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Would you evaluate the IKEA bookcase you assembled, the kitchen you designed or the dinner you made the same way if you just

bought these from a store already made? How do you think your involvement (intellectual and/or physical) in the production process

affects your relationship with the product?
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Extended Abstract
Imagine that you are working on your car, building a patio, or making a bookshelf. The process may require your physical involvement 

(changing a particular part of the engine, placing stones for the patio, cutting and staining the wood for the shelves) and/or intellectual 
involvement (determining the problem with the car, designing the patio or choosing the color of the shelves). How would these types 
of involvement affect your evaluation of the final product? Which factor will be the most important for you? Do you think intellectual 
involvement in the production process will have different results than physical involvement?

These questions are important if companies want to influence and optimize value derived from consumers’ involvement in the production 
process. Little is known about participation of consumers in the production process (i.e. what Toffler referred to as “prosumption”). 
Our goal is to investigate the factors that affect the value derived from prosumption behavior and the specific consequences of being 
involved in the production process. 

We draw on findings from person-object literature (Belk 1988; Richins 1994; Pierce, Kostova and Dirks 2003) to investigate 
prosumption. This stream of research indicates that investing the self into the target (creating, shaping or producing an object) results 
in the most powerful association between the self and the object since one invests labor, time and one’s self in this process. During 
the production or modification process, investment of self into the product can be through intellectual and/or physical involvement. 
Intellectual involvement entails intellectual stimulation, creativity and/or choice in the process. If one uses his/her intellectual labor 
during production of the product, then the product may represent the ideas the person has generated and become part of the extended 
self. Therefore, intellectual stimulation in the process may transfer part of the self to the focal product, and affect personal relevance 
and evaluation of the product.

Labor creates a sense of ownership. Marx (1867) indicated that a person is the owner of his labor and has rights over production 
that involves his labor. You may feel that a sweater you have knitted, or a car you have worked on, is special since it absorbed your labor 
and time. In some cases, people may value self-made products even more than expert-made ones (Norton and Ariely, 2007). Therefore, 
physical labor may contribute to the value derived from prosumption.

The first study examined the relationship between products and consumers in detail by looking at how intellectual investment 
during production shapes how consumers relate to products. We hypothesized that higher levels of intellectual investment will enhance 
product evaluation. Also, we proposed that identification with (hypothesized to be the cognitive dimension of person-object relationship) 
and attachment to the product (hypothesized to be the affective dimension) mediate the impact of intellectual investment on product 
evaluation. The study was a three-group between-subjects design where intellectual investment in the process was manipulated at three 
levels; high, low, none (control condition). In all conditions, participants were given a travel mug with a customizable blank insert. 
One could remove the insert, draw/write on it and place it back. In the low condition, participants were provided with 12 stickers from 
which they could choose one to stick onto the blank mug insert. In the high condition, participants were provided with colored pencils 
and an example sheet which included the same 12 figures from the low intellectual investment condition. They could use this to get 
ideas, or they could use other figures/shapes they wanted. In the control condition, participants were encouraged to examine the mug 
but couldn’t modify/change it. To equate the time spent with the product, in the control and the low intellectual investment conditions, 
participants worked on a filler task while the mug was in front of them. Then, all the participants answered identification, attachment, 



818 / Working Papers

and product evaluation questions. As predicted, the product was valued more highly when the production process allowed higher levels 
of intellectual investment. Moreover, results showed that identification and attachment mediated the impact of intellectual investment 
on product evaluation. 

Next, we investigated how physical investment in the production process affects person-object relationship. Participants were randomly 
assigned to one of the three physical investment conditions: high, low and none (control condition). In the high condition, participants 
were provided with all the supplies to make a picture frame from cardboard. In the low condition, the participants were given pre-made 
pieces that would be used to make the same frame. In both conditions, detailed step-by-step instructions allowed no creativity or choice. 
In the control condition, participants were given a pre-made cardboard frame and asked to examine it. To equate the time spent with the 
product, in the control and the low physical investment conditions, the participants worked on a filler task before evaluating the frame. 
Then, they answered the same dependent variables from the previous study. Results indicated that even low levels of physical investment 
enhanced product evaluation. Attachment to the product increased as the level of physical investment in the production process increased. 
However, identification didn’t differ among the three conditions. Physical labor alone doesn’t result in identification. Analysis indicated 
that attachment fully mediated the effect of physical investment on product evaluation. When consumers can invest their physical labor 
into the product through the production process, they become more attached to but not necessarily identify with the product.

We make several contributions to the literature. First, we operationalize identification with and attachment to a product in measurable 
terms. This enables us to measure personal relevance of products when consumers are involved in the production process. Next, we 
demonstrate that intellectual investment enhances product evaluation by enhancing both attachment to and identification with the 
product. On the other hand, we show that physical investment affects only attachment to but not identification with the product. Physical 
involvement alone doesn’t give the consumer the opportunity to reflect his/her taste, preferences, that’s his/her identity, through the 
product. Therefore, physical involvement affects product evaluation only through attachment. Furthermore, we show that attachment 
and identification are two different dimensions of person-object relationship. 
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Consumer-based Perceived Product Innovativeness: the Big Seven
Jean Boisvert, American University of Sharjaj, United Arab Emirates

Growing market competition in consumer goods has led to increased concerns regarding the competitive advantage conferred to 
firms offering innovative products. While insights from consumers are often used as starting point in the design process, what is thought 
to be innovative by a team of engineers and designers may not be perceived in the same way by target market consumers. Marketers 
would benefit by knowing more about the specific dimensions underlying consumer perceptions of innovative products. 

Personal innovativeness as a personality trait has been addressed in the literature (Cotte and Wood, 2004; Manning et al., 1995; 
Midgley, 1977; Midgley and Dowling, 1978). The goal of this paper, however, is to clarify the construct of consumer-based perceived 
product innovativeness. Perceived product innovativeness from the firm’s and customer’s perspective has been addressed in previous 
research (Garcia and Calantone, 2002; Danneels and Kleinschmidt, 2001) but definitive construct dimensions have not been identified 
and systematically tested (cf. Calantone et al., 2006). In reviews of the literature, Danneels and Kleinschmidt (2001) as well as Garcia 
and Calantone (2002) identified many dimensions that may underlie perceived innovativeness. They noted that specific dimensions have 
not been employed consistently across studies. Our ultimate goal is to develop a standardized measure that can be employed across 
future studies so results of studies can be more comparable. 

In their meta-analysis on antecedents of product performance, Henard and Szymanski (2001) specified product characteristics as a 
predictor of product innovativeness. According to the authors, product innovativeness can be defined as perceived newness, originality, 
uniqueness and radicalness of the product. Sethi et al. (2001) used two factors to define product innovativeness: a) novelty broken down 
into novel and original, and b) appropriateness broken down into useful and appropriate. Product innovativeness has also been confounded 
with product uniqueness as defined by customers (Daneels and Kleinschmidt, 2001; Troy et al., 2000; Ali et al., 1995). Uniqueness has 
also been viewed as a distinct measure of innovativeness in defining product advantage (Henard and Szymanski, 2001; Langerak et al., 
2004). Conversely, product newness and uniqueness have also been used as sub-measures of product innovativeness (Salavou, 2005). 

Positive product attitudes have been associated with new products perceived to be innovative (i.e., novel and useful to consumers; 
Troy and Davidow, 1998). It also appears that when the innovativeness measure includes a “meaningfulness” dimension it yields a 
stronger relationship with product success (Szymanski et al., 2007). In addition to novelty dimension, Fang (2008) found dimensions 
like “challenging existing ideas,” “creative and interesting,” underlying perceived product innovativeness. In one of the original studies 
identifying factors underlying perceptions of new product launches, Cooper (1979) identified product uniqueness superiority further 
broken down into newness, uniqueness, and superiority to meet customer’s needs, cost reduction and higher quality. 

In sum, inconsistencies exist in the literature in terms of how to define the construct and dimensions underlying product innovativeness 
as perceived by consumers. The ultimate is our research to provide a tool that will allow more consistency across studies. In addition to 
using concepts identified in the reviews of the literature, in-depth interviews were conducted in order to gather the widest possible range 


