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Chaordic Event Co-creation and Tourism Destination Image: Strategic Carnival Shifts
in the Post-pandemic Era

Summary:

The study investigates the chaordic relationship between event co-creation and destination

image using evidence from the carinval of Patras, also theoretically contributing to the

experiential co-creational approaches to destination image.

Key-points:
e The study uses complexity theory for the examination of the chaordic systems.
e Fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis is used as a research method.

e The solutions are generated concerning involvement and satisfaction, event image,

and experience-satisfaction nexus.

e The article offers several managerial implications for DMOs and event organisers.

J.E.L. Classification Codes:
L8: Industry Studies: Services

L83: Sports « Gambling * Restaurants * Recreation * Tourism



Abstract

Major street events, such as carnivals, offer a unique opportunity for destination experience
value co-creation by participants which relates directly to the destination image. This study
uses Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) to consider the effects of event co-creation on
destination image from the point of view of a participatory process rather than from an
outcome perspective. Drawing from a sample of 400 street event participants in the Patras
Carnival in Greece, it examines the complexity aspects of co-creational experience and its
influence upon the destination image of the host city. Those aspects are examined by means
of fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis. The findings revealed three sufficient
configurations (co-creational involvement and satisfaction; co-creational event image;
experience-satisfaction nexus) that could affect the destination image of the host destination.
The paper contributes to the theoretical body of experiential co-creational approaches to
destination image with clear managerial implications for both event organisers and

destination managers.
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Introduction

Traditional cultural events are well-recognised as strong pull factors for authentic experiences
in tourism destinations. Visitors, either as active participants or passive spectators, engage
consciously and unconsciously in the formulation of a shared experience value that
constitutes the event co-creation (Dimanche & Andrades, 2014). Concerning value co-
creation (referring to joint value creation in multi-actor networks [Siaw & Okorie, 2022; You
et al., 2022]) the level of engagement is subject to the cognitive and perceptual characteristics
of the actor, the expected affective value, but also the sentiment of affinity associated with
the event and destination (Campos et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2016). Previous research has
further expanded the value co-creation approach by also including broader ecosystems of
consumers and stakeholders that actively participate in enterprising or event initiatives having
a networking format (Zhang et al., 2021). Carnivals as open street events bare a strong
traditional character as they are tightly associated with the particularities of the local culture
and landscape (Batty et al., 2003). With an increasing number of destinations strategically
rebranding themselves around unique traditional features, traditional carnivals reposition
themselves as ever-growing events that appeal to the expectations of a varying audience
(Koukopoulos & Koukopoulos, 2017). The direct connection between event and destination
image is well documented in the academic literature (e.g. Davis, 2017; Deng et al., 2015;
Yang, 2016). Research, however, primarily explores the impact of event brand on the host
destination image from the point of view of the event attendee/spectator as in the case of
major sports events. Such research, while valuable, associates the affective destination image
with the outcome of the event development and the strategic strength of its brand (Beerli &
Martin, 2004; Deng & Li, 2014). Furthermore, the conceptualisation of events is suggested to
be held as an overall “ecosystem”, where the co-creative value experience does not only rely

on the audience and the procedural aspects across the journey of consumers, but relies on the



interaction between the networks of the stakeholders and the social actor multitude (Azara at

al., 2023).

Considering the underlying complexity of the event delivery as a system of multiple

interacting actors and components (Glyptou, 2022), an exploration of the perspective of event
participants as co-creators of the shared experience value is deemed necessary. Such research
will shed light on the strategic formulation of destination image through a process-led, rather

than outcome-related, participatory approach (Gallarza et al., 2002).

The study adopts the definition in Payne et al. (2008) of co-creation as the way in which
multiple actor perspectives and efforts are aligned to create new products and services. Where
this applies to cultural traditional events it implies the official and unofficial co-ordination of
the efforts and actions of event attendees as participants, owners and contributors to the event
delivery process and shared experience value (Grunwald, 2022). To investigate the
fundamental relationships and the complex relationship between event co-creation and
affective destination image, the research makes use of Service-Dominant Logic (SDL), which
is an approach that recognises value co-creation as a dynamic social value exchange between
event actors (providers and consumers) and considers their role and contribution in the
broader service ecosystem, in this case, the host destination (Greer et al., 2016). The
exploration of the intersection between event co-creation and destination image will be
studied in the context of a large street carnival, the Carnival of Patras in Greece. More
specifically, the aim of this study is to examine the co-creational complexity of Patras
Carnival and its impact upon the destination image of Patras, which is a city which is not an

established tourism destination.



Even if SDL has been broadly used in event and festival research to examine the context and
degree of involvement in image co-creation, it has been primarily employed using a linear
deterministic approach (Della Corte et al., 2018; Prebensen et al., 2013). The theoretical
contribution of this research is twofold: on one hand it advances understanding of the
destination image strategic formulation from a process-driven participatory and co-creational
perspective rather than as emotional reaction to a pre-established outcome. In this regard it
paves the way for a more extensive exploration of the impact of catalysts and enablers of the
co-creation process to the host destination image and avoids pitfalls of co-destruction (Pl¢ &
Céceres, 2010). To achieve this, on the other hand, it goes beyond linear cause-effect thinking
to examine the underlying complexity of multiple level interactions through the use of fuzzy-
set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA), a method which has recently begun to be
applied in the tourism and events field. From a managerial perspective, the examination of
the effect of the complex configurations of the event co-creation process on the image of the
host destination may support a different set of branding, marketing and management
strategies for both destination managers and event organisers. With experiential marketing
approaches gaining ground as means of promoting affective destination image (Lee et al.,
2023; Tan, 2017) co-creating participatory events could contribute considerably towards a

collaborative experience value even in non-established tourism destinations.

Event co-creation and destination image

The place attachment and event identity of traditional cultural events, such as street parades
and carnivals, are strongly associated with context (Quinn, 2003). Place attachment
encompasses both the cognitive and affective reactions people associate with a specific place
and is co-defined by the concepts of place dependence and place identity (Davis, 2017;

Zhang et al., 2019). Place dependence in particular implies the cognitive association and



evaluation of an experience materialised within defined spatial boundaries, and hence is
firmly associated with a destination’s affective image and the intangible attributes that
constitute its identity (Raymond et al., 2010). Destination management and branding scholars
conceptualise a destination’s image along with the expectations, beliefs, and emotions
tourists associate with the experience of a place (Brown et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2019). A
tourist’s image of a destination is inherently perceptual and strongly influenced by both the

underlying circumstances and the actual experience during the visit (Kotler et al., 2017).

Similarly, an event image and identity relate to the unique features of event delivery (output)
and primarily to the event-associated experience (process) and values (Deng et al., 2015).
Cultural traditional events often have a strong destination affiliation as they support a long
immersion in the socio-cultural destination context (Hernandez-Mogollon et al., 2018).
Glyptou (2022) strongly associates the emotional consumption of traditional cultural events
with the concepts of psychological and social carrying capacity. Carnivals and traditional
street events in particular are inherently associated with the hedonistic output of thrill,
enjoyment and pleasurable reactions to engaging in an aesthetically exciting experience in the
destination alongside the local community (Herndndez-Mogollon et al., 2018; Wakefield &
Blodgett, 1994). It is through such emotional reactions to the event experience that event
spectators as participants consciously or unconsciously co-create an overarching and shared
feeling of enjoyment that satisfies value expectations and stimulates affective destination

image creation (Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 2008).

The recognition of the quality and intensity of interactions between event actors (providers,
organisers, spectators, participants) as key catalysts for event success is well-documented in

the literature (Campos et al., 2018; Getz, 2010). At an early stage, Latané’s Social Impact



Theory (1981) discussed the hedonistic arousal that stems from mere co-existence with other
event participants, even those with whom we are unacquainted. Davis (2017) more
specifically identified two main categories of event interaction, namely: customer-to-
customer (attendees and participants) and customer-to-event-provider. In carnivals and street
events interactions between customers and providers can take place during both official
(organised shared activities) and unofficial encounters in the broader event-hosting
destination. Interactions with the local community may fall into both categories. The effect of
event participant interactions on destination image is well documented with regard to mega
and sports events (Rocha & Fink, 2017), but research on traditional street events is ongoing.
Notwithstanding the quality of these encounters, manifested through feelings of enjoyment
and/or frustration, Yang (2016) suggests that it is mainly their intensity that dictates the
emotional response (positive or negative) and thus affects the overall destination image. On
one hand, frequent and intense encounters may enhance and co-stimulate the celebratory vibe
and co-create feelings of companionship and event co-ownership. Excessive intense
interactions, on the other hand, could undermine the event and destination image and lead to
a co-destructive effect if participants feel the interactions are uncontrolled, and if their

psychological carrying capacity is also undermined (Gannon et al., 2019; Glyptou, 2022).

The direct and strong relationship between an authentic local event brand and the hosting
destination image is undoubted (Lai, 2018). Destinations and companies use strategic
marketing management for the development of their tourism principles and their brand
characteristics (Gilmore & Simmons, 2007). Increasingly destinations formulate strategies
and policies in order to build their brand image on traditional cultural attributes that constitute
their unique selling points. With traditional events serving as strong pull factors for visitation

intention, the formulation of the destination image for event participants comes down, to a



great extent, to the enablers of and barriers to event value and experience (Getz & Page,
2015). What remains to be explored is whether and how participants’ engagement in and
satisfaction with the event co-creation process further intensifies or amplifies perceptions
about the destination. Such research could provide valuable insights for both event organisers
and destination managers and highlight the interconnectedness of both process and outcome

within the notion of experience co-creation management (Buonincontri et al., 2017).

The complexity of the co-creation process

Service research calls for conceptual shifts that move value creation from a product-centric to
a customer-centric experience (Campos et al., 2018). Customer and participant engagement in
the service and experience design and delivery process is deemed essential to nurturing a
cohesive environment that best satisfies experience value recognition and appreciation (Della
Corte et al., 2018). SDL builds on transfer of the experiential nature of value from the
individual consumer to a collective co-created phenomenon relevant to all engaged actors
(consumers and producers) (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). This interactive dimension of experience
is the foundation of the participatory co-creation process in traditional cultural events as

service systems composed of multiple actors and value propositions.

The conceptualisation of events as service systems reiterates Payne et al. (2008), who suggest
that experience value is rooted in co-creation and good relations between prime movers. Yet
complexity is inherent in systems of multiple interconnected interactive and multidimensional
components (Wallace & Michopoulou, 2023). The underling complexity amongst the
multiple actors and attributes of the event system make the exploration and prediction of its
co-creating behaviour a challenge (Fotiadis et al., 2016; Zahra & Ryan, 2007). The

application of complexity theory is pivotal in the analysis of traditional events as complex



adaptive systems whose behaviour is dictated by non-linearity and unpredictability (Glyptou,
2023). The complexity theory actually derives from the chaos theory (Battistella, 2018;
Pappas, 2021), whilst the chaordic (chaos vs order) perspective investigates the existence of
order within chaos conditions (Olmedo, 2011). The conceptualisation of the co-creation
process in traditional events, such as street carnivals, should embrace the inherent chaordic
systems in the interactions between actors and their experience value particularly since the
formation of the destination image comes as the affective manifestation of these dynamic

complex interactions.

However, the way we understand the complex mechanisms and processes in tourism and
events leads to a more complex, non-parametric evaluation of the examined aspects (Pappas
et al., 2021). This is because the comprehension of the main tourism-related drivers and
outcomes is characterised by chaordic conditions due to the inter and multi-dimensional
perspective of the tourism industry (Rosato et al., 2021). Other than the complexity and
generated chaordic systems of carnivals as co-creating experience systems, the formation of
destination image is subject to fundamental elements of non-linearity and unpredictability as
well (Ryan & Cave, 2005). Destination image is grounded in the affective evaluation of the
destination experience which is again influenced by the complexity of the interactive tourism
destination system components (Baggio et al., 2010) but also the relevant tourist decision
making process (Zenker & Kock, 2020). Notwithstanding the event typology nor the
psychographic traits that influence tourist decision making and engagement in the co-creation
process, destination image co-creation bares the chaordic perspective of all relationships

dictating the experience and satisfaction of tourists at a destination (Gallarza et al., 2002).

The Patras Carnival



Patras, located in the northern Peloponnese, is the third largest city in Greece with a
population of around 170,000 inhabitants (Greek Census, 2021). The identity of the city is
strongly associated with the annual carnival celebrations (commonly known as Patrino
Carnavali) which mark the period preceding the lent of an Orthodox Easter. The Carnival of
Patras consists of all of the carnival celebrations and street events that take place between the
opening ceremony in the second half of January and the Grand Sunday Parade in early March

(Roditis, 2023).

Dating back to a ball in the home of a local merchant in 1829 and the public dances during
the Belle Epoque, the Carnival of Patras is the largest carnival event in Greece and one of the

major carnivals in Europe (https://www.carnivalpatras.gr). The carnival prides itself on a

continuous increase in participation in carnival events, which include dances, parades,
treasure hunts, the children’s carnival, the Bourboulia (folk dances from masked
participants), street theaters, exhibitions, artistic activities, and concerts, amongst other
activities. The event is organized by the Municipal Development Company with visitors and
local carnivalists becoming actively engaged through the official crews or the unofficial
events, parades and masked parties that take place in the streets of the city. After a two-year
break due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Carnival of Patras resumed operations this year
(2023) with spectators and participant numbers exceeding those in all previous years. With
139 carnival floats, this year participants exceeded 60,000 people and the event was attended
by more than half a million (in the last three days of the celebrations alone, attendees

numbered a quarter of a million) (Skai, 2023).

The numbers of participants and spectators reflect the reality of a traditional cultural event

whose reputation has spread beyond the local community to become a well-recognised


https://www.carnivalpatras.gr/

national and international touristic attraction and a strong advocate of the destination image
of the city of Patras and the region of Achaia as a whole (Della Corte et al., 2018). The value
and image of the carnival is attributed to the communal co-creation atmosphere and shared
experience between carnivalists and spectators who consciously or unconsciously engage in
the event activities and in networks of culture creatives (Koutsobinas & Michalopoulou,
2022). By adopting a Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) that recognises both event consumers
and producers as key players in the event brand and value co-creation process, this study will
examine the interrelationships within event co-creation experience and their implications for

the hosting destination image.

Study tenets

In service research, the term ‘tenet’ refers to testable precepts associated with the
identification of complex conditions, in this case linking event co-creation to the destination
image (Pappas & Glyptou, 2021). The examination of complex conditions does not involve,
nor is it subject to, statistical hypotheses nor their metrics of consistency. The adequacy of
complex configurations is evaluated through outcome scores instead, where the same set of
causal factors may yield different outcomes (Ordanini et al., 2014). In this regard, the study
here explores whether or not binary sets exist between engagement in the co-creation of open

events and the perception of destination image.

The exploration of the complexity of destination image formation as a result of engagement
in the co-creation of open events is subject to a number of considerations. When employing
asymmetric analysis, as in the case of Complexity Theory, Y scores are assumed to be
considerably different from the causes of low Y scores (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Moreover,

complex configurations (multiple paths) may lead to the same outcome (Woodside, 2017).



Building on previous research (Pappas & Glyptou, 2021; Xie & Wang, 2020), the six tenets

are formulated as follows:

T1: A single attribute can be included in different pathways that relate to open event co-
creation and, depending on its interaction with other attributes, it can lead to destination
image formation.

T2: Recipe principle: A complex condition (including a minimum of two simple conditions)
leads to an outcome condition that is likely to yield a consistently high score.

T3. Complex interactions can affect the impact of engagement in open event co-creation on
the formulation of destination image.

T4. The various combinations of simple conditions can influence the impact of engagement
in open event co-creation on the formulation of destination image in a positive or negative
way.

T5. Equifinality principle: A sufficient effect upon the impact of engagement in open event
co-creation on destination image is not always based on a high score outcome.

T6. Even in cases of high Y scores, there is no certain recipe for the impact of engagement in

open event co-creation on destination image formulation.

Methods

Participants

The research was conducted between mid-January and the end of February 2023 in the city of
Patras (Greece) and involved adults who participated in the Patras carnival and were
members of one of the carnival groups. The respondents were selected randomly during the

carnival festivities, and were asked to fully complete a self-administered questionnaire. The



maximum time taken to complete the questionnaire was about 10 minutes. The respondents
were approached in communal areas of the city of Patras (e.g. parks and traffic cites), a
method that is commonly used to recruit participants (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; Prayag et al.,
2013). List-wise deletion was adopted to reduce study bias (all partially completed
questionnaires were excluded from further analysis), since this was perceived to be the most

versatile method of handling missing data (Raghunathan, 2020).

Sample size

The research adopted the methods proposed by Akis et al. (1996) to ensure that the sample
size was representative. More specifically, the unknown perspectives of the respondents led
to a 50/50 conservative hypothesis for response estimation, meaning that half of the
participants were expected to express positive perceptions and the other half negative ones.
Moreover, the study had to achieve a minimum level of confidence of 95 percent, with a
maximum statistical error of five percent. According to Sekaran and Bougie (2009), the
cumulative probability (Z) should be set at 1.96. Following the above guidelines, the sample

size calculation was as follows:

72 (hypothesis) 1.962(0.5)(0.5)
N = —1 N =

< oo = N =38416

The sample was rounded to 400. As Kumar et al. (2020) suggest, the sample size calculation
is independent of the overall population, because the error is determined by the sample. In
order to collect 400 useful questionnaires, 476 carnival participants were asked to fill in the
self-completion questionnaire, and the study ultimately achieved a response rate of 84.03

percent (400 out of 476).



Measures

There were 37 Likert scale (1: Strongly disagree; 5: Strongly agree) statements included in
the questionnaire. All items were derived from previous studies. More specifically, the
statements concerning event co-creation were adopted from the study by Karadimitriou
(2023). The items dealing with brand co-creation were taken from Sung and Lee (2023). The
statements examining experience co-creation were taken from research by Dimitrovski et al.
(2022) and Kim et al. (2022). The four items focusing on the degree of co-creation were
adopted from Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer (2012). The satisfaction items were derived
from studies by Dimitrovski et al. (2022) and Lam et al. (2020). Finally, the statements
focusing on destination image were adopted from Akhmedova et al. (2020) and Shugla and
Busser (2020). The study also examines three socio-demographic measures (Gender:

male/female; Age: 18-35/36-50/over 50; Level of education: primary and secondary/higher).

The descriptive statistics, factor analysis, and reliability were examined using ‘SPSS 20.0°
software, and ‘fSQCA’ software was employed to analyse the complex solutions. The fSQCA
(fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis) approach has only recently been employed in
the travel and tourism domains. According to Longest and Vaisey (2008), fsQCA is a mixed
method, since it embeds quantitative data handling and further progresses to qualitative
inductive reasoning. It is considered to be the most appropriate method for handling
perceptional complexity and its derived chaordic systems (Olya & Al-Ansi, 2018; Pappas,
2023). The study also uses negated sets (as suggested by Woodside and Zhang [2013]) for the
examination of the inclusion or exclusion of a specific condition. When a simple condition is
absent, the symbol ‘~’ is used. Following the study by Ordanini et al. (2014), the estimation

of consistency and coverage is made by using the formulae below:



Consistency(Xi <Y, ) = Z [min(Xi ;Y )]/ Z(Xi)

1 1

Coverage(X[ < K): Z[min(Xi;Yi)]/Z(Y[)

For the carnival participants Z, X; is the configurational score for membership. Accordingly,
the outcome condition is expressed by the membership score of Yi. Following the study by
Skarmeas et al. (2014), a configuration is considered sufficient and can be accepted as a
solution when the generated consistency is higher than 0.74 and the row coverage ranges

between 0.25 and 0.75.

The study progressed to a non-parametric analysis, since it was characterised by general
asymmetry. According to Skarmeas et al. (2014), general asymmetry exists when all values in
the correlation matrix are lower than 0.6. Table 1 illustrates the general asymmetry of the
study. Consequently, different combinations of the examined simple conditions can result in
the same outcome (Geremew et al., 2023; Woodside, 2013). The research examines the effect
of co-creation upon destination image using the Carnival of Patras as a case study, and
evaluates the causal recipes generated by the antecedents of: (i) event co-creation; (ii) brand

co-creation; (iii) experience co-creation; (iv) degree of co-creation; and (v) satisfaction.

Please insert Table 1

Algorithms

In total, 33 individual cases were used for the calibration of the research. As suggested by
Ragin (2008), for each of the examined causal conditions the membership score ranged
between zero (non-membership) and one (full membership). Based upon this, the thresholds

for non/full membership and cross-over points were also established. Following Xie and



Wang (2020), the original values were five percent for non-membership, 50 percent for the

cross-over point, and 95 percent for full-membership.

As presented above, the research uses a five-point (1: strongly disagree; 5: strongly agree)
Likert scale. In accordance with Pappas and Woodside (2021), the values of two, three, and
four were set as thresholds. Accordingly, relevant thresholds were applied for the examined
socio-demographics (gender; age; level of education). The destination image ‘f di’ for the
participants in the Carnival of Patras was examined through the fuzzy-sets of gender ‘f g’,
age ‘f a’, level of education ‘f le’, event co-creation ‘f_ec’, brand co-creation ‘f bc’,

experience co-creation ‘f_exc’, degree of co-creation ‘f dc’, and satisfaction ‘f s’.

Findings
Table 2 presents the socio-demographics of the sample. Table 3 illustrates the items used, and

the descriptive statistics of the research.

Please insert Table 2

Please insert Table 3

Since all items were adopted from previous studies (Akhmedova et al., 2020; Dimitrovski et
al., 2022; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Karadimitriou, 2023; Kim et al., 2022;
Lam et al., 2020; Shugla & Busser, 2020; Sung & Lee, 2023), the study progressed to CFA
(Confirmatory Factor Analysis). Apart from EC2, all the other examined items exceeded the
minimum threshold of 0.4 (Norman & Streiner, 2008) so qualified for further analysis.

Internal consistency was measured using Cronbach’s A, and ranged between 0.879 and 0.947



(higher than the minimum acceptable limit of 0.7 [Nunnally, 1978]). Accordingly, the
convergent validity (AVE: Average Variance Explained) was higher than the minimum
acceptable limit of 0.5 (Kim, 2014), whilst the reliability (CR: Composite Reliability) was
higher than the AVE (Huang et al., 2013). Table 4 presents the factor analysis, internal

consistency, convergent validity, and reliability findings.

Please insert Table 4

Complex configurations

The employment of fsQCA has generated three solutions (Table 5). The first sufficient
configuration includes two socio-demographics (age; level of education) and generates high
outcome scores for the simple conditions of event co-creation, degree of co-creation and
satisfaction. This pathway appears to have the highest unique coverage (.11390) and
consistency (.83573). The second sufficient configuration includes the socio-demographics of
age and gender, and produces high outcome scores for event co-creation, brand co-creation,
and experience co-creation. This solution has the highest raw (.41834) and lowest unique
(.08384) coverage. The third pathway includes the level of education and demonstrates high
outcome scores for the antecedents of experience co-creation and satisfaction. This

configuration has the lowest consistency (.78405).

Please insert Table 5

Discussion

Sufficient pathways



In accordance with the presentation of the three complex configurations in Table 5, the first
sufficient pathway concerns co-creational involvement and satisfaction. The relationship
between involvement in an event and satisfaction is something that has been repeatedly
identified in previous studies (Brown et al., 2016; Sato et al., 2016). However, the findings of
this study indicate that the co-creational aspects of involvement and satisfaction can operate
as a driver for strengthening destination image, something about which the current literature
is silent. Hence, it can be concluded that the co-creational involvement and satisfaction
generated by the carnival of Patras impacts upon the city’s destination image. The second
sufficient configuration is focused on the co-creational event image. From previous research
it is already known that event image directly impacts upon destination image and vice versa
(Lai, 2018). Nevertheless, this study asserts the co-creational perspective of the event image
and its impact upon the destination image, suggesting that co-creational aspects and activities
can strengthen the event image and ultimately the destination image. The third generated
solution reveals the experience-satisfaction nexus. This nexus is one of the most established
in tourism (Chen et al., 2016; Coves-Martinez et al., 2021) and event literature (Kim et al.,
2022; Mainolfi & Marino, 2020). Conversely, the co-creational effect upon the experience-
satisfaction nexus and its impact upon the destination image is an under-researched aspect.
This study reveals those aspects and highlights the influence of co-creation on the

experience-satisfaction nexus, and finally its influence upon destination image.

Confirmation of tenets

A prerequisite for accepting the findings of the fSQCA is the confirmation of the previously
presented six set tenets. As shown by the findings presented in Table 5, each of the five
examined antecedents (event co-creation; brand co-creation; experience co-creation; degree

of co-creation; satisfaction) is included in at least one sufficient configuration. As a result, the



first set tenet (T1) is confirmed. Furthermore, all the generated solutions are complex since
they include at least two of the examined simple conditions (the first and second pathway
consist of three antecedents each; the third pathway includes two antecedents). These results
confirm the recipe principle, and accordingly they confirm the second set tenet (T2). The
analysis has generated three pathways (co-creational involvement and satisfaction; co-
creational event image; experience-satisfaction nexus), each of them having a different
combination of the examined simple conditions. To the extent that different complex
solutions can produce the same outcome the third tenet (T3) is also confirmed. Following the
chosen contrarian case analysis, none of the examined simple conditions can be included in
all the generated solutions. The results indicate that none of the five antecedents is included
in all three pathways (event co-creation, experience co-creation and satisfaction are included
in two pathways each; brand co-creation and degree of co-creation are included in one
pathway each). Subsequently, the fourth tenet (T4) is confirmed. The equifinality principle is
also confirmed, since the generated outcome scores of the sufficient configurations do not
appear to be high, although they finally lead to the same outcome. Therefore, the fifth tenet
(T5) is confirmed. Finally, none of the sufficient configurations actually includes all cases.
This is revealed by the fact that the raw coverage ranges from 0.379 to 0.418. As a result, the

sixth tenet (T6) is also confirmed.

Managerial implications

The findings of the study identify engagement in event co-creation as a key determinant of
the quality of host destination image. As previously mentioned, local carnivals have the
ability to further enhance the particularities of the local culture and landscape (Batty et al.,
2003), and the current research focuses on such enhancements through the co-creational

route. Catalysts and enablers of effective and enjoyable event co-creation serve as positive



triggers for affective destination image (Rihova et al., 2018). Even though they are specific to
the context of carnivals and street events, the research findings have a broader applicability to
event providers (organisers and decision makers) and destination managers. As the findings
indicate, the context of cognitive and affective reactions that event participants associate with
a specific place and is co-defined by the concepts of place dependence and place identity
(Davis, 2017; Zhang et al., 2019), can be further strengthened by an appropriate co-creational
participation of the carnival participants, further strengthening the destination image of
Patras. For event providers, the challenge is to strategically maximise the experience value of
ever-growing participatory and co-creating event attributes without compromising the
psychological carrying capacity and/or emotional expectations of the participants in a way
that could lead to co-destruction (Glyptou, 2022; Harris & Duckworth, 2005). This is of
particular relevance to the organisers of the Carnival of Patras due to its ever-growing
numbers and participation. It is imperative to understand that the desire of consumers for
authenticity is able to maximise their intentions to visit a destination, generate higher
consumption patterns and showcase a substantial experience beyond product and service
consumption (Grolleau et al., 2022). With the co-creation satisfaction here relating more to
the affective image of the event rather than the cognitive one, event organisers should take
steps to enhance event experience value through communal activities that promote active
involvement and the feeling of shared event ownership and trust amongst participants (Vega-
Vasquez et al., 2013). For destination managers, the implications extend to the strategic
capitalisation of the event co-creation sentiment with regard to the development and
promotion of destination brand (Payne et al., 2009). Each of the three generated solutions
supports a combination of interventions that could strategically intensify relationships and
interactions among local actors (e.g.: permanent residents of the local community; local

businesses) as co-creators of the event and destination experience. Nowadays, the consumers



cannot and should not be considered as passive subjects, since they are actually active
participants through their engagement in value development (Ardley & Mclindosh, 2019).
The application of the Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) reiterates the importance and value of
the co-creation process amongst destination actors rather than the product outcome, yet it
further highlights the complexity of the underlying dynamics between the roles and interests
of key actors (Della Corte, 2018). Such strategic changes can lead to value sharing where the
event participants can substantially influence the related decision-making (Ardley &
Mclntosh, 2019). Destination managers can have the ability for increasing the destination
brand desirability (a high attractiveness of a brand by certain consumer categories [Phau et
al., 2022]) of Patras. This can be achieved through further aligning the destination brand with
co-creation incentives and enablers appropriately matched to the behavioural patterns and
visiting motivations of their main destination clientele (Mainolfi & Marino, 2020).
Recognising the inherent complexity and the generated chaordic systems associated with the
co-creation process of both the event and destination image, a starting point would be the
coordination of more inclusive, participatory and experience-driven events aligned with the

authentic attributes of the host destination.

Conclusions

The study explores the impact of event co-creation experience on the image of the host
destination. Using the biggest carnival in Greece (carnival of Patras) as a case study of a
continuously growing and ever developing participatory event, the research adopted a
Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) approach to explore the chaordic systems of the co-creation
process and its implications for the destination image of the host city of Patras. Findings were
obtained through the application of non-linear complex thinking methods of analysis to

appropriately capture the complexity associated with both concepts studied. The co-creational



aspect of the carnival of Patras affects the affective image of the city through three distinctive
pathways: (i) co-creational involvement and satisfaction; (ii) co-creational event image; (iii)
experience-satisfaction nexus. All pathways suggest the importance of ensuring and
enhancing the complex experience value both at event and destination level through the
facilitation of catalysts and enablers for engagement, shared-ownership and satisfaction.
Establishing boundaries for co-creation and event psychological carrying capacity may
evolve into another layer of co-creating process. The theoretical and managerial implications
of the study reside in the advancement of knowledge and experience around collective ways

of formulating the chaordic destination image.

The study contributes to the better comprehension of the strategic formulation of destination
image under a participatory and co-creational perspective, and actually creates the grounds
for further examination of the co-creation process as a strategic catalyst for further
development. Moreover, it contributes through the examination of the chaordic systems of

event participants’ interactions by employing fsQCA.

The research findings are subject to the following limitations. From a methodological
perspective, the rather limited use of fSQCA hinders its full potential in the examination of
complexity aspects in tourism and events. A more extensive application of non-linear
methods of analysis would allow a deeper understanding of the dynamics dictating the co-
creation experience by focusing on specific enablers in more detail. This also includes the
future evaluation of the chaordic dynamics in a much wider spectrum of activities and
challenges in the tourism and events domain. Moreover, this research focused solely on the
experience of carnival participants, who in this case were officially registered individuals that

were involved as crew. Further differentiation between first-time and repeat carnivalists



would have allowed a clearer identification of the enablers of and barriers to the co-creation
process. To better enable a systematic and complementary perspective on experience value to
be developed, future research should further explore the perceptions of the non-actively
participating groups of spectators. Research that takes into consideration both carnival
participants and spectators would provide further insights into the co-creation effect on the
destination image. In addition, it needs to be noted that the perspectives of the respondents
are likely to change throughout time. Therefore the repetition of this research in the future
may provide evidence for the changing dynamics of the expressed perceptions. Finally, these
findings reflect the particularities of a specific type of traditional street event (carnival) in an
urban destination without a strong destination brand. Any generalisation of the findings
should be made with caution as a similar study in a more established tourism destination

could have identified different dynamics dynamics between event and destination image.

References

Akhmedova, A., Mas-Machuca, M., & Marimon, F. (2020). Value co-creation in the sharing
economy: The role of quality of service provided by peer. Journal of Cleaner Production,
266, 121736.

AKkis, S., Peristianis, N., & Warner, J. (1996). Residents’ attitudes to tourism development:
the case of Cyprus. Tourism Management 17(7): 481-494.

Ardley, B., & Mclntosh, E. (2019). Business strategy and business environment: The impact
of virtual communities on value creation. Strategic Change, 28(5), 325-331.

Azara, 1., Michopoulou, E., & Pappas, N. (2023). Revisiting value cocreation and
codestruction in events: An overview. Event Management, 27(2), 157-162.

Baggio, R., Scott, N., & Cooper, C. (2010). Improving tourism destination governance: a

complexity science approach. Tourism Review, 65(4), 51-60.



Battistella, C., (2018). Complex business models: Pacorini at the edge of chaos. Strategic
Change, 27(4), 379-393.

Batty, M., Desyllas, J., & Duxbury, E. (2003) The discrete dynamics of small-scale spatial
events: Agent-based models of mobility in carnivals and street parades. International
Journal of Geographical Information Science, 17, 673-697.

Beerli, A., & Martin, J.D. (2004). Factors influencing destination image. Annals of Tourism
Research, 31(3), 657-681.

Brown, G., Smit, A., & Assaker, G. (2016). Revisiting the host city: An empirical
examination of sport involvement, place attachment, event satisfaction and spectator
intentions at the London Olympics. Tourism Management, 55, 160-172.

Buonincontri, P., Morvillo, A., Okumus, F., & van Niekerk, M. (2017). Managing the
experience co-creation process in tourism destinations: Empirical findings from
Naples. Tourism Management, 62,264-277.

Campos, A.C., Mendes, J., Valle, P.O.D., & Scott, N. (2018). Co-creation of tourist
experiences: a literature review. Current Issues in Tourism, 21(4), 369—-400.

Chen, C.C., Huang, W.J., & Petrick, J.F. (2016). Holiday recovery experiences, tourism
satisfaction and life satisfaction — Is there a relationship? Tourism Management, 53, 140-
147.

Coves-Martinez, A.L., Sabiote-Ortiz, C.M., & Frias-Jamilena, D.M. (2021). Cultural
intelligence as an antecedent of satisfaction with the travel app and with the tourism
experience. Computers in Human Behavior, 127, 107049.

Davis, A. (2017). Experiential places or places of experience? Place identity and place
attachment as mechanisms for creating festival environment. Tourism Management, 55,

49-61.



Della Corte, V., Sepe, F., Storlazzi, A., & Savastano, 1. (2018). Citizen cocreation in tourist
and cultural events. Event Management, 22, 643-654.

Deng, Q., & Li, M. (2014). A model of event—destination image transfer. Journal of Travel
Research, 53(1), 69-82.

Deng, C. Q., Li, M., & Shen, H. (2015). Developing a measurement scale for event
image. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 39(2), 245-270.

Dimanche, F., & Andrades, L. (2014). Co-creation of experience value: a tourist behaviour
approach. In M. Chen & J. Uysal (Eds.), Creating experience value in tourism. London:
CABL

Dimitrovski, D., Duradevic, M., Senic, V., & Kostic, M. (2022). A joyful river ride: A
transformative event experience. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 39, 100502.

Fotiadis, A., Xie, L., Li, Y., & Huan, T. C. (2016). Attracting athletes to small-scale sports
events using motivational decision-making factors. Journal of Business Research, 69(11),
5467-5472.

Gallarza, M. G., Saura, I. G., & Garcia, H. C. (2002). Destination image: Towards a
conceptual framework. Annals of tourism research, 29(1), 56-78.

Gannon, M., Taheri, B., & Olya, H. (2019). Festival quality, self-connection and bragging.
Annals of Tourism Research, 76, 239-252.

Geremew, Y.M., Huang, W.J., & Hung, K. (2023). Fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative
Analysis as a mixed-method and analysis technique: A comprehensive systematic review.
Journal of Travel Research, Article in press.

Getz, D. (2010). The nature and scope of festival studies. International Journal of Event
Management Research, 5 (1), 1-47.

Getz, D., & Page, S.J. (2015). Progress and prospects for event tourism research. Tourism

Management, 52(4-5), 287-305.



Gilmore, A., & Simmons, G. (2007). Integrating sustainable tourism and marketing
management: can National Parks provide the framework for strategic change? Strategic
Change, 16(5), 191-200.

Glyptou, K. (2022). On the Verge Between Cocreation and Codestruction: The Interesting Case
of a Greek Traditional Cultural Event. Event Management, 27(2), 217-235.

Greer, C. R., Lusch, R. F., & Vargo, S. L. (2016). A service perspective. Organizational
Dynamics, 1(45), 28-38.

Grissemann, U.S., & Stokburger-Sauer N.E. (2012). Customer co-creation of travel services:
The role of company support and customer satisfaction with the co-creation performance.
Tourism Management, 33, 1483-1492.

Grolleau, G., Evon, J., & Qian, Y. (2022). How fine wine producers can make the best of
counterfeiting. Strategic Change, 31, 515-522.

Grunwald, G. (2022). Sustainability co-creation in digitalised global value chains. Strategic
Change, 31, 19-29.

Gursoy, D., & Kendall, K.W. (2006). Hosting mega events: Modelling locals’ support.
Annals of Tourism Research, 33(3), 603-623.

Harris, L., & Duckworth, K. (2005). The future of the independent travel agent: the need for
strategic choice. Strategic Change, 14(4), 209-218.

Hernandez-Mogoll6n, J.M., Duarte, P.A., & Folgado-Fernandez, J.A. (2018). The contribution
of cultural events to the formation of the cognitive and affective images of a tourist
destination. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 8, 170-178.

Huang, C.C., Wang, Y.M., Wu, T.W., & Wang, P.A. (2013). An empirical analysis of the
antecedents and performance consequences of using the Moodle platform. International

Journal of Information and Education Technology, 3(2), 217-221.



Karadimitriou, C. (2023). Event co-creation in street events. Evidence from Athens Pride.
Event Management, 27(2), 253-267.

Kim, J.H. (2014). The antecedents of memorable tourism experiences: The development of a
scale to measure the destination attributes associated with memorable experiences.
Tourism Management, 44, 34-45.

Kim, M., Kim, H., & Kim, D. (2022). Volunteers of mega-events as co-creators of host
destinations: Volunteers’ experience, value, and satisfaction toward host destination.
Tourism Management Perspectives, 44, 101044.

Koutsobinas, T., & Michalopoulou, P. (2022). Networks of culture creatives in Patras: the
relevance of cultural lag. European Planning Studies, 1-22.

Kumar, V., Leone, R.P., Aaker D.A., & Day, G. (2020). Marketing research. 13" Eds., New
York: Wiley.

Latané, B. (1981). The psychology of social impact. American Psychologist, 36(4), 343-356.

Lai, K. (2018). Influence of event image on destination image: The case of the 2008 Beijing
Olympic Games. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 7, 153-163.

Lam, J.M.S,, Ismail, H., & Lee, S. (2020). From desktop to destination: User-generated
content platforms, co-created online experiences, destination image and satisfaction.
Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 18, 100490.

Lee, E., Chung, N., & Koo, C. (2023). Exploring touristic experiences on destination image
modification. Tourism Management Perspectives, 47, 101114,

Longest, K., & Vaisey, S. (2008). Fuzzy: A Program for performing Qualitative Comparative
Analyses (QCA) in STATA. The STATA Journal, 8(1), 79-104.

Mainolfi, G., & Marino, V. (2020). Destination beliefs, event satisfaction and post-visit
product receptivity in event marketing. Results from a tourism experience. Journal of

Business Research, 116, 699-710.



Norman, G., & Streiner, D. (2008). Biostatistics: The bare essentials. 3" Eds. Hamilton:
Decker.

Nunnally, J.C. (1978). Psychometric theory. 2" Eds. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Olmedo, E. (2011). Is there chaos in the Spanish labour market? Chaos, Solitons and
Fractals, 44(12), 1045-1053.

Olya, H., & Al-Ansi, A. (2018). Risk assessment of halal products and services: Implication
for tourism industry. Tourism Management, 65, 279-291.

Ordanini, A., Parasuraman, A., & Rubera, G. (2014). When the recipe is more important than
the ingredients: A Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) of service innovation
configurations. Journal of Service Research, 17(2), 134-149.

Pappas, 1.0., & Woodside, A.G. (2021). Fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis
(fsQCA): Guidelines for research practice in Information Systems and marketing.
International Journal of Information Management, 58, 102310.

Pappas, N. (2021). COVID19: Holiday Intentions during a Pandemic. Tourism Management,
84, 104287.

Pappas, N., Caputo, A., Pellegrini, M., Marzi, G., & Michopoulou, E. (2021). The complexity
of decision-making processes and IoT adoption in accommodation SMEs. Journal of
Business Research, 131, 573-583.

Pappas, N. (2023). Came and gone? A longitudinal study of the effects of COVID-19 on
tourism purchasing intentions. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 72, 103269.

Pappas, N., & Glyptou, K. (2021). Accommodation decision-making during the COVID-19
pandemic: Complexity insights from Greece. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 93, 102767.

Quinn, B. (2003). Symbols, practices and myth-making: cultural perspectives on the Wexford

Festival Opera. Tourism Geographies, 5 (3), 329-349.



Payne, A., Storbacka, K., Frow, P., & Knox, S. (2008). Co-creating brands: diagnosing and
designing the relationship experience. Journal of Business Research, 62 (3), 379-389.

Phau, 1., Akintimehin, O.0., & Lee, S. (2022). Investigating consumers' brand desirability for
upcycled luxury brands. Strategic Change, 31, 523-531.

Pl¢, L., & Caceres, R.C. (2010). Not always co-creation: introducing interactional co-
destruction of value in service-dominant logic. Journal of Services Marketing, 24 (6), 430-
437.

Prayag, G, Hosany, S., Nuckoo, R., & Alders, T. (2013). London residents’ support for the
2012 Olympic Games: The mediating effect of overall attitude. Tourism Management, 36,
629-640.

Raghunathan, T. (2020). Missing data analysis in practice - Chapman and Hall/CRC
interdisciplinary statistics series. Boca Raton: CPC Press.

Ragin, C.C. (2008). Redesigning social inquiry: Set relations in social research. University
of Chicago Press.

Rocha, C.M., & Fink, J.S. (2017). Attitudes toward attending the 2016 Olympic Games and
visiting Brazil after the games. Tourism Management Perspectives, 22, 17-26.

Rosato, P.F., Caputo, A., Valente, D., & Pizzi, S. (2021). 2030 Agenda and sustainable
business models in tourism: A bibliometric analysis. Ecological Indicators, 121, 106978.

Ryan, C., & Cave, J. (2005). Structuring destination image: A qualitative approach. Journal
of Travel Research, 44(2), 143-150.

Raymond, C.M., Brown, G., & Weber, D. (2010). The measurement of place attachment:
personal, community, and environmental connections. Journal Environmental Psychology,

30 (4), 422-434.



Roditis, A. (2023). Patrino Karnavali.... 194 years old. Achaiki Politeia, Published

15/02/2023, Available from: https://politeianews.gr/patrino-karnavali-194-chronia-istoria/

(Accessed 15/03/2023)

Sato, M., Jordan, J.S., & Funk, D.C. (2016). A distance-running event and life satisfaction:
The mediating roles of involvement. Sport Management Review, 19(5), 536-549.

Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2009). Research methods for business: A skill-building approach.
Chichester: John Wiley.

Shulga, L.V., & Busser, J.A. (2020). Hospitality employee and customer role in value co-
creation: Personal, organizational and collaborative outcomes. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 91, 102648.

Siaw, C.A., & Okorie, C. (2022). Value co-creation on technology-enabled platforms for
business model responsiveness and position enhancement in global value chains. Strategic
Change, 31, 9-18.

Skai (2023). Patrino Karnavali 2023: at 14:00 the great parade with 150 chariots and 60000
carnival participants. Skai, Published 26/02/2023, Available from:

https://www.skai.gr/news/dgreece/patra-stis-1400-i-megali-parelasi-me-150-armata-kai-

60000-karnavalistes (Accessed 15/03/2023).

Skarmeas, D., Leonidou, C.N., & Saridakis, C. (2014). Examining the role of CSR skepticism
using fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis. Journal of Business Research, 67, 1796-
1805.

Sung, K.S., & Lee, S. (2023). Customer brand co-creation behavior and brand sincerity
through CSR interactivity: The role of psychological implications in service-dominant

logic. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 108, 103388.


https://politeianews.gr/patrino-karnavali-194-chronia-istoria/
https://www.skai.gr/news/greece/patra-stis-1400-i-megali-parelasi-me-150-armata-kai-60000-karnavalistes
https://www.skai.gr/news/greece/patra-stis-1400-i-megali-parelasi-me-150-armata-kai-60000-karnavalistes

Tan, W.K. (2017). Repeat visitation: A study from the perspective of leisure constraint,
tourist experience, destination images, and experiential familiarity. Journal of Destination
Marketing & Management, 6(3), 233-242.

Uhrich, S., & Benkenstein, M. (2012). Physical and social atmospheric effects in hedonic
service consumption: customers’ roles at sporting events. Service Industry Journal, 32,
1741-1757.

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008). Service-dominant logic: Continuing the evolution.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 1-10.

Vega-Vazquez, M., Revilla-Camacho, M. A., & Cossio-Silva, F. J. (2013). The value co-
creation process as a determinant of customer satisfaction. Management Decision.

Wakefield, K.L., & Blodgett, J.G. (1994). The importance of servicescapes in leisure service
settings. Journal of Service Marketing, 8, 66—76.

Wallace, K. & Michopoulou, E. (2023). Building resilience and understanding complexities of
event project stakeholder management. Event Management. 27, 281-299.

Weick, K.E., & Sutcliffe, K.M. (2007). Managing the unexpected: Resilient performance in
an age of uncertainty. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Woodside, A. G. (2017). Releasing the death-grip of null hypothesis statistical testing (p<.
05): Applying complexity theory and somewhat precise outcome testing (SPOT). Journal
of Global Scholars of Marketing Science, 27(1), 1-15.

Woodside, A.G., & Zhang, M. (2013). Cultural diversity and marketing transactions: Are
market integration, large community size, and world religions necessary for fairness in
ephemeral exchanges? Psychology and Marketing, 30(3), 263-276.

Xie, X., & Wang, H. (2020). How can open innovation ecosystem modes push product

innovation forward? An fsQCA analysis. Journal of Business Research, 108, 29-41.



Yang, F.X. (2016). Tourist co-created destination image. Journal of Travel and Tourism
Marketing, 33(4), 425-439.

You, W., Sarpong, D., & O’Regan, N. (2022). Global value chains in a digitalized era.
Strategic Change, 31, 5-8.

Zahra, A., & Ryan, C. (2007). From chaos to cohesion - Complexity in tourism structures: An
analysis of New Zealand’s regional tourism organizations. Tourism Management, 28(3),
854-862.

Zenker, S., & Kock, F. (2020). The coronavirus pandemic—A critical discussion of a tourism
research agenda. Tourism Management, 81, 104164.

Zhang, C.X., Nang Fong, L.C., & Li Shina (2019) Co-creation experience and place
attachment: Festival evaluation. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 81, 193-
204.

Zhang, M., Atwal, G., & Kaiser, M. (2021). Corporate social irresponsibility and stakeholder

ecosystems: The case of Volkswagen Dieselgate scandal. Strategic Change, 30, 79-85.



Table 1: Correlation Matrix

1 2 3 4 5
1 Event Co-creation 1
2 Brand Co-creation -.018 1
3 Experience Co-creation -.069 .043 1
4 Degree of Co-creation 002 -.081 .048 1
5 Satisfaction -038 -.045 .018 -.064 1
6 Destination Image -.080 .001 075 -.013 .017




Table 2: Socio-demographics

N %
Gender
Male 225 56.3
Female 175 43.8
Age
18-35 238 59.5
36-50 121 30.3
Over 50 41 10.3
Level of Education
Primary & Secondary 244 61.0
Higher 156 39.0
Total 400 100




Table 3: Descriptive statistics

Statements Means  SD Gender Age Education
Male Female 18-35 36-50 50+ P&S Higher
Event Co-creation

EC1  Itis beneficial for me to follow the Patras Carnival ~ 3.93 692  3.95 3.90 392 394 390 392 3.94
regulations.

EC2 | feel that | can actively participate in the 2.73 832 278 2.67 273 282 249 273 2.73
formulation of Patras Carnival regulations.

EC3 It makes me feel better to engage in Patras 4.07 728  4.09 4.03 407 407 405 4.03 412
Carnival activities.

EC4 At Patras Carnival | am able to support other 3.81 .768  3.83 3.79 385 374 380 378 3.86
people participating in the event.

EC5 | am motivated by Patras Carnival to support other ~ 3.88 768  3.92 3.83 393 379 388 387 3.90

people involved in the event.



EC6 By participating in Patras Carnival activities | can 3.72 .850 3.80 3.62 3.74  3.72 3.61 3.71 3.74
reach my personal goals.

EC7 My engagement in Patras Carnival contributes to 4.09 Jq27 411 4.07 409 404 422 408 4.10
the strengthening of the event.

Brand Co-creation

BC1 | repost/retweet content made by me during the 4.24 889 417 4.33 450 428 263 430 4.15
carnival on social media.

BC2 | take photos of myself during the carnival and 4.20 812 416 4.24 437 421 312 425 4.12
actively share them with others.

BC3 | provide ideas on how to improve the carnival on 3.91 1.159 3.88 3.93 418 388 239 4.06 3.67
social media.

BC4  If I notice a problem with the carnival, | tell the 4.22 J77 4.20 4.25 437 423 334 424 4.19
organisers even if it doesn’t affect me.

BC5 | say positive things about the carnival to others. 4.37 755 4.30 4.46 454 434 346 440 4.32



BC6 I help other participants, if they have issues with 4.27 J11 425 4.28 439 420 3.76  4.30 4.22
questions about the carnival.

BC7 1 give advice to other participants about the event. 4.33 719 433 4.33 445 424 390 437 4.27

Experience Co-creation

EXC1 My active participation in the Carnival of Patras 4.29 619 432 4.26 421  4.36 461 434 4.22
helps to make it an experience.

EXC2 | feel confident regarding my capabilities during 411 844 414 4.08 405 4.16 437 4.18 4.01
the event.

EXC3 My event experience is enhanced because | 4.37 594 441 431 427 447 461 441 4.29
participate in the activity.

EXC4 The event provides situations that present a 4.10 926 4.2 4.06 399 415 454 414 4.03
challenge to skills and abilities.

EXC5 My overall experience of the event is enhanced by  4.02 981  3.96 411 392 407 449  4.06 3.97

other content.



EXC6 My experience of the carnival was a shared 4.35 620 441 4.29 429 440 461 441 4.28
experience.

EXC7 1 will tell others about my experience of the 4.36 613  4.38 4.33 428 442 461 441 4.28
carnival.

Degree of Co-creation

DC1 I have been actively involved during my 3.06 846  3.07 3.04 284 328 368 3.03 3.10
participation in the event.

DC2 | have used my experience from previous eventsin ~ 3.20 .842 3.24 3.15 3.03 3.36 3.73 3.18 3.23
order to inform my participation in this event.

DC3  The ideas on how to participate in this event were 2.85 1.004 287 2.83 262 315 334 280 2.94
predominantly suggested by myself.

DC4 | have spent a considerable amount of time 3.38 991 3.49 3.24 320 356 383 334 3.44

participating in this event.

Satisfaction



S1 I made the right choice in participating in this 4.21 535 4.20 4.22 423 414 429 420 4.22
event.
S2 This event gave me great satisfaction. 4.25 548 424 4.25 426 417 434 424 4.26
S3 This event fulfilled my expectations and desires. 4.31 559 431 4.30 432 422 444 430 431
S4 I have no regrets about participating in the event. 4.12 667 414 4.09 423 407 415 4.09 4.16
S5 In general, | am satisfied with my event 4.24 .603  4.26 4.22 427 417 424 423 4.26
experience.
Destination Image
DI1 The carnival adds value to the city of Patras. 4.75 445 476 4.74 474 475 480 475 4.74
DI2 The carnival adds new features to the city’s 4.63 492 460 4.68 463 464 468 462 4.66
destination image.
DI3 The carnival increases the visitor experience of the  4.54 591 451 4.59 455 453 459 454 4.55
city.
Dl4 The carnival increases the destination image of the ~ 4.50 588  4.47 4.55 449 450 461 4.49 4.53

city.



DI5

DI6

DI7

Working together on the carnival we add to the 4.60
destination image of Patras.

Cooperating with each other on the carnival we 451
add to the destination image of Patras.

In the carnival we create together a stronger 4.42

destination image for Patras.

.563

.609

.587

4.58

451

4.42

4.62

4.50

4.42

4.61

4.52

4.43

4.53

4.47

4.40

4.68

451

441

4.57

4.52

4.44

4.64

4.49

4.40




Table 4: Factor analysis

Loadings A AVE CR
Event Co-creation 912 670 933
EC1 942
EC2 LC
EC3 .832
EC4 871
ECS .798
EC6 751
EC7 812
Brand Co-creation 924 723 948
BC1 909
BC2 .822
BC3 .689
BC4 919
BC5 872
BC6 .883
BC7 .837
Experience Co-creation .895 .682 .936
EXC1 967
EXC2 742
EXC3 879
EXC4 .682
EXCS .643
EXC6 912



EXC7 .898
Degree of Co-creation .879 744 920
DC1 .950
DC2 875
DC3 .842
DC4 A74
Satisfaction 947 .835 962
S1 948
S2 .960
S3 .937
S4 .840
S5 879
Destination Image .939 733 950
DIl .709
DI2 841
DI3 927
Dl4 942
DI5 .844
D16 .896
D17 .810




Table 5: Complex configurations

Complex Solution Raw Unique Consist.

Coverage Coverage

Model:

f di=f(f g,f af lef ecf bc,f exc,f dc,f s)

~f g,f af le,f ec,~f bc,~f exc,f dc,f s 37947 11390 .83573
f o,f a,~f lef ecf bc,f exc,~f dc,~f s 41834 .08384 .80832
~f g,~f af le~f ec,~f bc,f exc,~f dc,f s .39228 .09723 .78405
Solution Coverage: Solution Consistency:
42088 .81839
f_g: Gender f a: Age f_le: Level of education
f_ec: Event co-creation f_bc: Brand co-creation f_exc: Experience co-creation

f_dc: Degree of co-creation f_s: Satisfaction f_di: Destination image



