of co-creation in museums by PwSI, two types of 

antecedents were considered in this thesis – antecedents related to visitors and 

antecedents related to museums. Concerning the antecedents related to visitors, and 

specifically individual antecedents – having an impairment, as well as type and level of 

impairment – important conclusions were drawn. Having a sensory impairment has a 

significant influence in three factors of co-creation: co-creation with electronic devices and 

multisensory activities, in co-creation with staff and co-creation with other visitors and local 

community, revealing that PwSI engage more often in these kinds of co-creation than 

people without sensory impairments. This suggests that PwSI have higher motivation or will 

to co-create in museums. The influence is non-significant in co-creation with traditional non-

personal interpretative means, co-creation with new digital technologies and co-creation in 

events and interpretative activities. Multiple regressions models also suggest that the type 

of disability has a significant influence in two dimensions of co-creation, with PwHI co-

creating more than PwVI with electronic devices and multisensory activities and with 

traditional non-personal interpretative means. The level of impairment has a significant 

negative impact in co-creation with non-personal interpretative means which confirms the 

challenges experienced by people with a level of impairment. 

Regarding antecedents consisting of visit context variables, the experience of visitors with 

museums (number of museums previously visited) didn’t have a significant impact on any 

dimension of co-creation. Concerning the group with which PwSI visited the museum, both 

the qualitative and the quantitative studies reveal that the great majority of PwSI are likely 

to visit museums with relatives and friends. The qualitative study suggests that the persons 
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with which PwSI visited the museum help to co-create their museum visit experience by 

encouraging participation and interaction with objects, by helping to overcome constraints 

or even making everything easy during the co-creation, although it was not possible to test 

this impact in the quantitative model.  

As far as antecedents related to museums are concerned, eight dimensions of these 

antecedents were identified. Important conclusions result from univariate analyses carried 

out concerning these dimensions. For example, the antecedent inclusive museum staff 

behaviour presents a low mean, which suggests that visitors do not consider the staff 

attitudes appropriate. The same happens with existence of interactive and electronic 

devices, which also presents a low mean, suggesting that visitors expect more interactive 

equipment and electronic devices in museums, as well as with the antecedent interpretation 

activities, which suggests that visitors also expected more interpretation activities. 

Regarding the impact of the antecedents related to museums in co-creation, the studies 

show that communication in different languages emerges as the factor influencing more 

dimensions of co-creation. Among the other antecedents related to museums, information 

legibility and suitable lighting, as well as the existence of interactive and electronic devices, 

are those with highest impacts on dimensions of co-creation. The findings suggest the 

importance of these antecedents as facilitators of co-creation, as the more they exist the 

more visitors co-create.     

Concerning the outcomes of co-creation in museums by PwSI – the perceived value 

obtained with the visit (namely emotional, learning and social values), satisfaction and 

loyalty towards the museum, important conclusions are also drawn. Univariate analysis 

enabled to conclude that PwSI reported having obtained considerable learning and 

emotional values, and to a lesser extent social value. Results also suggest that PwSI 

perceive more value than people without sensory impairments. One of the most important 

conclusions of the study is that three dimensions of co-creation – co-creation with electronic 

devices and multisensory activities, co-creation with traditional non-personal interpretative 

means and co-creation with staff – had a significant impact on emotional and learning value. 

Also, another dimension – co-creation with other visitors and local community – had a 

significant impact on social value. Hypothesis testing confirmed that only two dimensions of 

co-creation – co-creation with new digital technologies and co-creation in events and 

interpretative activities –, which also correspond to the dimensions where lowest co-creation 

exists, did not have a significant impact in any of the three perceived value dimensions. The 

main differences in results regarding co-creation and experience outcomes, when testing 
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the model with the whole sample, are that co-creation with staff also revealed a significant 

impact on social value. This difference detected suggests that this effect is strengthened in 

the group of people without sensory impairments. 

Another important finding when testing the model, either only with PwSI or with the global 

sample, was that emotional value and learning value had a significant positive impact on 

satisfaction. Contrarily to what was expected, social value did not register a significant 

impact on satisfaction. Finally, satisfaction presented a high significant impact on loyalty 

towards the museum, both in the case of PwSI and for people without sensory impairments, 

which is a very important conclusion for museums managers. 

To summarise, most of the hypotheses proposed in the conceptual model (5 in 7) were 

supported by the quantitative empirical study undertaken in this thesis. Hence, concerning 

antecedents, both antecedents related to visitors and to museums revealed a significant 

impact on co-creation. Impairment (both type and level of impairment) and antecedents 

related to museums, had an impact on co-creation, supporting hypotheses 1 and 4, 

respectively. Prior experience with museums did not have a significant impact on co-

creation of experiences of PwSI in museums, thus not supporting hypothesis 2 and 

hypothesis 3 could not be tested in the quantitative study due to the few PwSI traveling 

alone. Regarding the outcomes of co-creation, the co-creation of experiences of PwSI in 

museums revealed a positive influence in some kinds of perceived values (supporting 

hypothesis 5) and, subsequently, some of these values had a positive impact on satisfaction 

(supporting hypothesis 6) and satisfaction had a positive impact on loyalty towards the 

museum (supporting hypothesis 7).  

The present thesis contributes to both theory and practice. As far as theoretical 

contributions are concerned, the present study enriches the literature on the co-creation 

of experiences in museums and allowed to test a model on antecedents and outcomes of 

co-creation. First, it adds value regarding the dimensions of co-creation of experiences 

in museums by PwSI, as well as the antecedents that stimulate co-creation and the 

outcomes achieved with this kind of co-creation. This work enabled to identify the main 

antecedents that have an important impact in stimulating co-creation by PwSI during 

museums visits. The influence of antecedents that prevent PwSI from co-creating in 

museums is a reality and the studies revealed that there are differences between the way 

people without sensory impairments and PwSI co-create. 
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The work also enables to understand the way PwSI co-create in the museums and the 

outcomes obtained with co-creation. Specifically, the present research shows that, 

concerning the outcomes that visitors obtained with co-creation, co-creation contributes to 

obtain the three kinds of perceived value under analysis in this thesis – emotional, learning 

and social value. Nevertheless, the impact of co-creation on perceived value depends on 

the dimensions of both co-creation and perceived value. Moreover, the results also reveal 

that only emotional and learning value have a significant impact on satisfaction which, in 

turn, has a significant high impact on loyalty. Satisfied visitors lead to loyalty. 

Second, the present thesis provides insights that allow to compare people with sensory 

impairments and without sensory impairments. The results suggest that having an 

impairment impacts co-creation, leading to higher co-creation in museums. Hence, the 

results reveal objective effects of having an impairment in some dimensions of co-creation. 

Furthermore, PwSI also perceived higher emotional, learning, and social value. Moreover, 

the research developed enabled to examine differences between people with different kinds 

of sensory impairments. PwHI tend to co-create more than PwVI in two dimensions of co-

creation – co-creation with electronic devices and multisensory activities and in co-creation 

with traditional non-personal interpretative means. The findings indicate that PwVI can 

experience more challenges during the visit regarding these two kinds of co-creation.  

From a practical perspective, the findings provide several managerial implications for 

managers of museums. The empirical studies examine how PwSI co-create their 

experiences in museums, the impact of antecedents in co-creation and the outcomes 

achieved with co-creation, which are crucial for the success of museums. Managers should 

use these findings to better understand and attract visitors, both with and without disabilities. 

One of the most important findings is that most types of co-creation, corresponding to 

dimensions of co-creation are still very low, and that co-creation by PwSI must be boosted 

in museums. This is especially true regarding co-creation with electronic devices and 

multisensory activities, with new digital technologies, with events and interpretation 

activities, as well as with other visitors and local community, where very low levels of co-

creation are registered.  

Considering the results concerning the antecedents of co-creation in museums, findings 

suggest, for example, that museum managers should do a special effort in order to offer 

more electronic devices and multisensorial activities, because these means were some of 

the less offered, but were among those having most impact on emotional and learning value. 
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These antecedents can lead, therefore to more positive value in the visit. However, the 

results also reveal that it is of high importance that managers also undertake some studies 

to evaluate the impact of some of the techniques already used (e.g., guided tours, audio 

guides) in order to identify improvements to be made, since these techniques currently have 

no significant impact in some dimensions of co-creation of PwSI and even have a negative 

impact on others. The study suggests that attention should be devoted to traditional non-

personal interpretative means because these materials, even if they already exist, must be 

provided in a more efficient way, which may involve using Braille, enlarge characters or 

relief. It should be also further investigated how the inclusive behaviour of staff should be 

improved, since, in a somehow similar way, this kind of behaviour also does not have a 

significant impact on co-creation. In this scope, the results of the qualitative research 

highlighting the attitudes that museum staff should have to satisfy PwSI (more specifically 

PwVI), should not be ignored. Findings also suggest that managers should develop efforts 

which may involve training staff to adapt the discourse and the level of description of the 

contents in order to induce more satisfaction in PwVI and to train staff to use sign language 

to reach PwHI. It is important to provide appealing information in a way PwSI are able to 

become aware of the contents provided by museums in a positive way. These suggestions 

are in line with the literature review and the focus group previously carried out.  

According to the literature review and the focus group, technologies are referred as the 

future of museums. It seems also crucial to investigate which strategies should be 

implemented to ensure that co-creation with new digital technologies to visitors (such as 

augmented and virtual reality or digital apps) and co-creation in events and interpretation 

activities, generate positive outcomes. Managers of museums should also invest more in 

interactive activities such as storytelling, demonstrations or even workshops. If offering 

more opportunities to have this kind of co-creation seems to be one way of enhancing the 

museum experience, more research should be done to identify the most appropriate 

strategies for achieving this objective. It is important to implement different ways to provide 

appealing information, able to motivate the desire for PwSI to engage in activities. As main 

constraints were identified, it is also important for museum managers to understand that 

constraints are surmountable and that there are several different ways to stimulate visitors 

to co-create during their visits. Special efforts should also be made to improve 

communication by adopting more inclusive practices, encouraging the use of different 

communication formats, such as Braille, sign language, audio guides or providing 

information in different languages.  
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The results of the present study also highlight the importance of the staff in co-creation, 

namely revealing the ability of this co-creation to generate important impacts. Therefore, 

training the staff to deal with different publics and to know how to provide useful information 

and answers are of high relevance. Strategies to promote a more autonomous visit by PwSI 

should be implemented. In addition to the previous identified strategies, different guidance 

and navigation systems to help identify directions and objects are essential for the success 

of co-creation.  

Results also enabled to identify types of co-creation in which museum managers should 

continue to invest since they have relevant positive outcomes, including perceived value – 

emotional, learning or social value. However, concerning the social value of the museum, 

and considering the literature review, the results suggest that museums should improve the 

opportunities of socialisation in the museum by, for example, encouraging different 

socialization strategies. Even if PwSI perceive considerably more socialisation value than 

people without a sensory impairment, the social value does not result in a higher 

satisfaction. The only two dimensions of co-creation that have a significant impact on the 

social value are co-creation with the staff and co-creation with other visitors and local 

community. However, the social value does not result in a higher satisfaction that can induce 

more positive intentions to return to the museum or even to recommend the space.  It is 

suggested, in this case, to provide PwSI opportunity to participate in visits that join all kind 

of publics even if, for that, it is necessary to have more staff. Nevertheless, it would be 

relevant to carry out further research on how to improve the impacts of social value.  

 

8.3. Limitations and suggestions of future research 

Regarding the methodology of data collection, as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, 

museums were closed for almost all the entire period in which data collection took place. 

Therefore, the study had to be almost confined to an online data collection, and to a 

restricted face-to-face data collection. This limitation, among other things, made it more 

difficult to identify and have access to the population under analysis – specifically PwSI who 

visited museums. Moreover, some PwSI are likely to have more difficulties in filling in 

questionnaires than people without sensory impairments, with these difficulties being 

exacerbated with online data collection where face-to-face communication was not 
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possible. This issue, conjointly with the specificity of the study, related to the sample profile, 

made it difficult to obtain a high number of completed questionnaires from PwSI. When it 

was possible, tour visits were made with a sign language interpreter to help explain the 

questionnaire to potential respondents. Communication constraints also emerged, with 

PwVI, but especially with PwHI, making it difficult to ensure a sample with a considerable 

number of PwSI and, particularly, with a considerable number of PwHI. In future research, 

the data collection approach should be complemented with a high effort of face-to-face data 

collection. 

Respondents had to answer a questionnaire about a visit they made in the three last years. 

With museums being closed almost for a year and without the possibility for people to visit 

these cultural places during that period of time, it was even more difficult to obtain complete 

questionnaires, especially from PwSI, and mainly for those who don’t have visual 

references. The period of the three last years, only defined like this due to the COVID-19 

pandemic, may have been somewhat a large time span, and created a memory bias. It 

would be desirable to carry out the study again in a period without the constraints of the 

COVID-19 pandemic, asking the respondents to recall visits carried out in a more recent 

period.  

Another important limitation was concerned with the geographical scope of the study. 

Initially, the study was planned to be carried out face-to-face in museums in several 

European capitals. However, with the COVID-19, another approach had to be adopted. The 

questionnaire had to be administered mostly online, which somewhat restricted the 

geographical scope of the data collection and resulted in a sample including a considerable 

percentage of Portuguese people. It would be desirable to extend the study to a larger 

sample of different countries. This approach would enable to test the proposed hypotheses 

and the whole model in a wide variety of cultural environments and museum contexts, which 

would contribute to confirm if the results obtained in this thesis were also obtained in other 

geographical contexts. 

The analysis undertaken was restricted to PwSI. The study should be expanded to other 

groups, namely to people with cognitive and learning impairments. Moreover, the first study, 

essentially exploratory and qualitative, was conducted using a focus group including only 

PwVI, either with low vision or blind, as conducting a focus group with PwHI presented some 

insurmountable difficulties, namely due to time and financial constraints of, for example, 

ensuring the support from a sign language interpreter. It would be useful to replicate this 
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qualitative study with PwHI in order to understand the differences between the perceptions 

and experiences of co-creation between PwVI and PwHI. 

In future investigations other variables should be included in the model. Thus, it would be 

important to introduce age and educational qualifications as variables in the study. 

Assessing the impact of age and education in the way visitors with different ages and 

education co-create, can provide important managerial recommendations.    

Finally, considering the COVID-19 pandemic, it would be of great value to expand this 

research and to compare data from the visits that were carried out in the period before and 

during COVID-19. The COVID-19 pandemic may have brought new challenges to museum 

managers for boosting co-creation in museums among PwSI.  
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Appendix 1 – Focus Group Script 

Table 1 - Focus group script 

Question 
number 

Question 

Q1 How many times did you visit museums in the last three years? What kind of 
museums do you usually visit? 

Q2 Describe your last visit to a museum. What have you done while you were visiting 

the museum? 

Q3 How have you interacted with the physical aspects of the museum - displays, 

objects, games? 

Q4 Have you interacted with people during your last visit(s) to museums – with your 

visitation group, with staff? Can you describe these interactions? 

Q5 Have you got in touch with technological devices during your last visit(s) to 

museums? With which devices and which were the objectives of these 

interactions?  

Q6 What main barriers have you faced regarding the interactions before mentioned 
during your last visit to museums? What features facilitated these interactions? 

• Physical features: Which ones?  
• Social/communicational features: Which ones? 
• Technological features: Which ones?  
• Other important features? 

Source: Own elaboration. 
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Appendix 2 – Questionnaire administered in the empirical study (English version) 
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Appendix 3 – Questionnaire administered in the empirical study (Portuguese 

version) 
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Appendix 4 – Questionnaire administered in the empirical study (French version) 
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Appendix 5 – Questionnaire administered in the empirical study (Spanish version) 
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