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ABSTRACT 

This master thesis describes the impact of customer co-creation implementations on the internal 

organization in terms of customer knowledge development, decision making, and employees. The 

empirical analysis, which is based on a two-step approach (explorative interviews and case studies), 

showed that customer co-creation implementations are having an impact on the quality and 

dispersion of customer knowledge, the speed and quality of the decision making process, and the 

creativity and interaction skills of employees. This study shows that the impact - on the quality and 

the dispersion of customer knowledge, and on the interaction skills of employees which are involved 

- is significantly differentiated through implementation characteristics. 
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

Nowadays, more and more organizations see the benefits of involving customers in their innovations. 

One of the possibilities of customer based innovation is extracting valuable information based on 

joint learning through the concept of co-creation. A recent example of co-creation in new product 

development in a business-to-consumer (B2C) context is customer co-creation. Customer co-creation 

is defined as an active, creative and social process, based on collaboration between producers and 

consumers that is initiated by the firm to generate value for both the firm and the customers. The 

literature describes a lot about the benefits of co-creation. But co-creation has also its necessary 

limitations. For example, customer co-creation implementations have an impact on the internal 

organization. However, little is known about the impact in the literature. So the focus of this Master 

Thesis will be about the impact of customer co-creation implementations on the internal 

organization.  
 

Problem Statement 

Customer co-creation implementations might have an impact on the internal organization, and it 

might have a differential effect through implementation characteristics. Because, different 

requirements which are based on the implementation characteristics   might lead to differential 

impact. Therefore, the objective of this research is to gain insight in “how” customer co-creation 

implementations are affecting the internal organization. A co-creation implementation can be 

defined as a program of requirements which are based on implementation characteristics; 

implementation characteristic as a distinctive element or property of an implementation; the internal 

organization in terms of underling elements as customer knowledge development, decision making 

process, and employees; and impact as all changes resulting from a co-creation implementation. 

Hence the following research question can be formulated: 
 

IN WHAT WAY ARE CUSTOMER CO-CREATION IMPLEMENTATIONS AFFECTING THE INTERNAL ORGANIZATION IN 

TERMS OF CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE, DECISION MAKING, AND EMPLOYEES? 
 

To answer the research question the study conducted first explorative interviews to explore several 

implementation characteristics that are related to the internal organization in terms of customer 

knowledge, decision making, and employees.  Subsequently, the research executed a comparative 

case study which resulted in ten case studies which contain semi-structured interviews and 

statement forms to research how customer co-creation implementations are affecting the different 

underlying elements. Two different analyses were used to explore the impact using a qualitative 

analysis (thematic approach), and a quantitative analysis (Mann Whitney U test). 
 

Conclusion 

The conclusion of the research will be explained by answering four sub-questions. 

 
In conclusion it can be stated that customer co-creation implementations are affecting the internal 

organization of a firm. This research revealed implementation characteristics in the first step through 

explorative interviews as collaboration, internal involvement, NPD coverage, and social media. The 

second part revealed that the collaboration, internal involvement, and social media characteristics 

are respectively affecting quality of customer knowledge, dispersion of customer knowledge across 

SQ1. What are the implementation characteristics that may influence the internal organization 

in terms of customer knowledge, decision making, and employees? 
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the organization, and the interaction skills of involved employees. The second part of the study 

revealed also other implementation characteristics which might influence the internal organization. 

These are top-down vs. bottom up policies, adaption of the innovation process, and finally the type 

and number of people who are involved. 

 
 Customer co-creation implementations improve the quality of customer knowledge 

 

Firms that implement customer co-creation improve customer knowledge development, in terms of 

receiving ideas and concepts, designs, sticky knowledge or insights in problems, needs and 

preferences. The research found also that the improvement of customer knowledge may differ 

through the collaboration characteristic. A network based setting (with interactions) improves the 

quality significantly better of customer knowledge than organizations with a dyadic setting (without 

interactions).  
 

In general, it would be advisable to implement a network setting if the objective of a co-creation 

initiative is purpose driven (i.e. solution or a development of a product), because a network setting 

leads to deep and detailed knowledge. If the objective is purposeless (producing new ideas for new 

opportunities), then it is advisable to choose a dyadic setting, because this setting will lead to open 

and creative knowledge which is broad and enhancing new business development. 
 

 Customer co-creation implementations enable the dispersion of customer knowledge partially 
 

The study revealed that customer co-creation implementations are partially affecting the spread of 

customer knowledge across the organization. The research found that organizations which have an 

open and transparent organizational culture will not face an effect on knowledge sharing. While 

organizations which are traditionally closed are enabling the dispersion of customer knowledge. This 

can be strengthened by the implementation characteristic internal involvement. Firms with high 

internal involvement (i.e. highly cross functional teams and intense adoption within the organization) 

will have higher levels of dispersion of customer knowledge across the organization.  
 

It is advisable to implement co-creation with high internal involvement if the firm has closed cultures 

and want to open it up to foster collaboration and information sharing. However it is not advisable to 

implement both with highly cross functional teams and high intensity in the starting phase, because 

the firm will need the time to understand the co-creation process. Therefore it is good to start with 

an implementation that covers different disciplines and after a few initiatives it might be good to 

increase the intensity of adoption by involving more departments and different managerial levels. 

 
 Customer co-creation implementations are partially speeding up decision making process 

 

Organizations that implement co-creation are partially speeding up their decision making process. 

The process can be speeded up because customer co-creation implementations are partially used as 

a measure to test propositions and see how customers might react on them. If this is the case, co-

creation is utilized as a good measure for assessing decision making criteria’s that concern 

customers. The research showed also that customer co-creation is bringing decision making quicker 

SQ2. What is the influence of customer co-creation implementation on the customer knowledge 

development? 

SQ3.  What is the influence of customer co-creation implementation on the decision making 
process? 
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in the process because customers are involved. The research showed also that management support 

and commitment may make decision making easier and quicker.  
 

 Customer co-creation implementations are improving the quality of decision making process 
 

It is revealed that the co-creation implementations are improving the quality of decision making. The 

customer involvement helps decision makers to be mindful of all the facts to make good, sensible 

decisions. Furthermore, the research did not show a differential effect on the quality of decision 

making through the NPD coverage characteristic.  

 
 Customer co-creation implementations are enabling the creativity of employees  

 

In conclusion it can be stated that customer co-creation implementation are partially enabling the 

creativity of employees. The research found that the gained insights from the initiatives are serving 

as an inspiration source for creative thinking for employees. It can help enable creativity by 

expanding the fluency, flexibility, originality and/or elaboration spans of the creativity of employees. 

Enabling creativity is also partially related to increased motivation from involved employees (new 

way of innovating), and through the creative process (better hold through daily engagement).  
 

 Customer co-creation implementations are improving the skills to handle customers for 
employees that are participating 

 

The conclusion is that customer co-creation implementations are partially improving the interaction 

skills of involved employees. Many employees which are involved in initiatives are normally having 

no contact. The use of interaction skills depends on the implementation characteristic social media. 

The research shows that the use of social media tools in the initiative will enhance the skills of 

involved employees in terms of learning/improving the interactions skills to handle customers.  
 

However it is advisable to start a co-creation initiative with employees that already have interaction 

skills to handle customers, because the co-creation process needs to elapse flawlessly, without 

problems, and knowledge lost as possible. 
 

Managerial Implications 

The main managerial implication is that the organizing team needs to think through and reason 

which implementation characteristics will be activated in the three phases of transformation of co-

creation. The main implementation characteristics that are central in this research are collaboration, 

internal involvement, and social media and can be used to overcome the starting phase. Start with 

dyadic settings and discover and understand how co-creation might work for the organization. 

However, firms should gradually transform their initiatives to a network based setting in the start 

phase, because the real value of co-creation lies in the interaction with the customer. This can be 

reinforced by the use of social media tools.  Furthermore, the firm should make a right balance in 

internal involvement at the start. The manager should try to involve a balanced number of disciplines 

and departments to open up the organizational culture if it is traditionally closed. This can easily be 

done by looking at the objective and see which disciplines need to be involved. The implementation 

characteristics which are explored in the second part of the study as top-down vs. bottom up policy, 

adaption of the innovation process, and type and number of customers which will be involved, are 

possible characteristics which might be relevant in the second and third phase to embed co-creation 

in the organization.   

SQ4. What is the influence of a customer co-creation implementation on employees? 
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1 CUSTOMER CO-CREATION DRIVING INNOVATION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This is the introductory chapter of the research study, where I bring the reader into the topic. First 

I will introduce my research topic by an informative background in section 1.2. Second, I illustrate in 

section 1.3 the problem statement, which includes the problem, the objective and the research 

questions. Third, I highlighted the research contribution in section 1.4. Lastly, section 1.5 introduces 

the structure of the thesis report.  

1.2 BACKGROUND 
Today, firms can improve corporate growth and profitability by enabling the customer to take a 

more active role in the new product development process (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; von 

Hippel, 2005). Core to the idea of customer based innovation is extracting valuable information 

based on joint learning through the co-creation concept (Nambisan, 2002; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 

2004). Customer co-creation has been discussed as an interaction between either consumers only, 

consumers and products, or consumers and businesses (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-

Valdivieso, 2009)1. These interactions stress different levels of creativity or impact at different points 

in the value chain. Humphreys et al. (2009) agreed with Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004)2 stringent 

definition, but they redefined it to stress more popular conceptions. Therefore this research will use 

Humphreys’ definition which indicates a need for truly more creative involvement of the customer. 

This definition states as follows:  
 

“Co-creation is an active, creative and social process, based on collaboration between producers 

and users that is initiated by the firm to generate value for both the firm and the customers." 
 

There are many case studies that state that customer co-creation can improve the potential for 

great successful innovation and customer relationship management (Blazevic & Lievens, 2008; 

Dahlsten, 2004; Lusch & Vargo, 2006; Nambisan & Nambisan, 2008; Sawhney, Verona, & Prandelli, 

2005; Zwick, Bonsu, & Darmody, 2008). For example, Unilever involved 16 actively interested college-

age consumers to develop a new global fragrance for Axe.  

Literature shows that customer co-creation can have several benefits. In essence, firms that are 

successful in establishing co-creation can gain access to a rich external source of innovation related 

knowledge and skills that can increase their internal value creation ability (Sawhney & Prandelli, 

2000; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Algesheimer, Dholakia, & Herrmann, 2005; O’Hern & 

Rindfleisch, 2008). Nambisan (2009) identifies the benefits as two broad sets of outcomes; 

innovation-related outcomes (increased new product creativity, better product quality, decreased 

time to market, and reduced costs and risks) and customer relationship management (CRM) related 

outcomes (higher levels of customer loyalty, greater satisfaction and commitment, and the likelihood 

of increased positive word-of-mouth). Next to all these benefits, customer co-creation has also its 

limitations. For example it has an impact on the internal organization (O’Hern & Rindfleisch, 2008; 

Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009). The literature about the impact of customer 

co-creation on the internal organization is limited. Therefore, the focus of this study will be on the 

impact of customer co-creation implementations on the internal organization. Co-creation 

                                                           
1 When we talk of customers, we include potential and new customers. 
2 C. K. Prahalad and Venkat Ramaswamy are usually given credit for bringing co-creation to the minds of those in the business community 
with the 2004 publication of their book, The Future of Competition: Co-Creating Unique Value with Customers.  
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implementation can be defined as a program of requirements which are based on implementation 

characteristics. In the following sections we put more focus to describe the problem statement. 

1.3 PROBLEM STATEMENT 
 

 Impact on the internal organization 
 

Customer co-creation is suggested to be embedded in the organization of the firm (Staal, 2010). A 

well recognized organization that has embedded collaboration with employees, partners, and 

customers is Procter & Gamble (P&G). With the Connect + Develop & Advisor’s Programs the firm 

has reinvented its innovation strategy which is fuelled by an overall strategy that is encouraging it. 

For P&G it meant that the open innovation structure should drive work processes and priorities, have 

full access to the knowledge, resources needed to work well, and show results by finding, developing, 

and executing solutions to solve business challenges (Zynga, 2009). It is therefore interesting to look 

at how customer co-creation is affecting the internal organization. 

Literature is suggesting an impact on different underlying elements of the internal organization 

when implementing co-creation. Impact can be defined as all changes resulting from a co-creation 

implementation. Internal organization can be described by six elements that play an important role 

within the organization (Weggeman, Wijnen, & Kor, 1985). This research will focus on three 

underlying elements that are related to organizational elements; strategy, systems, and staff. The 

first underlying element is customer knowledge development. Co-creation will increasingly be used as 

a way of creating strategy collaboratively (Humphreys et al., 2009), and therefore customer 

knowledge development can be useful for strategy formulation and action planning. The second 

underlying element is decision making process. Co-creation can be understood as a decision-making 

support system in which empowered customers become involved in decision-making geared towards 

the co-creation of value (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; Di Gangi & Wasko, 

2009; Chan, Yin, & Lam, 2010). The third underlying element is involved employees. Co-creation 

initiatives are organized in different settings and therefore the innovation process will be practiced 

and lived differently by involved employees (Humphreys et al., 2009).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
 

 Co-creation and Implementation (characteristics) 
 

Literature describes different typologies for co-creation (Lawer, 2006; O’Hern & Rindfleisch, 2008; 

Paters, 2009; Piller & Ihl, 2009; Pisano & Verganti, 2008). However, characteristics of the types within 

these typologies are not always detailed carefully. Therefore it is possible to implement the types 

from these typologies in different ways with different requirements. A requirement is a condition 

that a certain initiative should do. As a result, little is known about the requirements and ways for 

implementing these types in relation to the impact on the internal organization. For example, Lawer 

(2006) suggests the degree of adaptability of value created as a dimension to distinguish different 

types of co-creation. But what this dimension is meaning for the requirements or for the way of 

implementation stays unexplained. 

The characteristics which show the requirements and the way of implementations are more low-

level than the suggested dimensions of these typologies. These low-level characteristics are defined 

in this study as the implementation characteristics. An implementation characteristic is a distinctive 

element or property of an implementation. For example, a firm might need to set a requirement 

about a certain degree of customer involvement into the innovation process. This implementation 

characteristic can be different or exactly the same in degree at all the types within the typologies.  

Alongside, implementation characteristics are forming the implementation and therefore might 

lead to different impact levels on the internal organization. For example, it may be assumed that high 
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customer involvement has a different impact on the internal organization than lower involvement. So 

it can be expected that the implementation characteristics have an important role in the degree of 

impact on the internal organization.  

Customer co-creation implementations might therefore have an impact on the internal 

organization e.g., customer knowledge development, decision-making process, and employees. And 

the level of impact might be differently through different requirement settings from the 

implementation characteristics. Therefore it is interesting to research how different co-creation 

implementations are related to different underlying elements of the internal organization and draw 

conclusions about the requirements for implementation.   

1.3.1 RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 

Based on the above the research objective can be formulated: 
 

 

1.3.2 RESEARCH-QUESTION 

From the latter it was determined that the research project must identify or explore the impact of 

customer co-creation implementations on the internal organization. Therefore, the main research 

question that will provide focus in building theory of this Master Thesis is: 
 

IN WHAT WAY ARE CUSTOMER CO-CREATION IMPLEMENTATIONS AFFECTING THE INTERNAL ORGANIZATION IN 

TERMS OF CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE, DECISION MAKING, AND EMPLOYEES? 
 

To answer the research question, a beginning will be made by answering a few sub-questions. 

Therefore, the research question is divided in sub-questions to structure the research better. The 

sub-questions have a clear logic and are based on the research model.  The research begins with 

understanding the researched phenomenon’s by conducting a literature review and a research 

model. Then the study will take a two-step approach to answer the research question. This two-step 

is needed because we will first need to determine the implementation characteristics since they are 

under-exposed in the literature. Thus, the first step is conducting explorative interviews to determine 

different implementation characteristics of co-creation. These characteristics may affect the different 

underlying elements of the internal organization. Therefore the first sub-question is: 
 

SQ1. What are the implementation characteristics of customer co-creation that may influence the 

internal organization in terms of customer knowledge, decision making and employees? 
 

As a result of the first step we are able to define several implementation characteristics which 

may influence the impact on the different underlying elements of the internal organization. 

Subsequently the second step in this research contains a comparative case study (i.e. ten case studies 

which contain semi-structured interviews and statement forms) focusing on how customer co-

creation implementations are affecting the different underlying elements. The second step will 

answer the following sub-questions. 
 

SQ2.  What is the influence of customer co-creation implementation on the customer knowledge 

development? 

SQ3. What is the influence of customer co-creation implementation on the decision-making 
process? 

The objective of this research is to gain insight in “how” customer co-creation 
implementations are affecting the internal organization in terms of customer knowledge, 

decision making, and employees. 
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SQ4. What is the influence of a customer co-creation implementation on employees? 
An overview of the research model is displayed in Figure 1 after examining the research objective 

and main research question.  

 

 

 

 

 

1.4 RELEVANCE OF THE RESEARCH 
 Theoretical relevance 

The theoretical objective of this thesis is to make a significant contribution to the literature of 

management of co-creation, in terms of knowledge about the impact on organizations when the co-

creation approach is implemented. Businesses want to cross their boundaries in order to take 

advantage of customer’s knowledge and skills. Yet, by doing so, co-creation will require a firm to 

empower and transfer a certain amount of control to the customer. This leads to implications for the 

internal organization. Therefore, research is needed to explore the differential influence on the 

different underlying elements of the internal organizations. 

 Social relevance 
The social relevance of this research is about the knowledge gap that firms face in terms of 

managing customer co-creation. Many firms come with the idea to implement a co-creation initiative 

but without thinking about how or in what way it may influence the organization. This research will 

therefore provide an insight of how co-creation can impact the organization. These insights should 

lead to recommendations that may be relevant for firms that want to start co-creation, or are 

already engaged with the approach. It may also be relevant for managers, consultants, and 

employees who are working within co-creation environments. 

 Capgemini relevance 
Capgemini Business Innovation Consulting (BIC) feels the need to find ways to process and to 

learn how co-creation can be managed.  Capgemini BIC seeks to understand the changes that will 

occur within the organization when firms implement a co-creation initiative.  With the results of this 

study Capgemini can provide better consultancy services to support firms with the adoption of 

customer co-creation, it can better meet the requirements of its customers, and consequently 

differentiate itself from competitors. 

1.5 REPORT STRUCTURE 
This master thesis started with chapter 1, which explained the research background, the problem 

statement which includes also the research objective and question, and the relevance. Chapter 2 

describes the literature review with regard to customer co-creation, typologies, implementations and 

internal organization. Chapter 3 describes the research model. Chapter 4 will discuss the results from 

the explored implementation characteristics of customer co-creation. Chapter 5 describes the 

research methodology. The analysis includes chapter 6, which discusses the qualitative analysis, and 

chapter 7, which discusses the quantitative analysis. Finally, chapter 8 discusses the conclusion, the 

managerial implications, future research and limitations.  

Figure 1: Research model 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter gives an overview of literature regarding co-creation, co-creation typologies and 

organizational elements of co-creation. The purpose of this literature study is to comprehend the 

context of this study which will help in building the theory to develop a research framework. Section 

2.1 provides an introduction to the co-creation phenomenon. Section 2.2 will discuss several co-

creation typologies and their dimensions. Section 2.3 discusses several steps, requirements and 

implementation characteristics that an organization will need to handle when it implements a 

customer co-creation initiative. Section 2.4 will describe how co-creation evolves through the 

organization. Section 2.5 discusses the possible effects on three underlying elements of the internal 

organization. Finally section 2.6 will provide a small conclusion of the literature review. 

2.1 CO-CREATION: DEFINITION & CONTEXT 
With the growing use of the concept customer co-creation, increased attention and interest to 

conduct research in this area can be observed. This interest and attention is not only noticeable in 

the blogosphere or popular publishers but also in the academic world. A search on Google Scholar 

confirms the pattern of increasing interest in the term ‘co-creation’. The figure below gives an 

accumulated overview of academic articles in Google Scholar. From 1980 till present you see an 

exponential growth in interest for the concept co-creation3. 

Recently, Gaurav Bhalla (2010) told 

in an interview that co-creation can be 

explained by not defining it, but by 

decomposing it. He explained that if you 

decompose co-creation you could 

better explain its features and 

characteristics. Co-creation is defined as 

an active, creative and social process, 

based on collaboration between 

producers and consumers that is 

initiated by the firm to generate value 

for both the firm and the customers 

(Humphreys et al., 2009). Beneath you 

see how the definition is decomposed to better understand its features and characteristics. 
 

1. The process represents an interaction, and takes place between a firm, and one or more 
actual or potential customers. 

2. Active means that the participants are deeply involved in the co-creation initiative. 
3. Creative means that the process involves the discovery of new ideas or concepts, or new 

associations of the existing ideas or concepts, fueled by the process of either conscious or 
unconscious insight.  

4. Social means that the process involves the formation of the groups of persons. Therefore the 
interaction should be willing, purposive and intentional in order to take action (two-way). 

5. Collaboration brings in the spirit of teamwork. Employees and customers are peers in the 
process and not simply facilitators of the process.  

6. The process is initiated by the firm and can be managed, either by the firm, or jointly by the 
firm and its customers. 

                                                           
3
 This graph was produced on April, 2 2010; so the graph is showing data for 2010 till the production date. 

 
Figure 2: Article count of Co-creation. Source: Google Scholar 
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7. The output of this collaboration results in value for both the firm and for its customers. 
8. Lastly, the value created for customers is derived through a variety of experiences, such as 

suggesting ideas, refining current value, designing new products, improving current designs, 
and fixing defects. 

 
Next to this, customer co-creation can account for both business to business (B2B) and business 

to consumer (B2C) customer involvement. Still, B2B and B2C customer involvement are different 
processes (Hanna et al., 1995). In this thesis the focus lies on the B2C type of customer involvement. 

2.1.1 NOVELTY OF CUSTOMER CO-CREATION 

One can wonder if co-creation is new, because the concept of direct customer involvement to 

create knowledge is not new. Customer knowledge has always played a key role in managing product 

innovation (Sawhney, Verona, & Prandelli, 2005). Eric von Hippel has been studying the contribution 

of customers to research and development (R&D) of new products for some time. In the early 1970s, 

von Hippel already found that most product innovations are not coming from the firms but from the 

end-users of the product (von Hippel, 1977). Companies are gathering product knowledge from 

customers through panels, focus groups, surveys and idea boxes for many years now. So, one can 

doubt the novelty of co-creation. Well, today’s competitive environment demands to go beyond 

importing only the voice of the customer through traditional market research mechanisms. Therefore 

the novelty of co-creation is that firms give customers a bigger role in the value creation (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004) in order to co-construct a problem or solution, a product or service, or a 

personalized experience.  

In the next sections co-creation is balanced against traditional customer inquiries and associated 

concepts to carve out space for co-creation.  
 

 Co-creation vs. Traditional Customer Inquiries 
Co-creation can be differentiated from traditional forms of customer inquiry (i.e. focus groups, 

panel groups, surveys, etc.) by both the degree of customer effort required and by the nature of the 

input that customers provide to the firm (O’Hern & Rindfleisch, 2008). In contrast to the traditional 

forms of customer inquiry, which simply request customers to provide feedback to a set of 

prearranged queries, co-creation asks customers to use substantial energy to develop (either as an 

individual or as part of a team) ideas for new product offerings. Consumers can take firms to places 

in co-creation sessions that they never thought of going to when they had used more traditional 

research methods. On the other hand, co-creation may also help firms in selecting which content or 

design should be adopted. Consumers then can help in making the right choices and trade-offs 

during the innovation process. Co-creation differs also in the interaction method, because traditional 

methods are periodically and one-way interactions, while co-creation is in contrast a persistent 

dialogue with the customers (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Sawhney, Verona, & Prandelli, 2005). 

Additionally, traditional techniques involve customers solely in concept ideation and evaluation, 

while co-creation adds often the requirement to translate general ideas into well-defined processes, 

working prototypes, or detailed graphics. In conclusion, co-creation is therefore different than the 

traditional market research mechanisms.  
 

 Co-creation vs. Associated Concepts 
Co-creation can be differentiated from different associated concepts and approaches. These 

related concepts and approaches are defined as “the co-creation family of concepts” (Humphreys et 

al., 2009). Figure 3 illustrates how different customer involvement concepts and approaches in the 

co-creation family differ from co-creation in terms of who takes the leading role in the process and 
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the type of value created. There are two important features which distinguish co-creation from other 

customer involvement concepts, namely, the degree of customer involvement, and the expansion of 

product or organizational boundaries. A third feature can be added to distinguish co-creation which 

is the focus on co-creating new values with customers that is initiated by the firm.  

The three most important concepts and approaches adjacent to co-creation (co-innovation) are 

mass customization, co-production, and mass collaboration. The following section will explain how 

co-creation is different from these concepts and approaches. 

Mass customization refers to firms that are applying technology and management methods that 

provide product variety and customization through flexibility and quick responsiveness so that 

everyone finds exactly what he or she wants (Tseng & Piller, 2003). For example, Dell.com offers 

customers to build a machine specification by selecting options in pull-down menus.  

Co-production allows customers to participate actively in production and delivery of a service, 

giving the participant a potential to customize his or her world (Lusch & Vargo, 2006). For example, 

customers that are co-producing in the assembly and distribution of furniture from IKEA or 

customers that make use of self-service checkouts at supermarkets.  

Mass collaboration refers to the collaboration model that is based on collective action, which 

occurs while large numbers of contributors or participants work independently but in collaboration 

on a single modular project (Ghazawneh, 2008). An example is Wikipedia, internet users that entirely 

write articles on the world’s largest online encyclopedia. Additional information about the associated 

concepts can be found in Appendix A. 
 

 
Figure 3: Co-creation family, adapted from Humphreys et Al. (2009). 
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2.2 CO-CREATION TYPOLOGIES AND DIMENSIONS 
Co-creation in innovation is offering many different requirements for firms in the implementation 

of co-creation. We discuss various types and typologies of co-creation that have been formulated in 

the literature. 

Piller & Ihl (2009) base their typology on three different dimensions and distinguish eight different 

types of co-creation. Firstly, the degree of freedom of the task that has been assigned to the 

customer, secondly, the degree of collaboration, which refers to the structure of the underlying 

relationships, and thirdly the progress of the new product development (NPD) process, which refers 

to the stage where customer input from co-creation activities enters the NPD process. Lawer (2006) 

based his typology on the degree of adaptability of value created and the point where the value 

creation occurs. These two dimensions combine eight types of co-creation. Paters (2009) bases his 

typology on the degree of openness, meaning how the crowd is determined, and secondly, the 

ownership of the outcome. Their typology combines four types. O’Hern & Rindfleisch (2008) suggest 

a typology that is based on two dimensions which distinguish four types of co-creation. The 

dimensions are contribution to a firm, and the selection of which specific concepts and ideas should 

be pursued. Consequently, their research observed the degree of customer autonomy across these 

two activities as a third dimension. And finally, Pisano & Verganti (2008) suggest two dimensions that 

distinguish four co-creation types. Their study makes a distinction between governance structure, 

which distinct in “who gets to define the problem and choose the solution”, and the second is 

participation level, which is the degree of openness to the community.  

 

Piller & Ihl (2009) Lawer (2006) Paters (2009) O’Hern & 
Rindfleisch (2008) 

Pisano & Verganti 

(2008) 
Freedom; of the task 
that has been assigned 
to the customer (low – 
high) 

Adaptability of value 
created; to which 
extent the value 
created can be 
personalized (standard 
– personalized) 

Openness to the 
crowd; to what 
extent a firm is 
open to the crowd 
(anyone can join – 
selection criteria to 
determine 
consumers) 

Selection; choosing 
which of the 
submissions will be 
retained (firm-lead – 
customer-lead) 

Participation 
level; the degree 
of openness to the 
community 
(closed – open) 

Collaboration; refers to 
the structure of the 
underlying relationships 
(dyadic – network) 

Point where the value 
creation occurs; 
according to who’s 
context, events or 
preferences (within 
firm – at the point of 
use by an individual) 

Ownership; who 
owns the outcome 
(initiator – all 
contributors) 

Contribution; 
degree to submit 
content (fixed – 
open) 

Governance 
structure; who 
gets to define the 
problem and 
choose the 
solution (initiator 
– all contributors) 

NPD progress; refers to 
the stage where 
customer input enters 
(front –  back-end) 

  Customer 
autonomy; degree 
to gain control (low 
– high) 

 

Table 1: Different dimensions of co-creation typologies 
 

Table 1 summarizes the different dimensions of the different researchers. All different dimensions 

give firms the possibility to create or use a form of co-creation in order to influence the NPD process. 

(Additional information can be seen in Appendix B).  

The conclusion is that most typologies are not clear regarding the requirements and ways of 

implementing. Therefore it is possible to implement the types from these typologies in different 

ways with different requirements. For example, Lawer (2006) suggests, the degree of adaptability of 
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value created and the point where the value creation occurs, as dimensions to distinguish different 

types of co-creation. However, his dimensions are not the requirements for a firm when it wants to 

implement customer co-creation. The requirements are more low-level than the suggested 

dimensions of these typologies. The low-level characteristics are defined in this study as the 

implementation characteristics. An implementation characteristic can be defined as a distinctive 

element or property of an implementation. For example an implementation characteristic might be 

the degree of customer involvement into the innovation process. A requirement for the 

implementation might then be a high degree of customer involvement. Alongside, this 

implementation characteristic can be different or exactly the same in degree at all the types within 

the typologies. Therefore it is important to look at a framework that is providing insight in how to 

implement customer co-creation.  

2.3 IMPLEMENTATION OF CO-CREATION 
Co-creation can have different requirements and take different ways in implementing customer 

co-creation. On the basis of the POST method (Bernhoff, 2007), firms can determine the 

requirements for the implementation of the co-creation initiative. The following section will discuss 

how the model can help the firm to establish requirements and implement customer co-creation. 

According to Bernhoff (2007) the POST method is a basic structure for starting to frame a plan for 

implementing customer co-creation. POST stands for People, Objectives, Strategies, and Technology. 

The four-step approach will be explained as follows: 
 

 P stands for People. This step means that 
firms should understand and find customers 
or a target group that will be involved. 

 O stands for Objectives. This step determines 
what the firm wants to accomplish with the 
initiative. 

 S stands for Strategy. This step determines 
how the objective of the initiative will be 
achieved. 

 T stands for technology. This step determines 
which technology for the co-creation initiative 
will be used. 

 

With this four-step approach firms are able to 

determine what they exactly want to achieve and how they want to achieve it.  Implementation 

characteristics are closely related to these achievements. So the POST method gives a good guideline 

for firms that want to know how to implement and which requirements the co-creation 

implementation must meet.  

Humphreys et al. (2009) underlined several implementation characteristics which are related to 

the POST method. For example, they suggest that it is really important to know which type of people 

will be involved. Firms can choose to involve existing customers, customers of competitors (latent 

customers), or non- users (latent customers). They also suggest the characteristic to select particular 

types of customers (e.g. early adopters). Next to this it is also important to look at internal 

involvement; ‘who will be involved internally.’ Most co-creation initiatives are generally facilitated by 

project teams that contain employees from R&D, marketing & sales, and communication which have 

strong affinity to innovation. 

Figure 4: Forrester POST model (Bernhoff, 2007) 
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For the second step, the objective, Humphreys et al. (2009) suggests that organizations should 

determine a product related objective. This means if the objective relates to; 1) a specific solution to 

a problem or product (i.e. purpose driven) or 2) producing new ideas that allow for an opening of 

entirely new opportunities (both is also a possibility). Next to this they describe the need to 

determine the value related objective; is the form of value that should be created standardized 

(benefiting all customers), customized (mass-customized) or personalized (co-produced by every 

single customer).  

Humphreys et al. (2009) suggest several implementation characteristics which relate to the 

strategy. The first relates to determining where the co-creation initiative will occur in the innovation 

process. Potential customer involvements in the NPD process have generally included the following 

stages; 1) idea generation and selection, 2) design, 3) testing, 4) support, and 5) marketing (Enkel et 

al., 2005; Füller et al., 2004; Humphreys et al., 2009; Nambisan et al., 2008) . On the other hand they 

suggest looking at how much consumer involvement there must be. Alongside, the duration might 

also be an important implementation characteristic. Firms may engage customers in one particular 

workshop, on an ad hoc basis, in regular intervals or even continuously.  

For the fourth step, technology, Bernhoff (2007) suggests that this step will be based on the 

people that will be involved, and on the determined objective and strategy. Therefore, the 

implementation characteristics concerning the technology should be determined in a stadium where 

the first three steps are already determined.  An example of an implementation characteristic might 

be the use of a brand platform or choose to broker the platform to a third party.  

An important note is that the given examples of the implementation characteristics in this section 

are not the only characteristic, because the implementation of customer co-creation may have many 

more requirements that are needed to be determined. However, for this research it is important to 

relate the implementation characteristics to the determined underlying elements of the internal 

organization because these are central in this research. This will be revealed in the first part of the 

study by explorative interviews.  

In the following sections we will first discuss how co-creation relates to the internal organization 

of the firm. 

2.4 EMBEDDEDNESS OF CO-CREATION 
This section will explain how co-creation becomes structurally embedded in the organizations. Co-

creation is not an approach that only needs an implementation so the firm is ready to go and benefit. 

Co-creation requires an internal change to successfully benefit in growth and profitability. 

The most successful co-creation initiatives, e.g. Dell, P&G, Google, and Nokia, have one thing in 

common; co-creation is structurally embedded in their 

strategy, projects, and processes to create growth and 

sustainable competitive advantage (Staal, 2010). This 

required significant changes in their internal organizations. 

Staal (2010) suggests three stages (on the basis of the 

NineSigma model (Zynga, 2009)) so that the organization 

can change towards an organization that embeds co-

creation structurally in their strategy, projects, and 

processes. The three stages can be defined as start, 

consolidate, and integrate.  

The initial stage, start, is focused on experimenting with 

Figure 5: The Transformation of Co-creation 

(Staal, 2010) 
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co-creation. In this phase firms do experience what co-creation can mean for the organization and 

get multi-level management and individuals of different departments engaged. The co-creation 

initiatives focus in this stage especially on the idea generation and launch/use phase. Due to the 

novelty and the need to prove the value of co-creation, the experiments are often internally and/or 

in a ‘closed’ setting (customers are selected or need to be members of a community) (Staal, 2010). 

According to Zynga (2009) the most important barriers in this stage are: 
 

 Mindset or culture  Resources 
 Current work processes and priorities  Ability to find or execute external ideas 
 

In the consolidation stage, there are often several running co-creation initiatives at the same 

time, each with their own project teams, plans and platforms. In this stage it is then important that 

the firm identifies and structures their various existing experiments and platforms, define their 

workflow processes, establish an open innovation structure and adapt their culture to a new open 

methodology (Zynga, 2009). This will lead to the ability to evaluate opportunities faster and have 

learning’s and best practices that can be replicated successfully. Firms in this stage will show more 

‘open’ initiatives within the development and testing phases. 

The third phase will need to make co-creation an integral part of projects, organizational- 

processes and structure, and establish structural dialogues with stakeholders. A special co-creation 

team that is responsible for the commitment and support of co-creation is essential in this stage. In 

this stage it is desirable to invest in a brand platform and community, to direct and control the 

platform, the appearance, and the functionality (Staal, 2010). 

In conclusion, Staal (2010) argues that customer co-creation will need to be structurally 

embedded in the organization. Since the implementation of co-creation is concerning internal change 

of the organization, firms need to implement customer co-creation in three phases, which are start, 

consolidation, and integration. Therefore it is important to look at the internal organization in 

relation to the implementation of customer co-creation.  

2.5 INTERNAL ORGANIZATION 
Co-creation provides the customer some control over activities to act as an operant (knowledge 

and skills) resource for the company (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Customers can have different degrees in 

abilities to influence the NPD process, e.g. having a certain degree of freedom to participate or 

contribute or select in the innovation process (see section 2.2). However, most traditional 

organizations are designed to be internal-focused and control all their activities. Co-creation 

implementations are challenging this setting because they need to be embedded in the organization. 

Therefore, this research  is focused on how customer co-creation implementations are influencing 

the internal organization. 

Weggeman, Wijnen, and Kor (1985) developed a model to describe the organization of a firm as 

the ESH model (Evenwicht, Samenhangend en Heterogeen = Balanced, Coherent and Heterogeneous, 

see Appendix C). This model uses six different elements that play an important role within the 

organization. These elements are forming the internal organization as a whole. The elements are 

strategy, structure, systems, staff, culture, and management style.  These organizational elements 

are related to the McKinsey 7s model which was used by McKinsey to analyze organizations. The first 

element is strategy and can be defined as the way how predetermined objectives can be reached. 

Structure can be defined as the task, the responsibility and the power distribution. Systems are the 

rules and procedures that steer the firms’ activities. Staff can be defined as the characteristics and 

skills of employees. Culture can be defined as the shared norms and values (of a group of people) 
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with the resulting way of working. Management style is the characteristic behavior of management 

at every level (Weggeman, Wijnen, & Kor, 1985).  

2.5.1 UNDERLYING ELEMENTS 

Literature is suggesting that implementing customer co-creation will influence several underlying 

elements of the internal organization. Literature suggests that the underlying elements –  customer 

knowledge development, decision making process, and involved employees – will be affected by 

implementing a co-creation initiative (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; Di Gangi 

& Wasko, 2009; Dahlsten, 2004; DeFelice, 2006; Joshi & Sharma, 2004; Enkel, Kausch, & Gassmann, 

2005; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; O’Hern & Rindfleisch, 2008; Piller & Ihl, 2009). However, it is 

not clear what effect customer co-creation implementations have on the underlying elements. 

The first underlying element is customer knowledge development and can be related to strategy. 

It can be defined as a process of developing an understanding of customer new product preferences 

that unfolds through the iteration of researching and learning activities (Joshi & Sharma) across 

stages of the NPD process.  Co-creation will increasingly be used as a way of creating strategy 

collaboratively (Humphreys et al., 2009), and therefore customer knowledge development can be 

useful for strategy formulation and action planning. 

The second underlying element is decision making process and can be related to systems. 

Decision making process can be defined as the process of identifying problems and opportunities and 

then resolving them (Daft, 2000).  Co-creation can be understood as a decision-making support 

system in which empowered customers become involved in decision-making geared towards the co-

creation of value (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; Di Gangi & Wasko, 2009; 

Chan, Yin, & Lam, 2010). Co-creation will therefore affect the decision-making authority. 

The third underlying element is involved employees and can be related to the staff. Employees 

can be defined as characteristics and skills of employees (Weggeman, Wijnen, & Kor, 1985).Co-

creation initiatives can be regarded as a new way of practicing innovation within the firm, especially 

when employees interact with external stakeholders. So it will have an effect on how innovation is 

practiced and lived by involved employees (Humphreys et al., 2009). 

Therefore, this research will use the three underlying elements – customer knowledge 

development, decision making process, involved employees – as elements that are defining the 

internal organization in this research. Further explanation about how these elements may be 

influenced through co-creation can be found in the following chapter. 

2.6 CONCLUSION LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review provides a better understanding of the studied subject and how customer 

co-creation implementations and implementation characteristics relate to the internal organization. 

Section 2.2 revealed that most typologies are not clear regarding the requirements and ways of 

implementing. Therefore it is possible to implement the types from these typologies in different 

ways with different requirements. The requirements are more low-level and depend on the 

implementation characteristics. Section 2.3 tried to go beneath these dimensions and look into the 

implementation side of customer co-creation. This section suggested several steps that help firms to 

determine what they want to achieve and how they want to achieve it. The implementation 

characteristics are closely related to these steps. Therefore, the POST method is giving a good 

guideline for firms about how to implement customer co-creation. Besides it gives also examples of 

characteristics and requirements that firms may need to determine. Some of these implementation 
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characteristics may have an important role in the impact on the internal organization. However, the 

literature did not reveal how the implementation characteristics might relate to the internal 

organization. Section 2.4 argues the necessity for firms to have co-creation structurally embedded in 

the organization in the long-term. Therefore, Staal (2010) suggests implementing customer co-

creation in phases, because firms will require organizational change which cannot be changed from 

today to tomorrow. In section 2.5 the internal organization is discussed. The literature review 

revealed that the implementation of customer co-creation may affect three underlying elements of 

the internal organization. These underlying elements are customer knowledge, decision making, and 

employees (see Table 2).  
 

Internal organization Author(s) 

Customer knowledge development (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; Joshi & 
Sharma, 2004; DeFelice, 2006) 

Decision-making process (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; 
Dahlsten, 2004; Di Gangi & Wasko, 2009) 

Employees (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; 
Wikström, 1995) 

Table 2: The underlying elements of the internal organization 
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3 RESEARCH MODEL AND PROPOSITIONS 

This chapter presents the dependent and independent concepts of the research. Based on the 

relation between these concepts, the propositions and the research model will be developed to 

determine the impact of a customer co-creation implementation on the internal organization. The 

research model will be used to collect appropriate data.  

3.1 CONCEPTS 
In order to understand what exactly is meant by the impact on the internal organization it is 

important to define how customer co-creation implementations may influence the underlying 
elements of the internal organization.  Therefore we will need to define the dependent concepts and 
independent concepts.  

The propositions that this research will formulate are not sufficient, which would imply for 
example, that if a firm implements a co-creation initiative, the decision making process will always be 
faster and better. This is not the case, as the implementation of co-creation will only make it possible 
to have an effect on the underlying factors of internal organization, it does not guarantee an impact 
(Dul & Hak, 2008). 

3.1.1 DEPENDENT CONCEPTS 

In the literature review it was stated that the implementation of customer co-creation may have 
an impact on customer knowledge, decision making, and employees. These three underlying 
elements are the dependent concepts in this thesis project. How customer co-creation 
implementations are influencing these underlying elements are explained as follows: 

 

 Customer knowledge development 
 

A co-creation implementation will enable a higher quality of customer knowledge development 

(Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; Joshi & Sharma, 2004), because the customer 

is the direct source that possesses knowledge in needs and preferences. This direct contact can be 

managed through co-creation initiatives in terms of interaction on blogs, communities or offline 

settings (DeFelice, 2006). This direct contact leads to better insights. Piller and Walcher (2006) argue 

that customers have “sticky knowledge” that is not easily revealed in standard market research. Their 

idea is to use co-creation to release customer creativity and through that make use of the hidden 

knowledge and preferences. Therefore, customer co-creation is leading to high rich (deep and 

detailed) information. One of the standard rules is also that quantity breeds quality – the more ideas, 

the better (Reinig & Briggs, 2008). While others would argue that the more quantity can lead to less 

efficiency (McConnell & Huba, 2006). It is argued by the 1% rule; 1% of the participants will 

contribute something that is valuable. Thus, we argue that customer co-creation implementations 

improve the quality of customer knowledge. Accordingly, we propose the following: 
 

P1a. A co-creation implementation improves the quality of customer knowledge. 
 

A co-creation implementation in NPD leads also to knowledge transfer across organizations 

(Humphreys et al. 2009). Co-creation initiatives are generally facilitated by cross-functional teams, 

such as R&D, marketing & sales, and communication. Most of these different disciplines will have 

direct contact with the customers and therefore develop customer knowledge which can be easily 

transferred to colleagues and other interested employees. Accordingly, we propose the following: 
 

P1b. A co-creation implementation enables the dispersion of customer knowledge across the 

organization. 
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Co-creation can be also understood as a decision-making support system in which empowered 

customers become involved in decision-making geared towards the co-creation of value. Co-creation 

will therefore affect also the decision-making authority (Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-

Valdivieso, 2009; Di Gangi & Wasko, 2009; Chan, Yin, & Lam, 2010). According to Bonabeau (2009) 

decision-making can be broken into two tasks, being the generation of new ideas and 

selection/evaluation of them. Both tasks can be partially performed by the customer through co-

creation. When customers are contributing content, employees (that are in direct contact with 

customers) may be forced to give immediate feedback to the contributors (Johanessen & Olsen, 

2010), because customers want to receive feedback to their contributions in terms of what is done 

with their contribution. This immediate feedback necessitates organizations to speed up the 

decision-making process. This acceleration can be managed through decentralization of the decision-

making process, having the co-creation team direct under supervision of management of the firm, 

and/or smooth information flows that contain rich information that are distributed to the right 

people. Thus, we propose the following: 
 

P2a. A co-creation implementation improves the speed of decision-making process. 
 

Customers can also improve the quality of the decision-making authority (Humphreys, Samson, 

Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; Bonabeau, 2009). Decision-making tasks can be negatively influenced 

by numerous human biases (Bonabeau, 2009). For instance, when generating solutions people tend 

to seek information that confirms their assumptions (self-serving bias) and they maintain those 

beliefs even in the face of contrary evidence (belief perseverance). With respect to the evaluation of 

solutions, people tend to see patterns where none exist (pattern obsession) and to be unnecessary 

influenced by how a solution is presented (framing). And with customer co-creation, firms can 

increase the size and make the group more diverse. This creates a diverse collective intelligence 

which can help to mitigate those biases and therewith achieve a better qualitative decision-making 

process. For instance, the diverse collective intelligence can provide a diversity of viewpoints and 

input that can deter self-serving bias, belief perseverance, pattern obsession and negative framing. 

Thus, customer co-creation implementations will improve the quality of the decision making process. 

Accordingly, we propose the following: 
 

P2b. A co-creation implementation improves the quality of decision-making process. 
 

A co-creation implementation might affect employees’ characteristics and skills. Employees that 

participate in co-creation initiatives might increase their creativity4.  Creativity plays an important 

role in the front-end innovation phase. Co-opting customer competence, and involving customers 

into the process, ought to be extra contributing in product development projects (Wikström, 1995). 

Employees’ creativity can be enhanced by enriching fluency, flexibility, originality or elaboration5 or 

by being motivated (Feldhusen & Goh, 1995). Customer co-creation may expand the spans of 

fluency, flexibility, originality and elaboration of creativity for the involved employees. This can be 

obtained through the possibility to tap into ideas and approaches to new opportunities or problem 

solving. This knowledge will expand their creativity horizon and therefore improve the creative 

performance of the involved employees as well as the NPD team. Thus, we propose the following: 
 

                                                           
4
 Creativity refers to employees’ generation of novel and useful ideas concerning products, procedures, and processes at 

work (Hirst, Knippenberg, & Zhou, 2009). 
5
 Fluency is the number of ideas; flexibility is the number of categories; originality is the degree to which the contributions 

are unique; and elaboration is the level of detail (Feldhusen & Goh, 1995). 
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P3a. A co-creation implementation enables the creativity for employees that are 

participating. 
 

Co-creation might also be a provocation for employees to develop appropriate skills that are 

needed for the interaction with customers. Employees from different departments that normally 

have no contact with customers may find it difficult or are frightened to interact. A co-creation 

implementation might force employees to interact with the customer and therefore train/improve 

interaction skills. Employees will need to use skills in the interaction such as collaboration, 

negotiation, observation and cross-boundary knowledge transfer to handle customer (Humphreys, 

Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009; Chan, Yin, & Lam, 2010). Since co-creation is an effort to 

create value for the firm and customer, the process should elapse flawlessly without problems and 

without lost. Employees should therefore know how to interact and fully utilize the customer as a 

resource or co-creator in the process. Accordingly, we propose the following: 
 

3b. A co-creation implementation improves skills to handle customers for employees that 

are participating in co-creation. 

 

The three underlying elements revealed six 
propositions. The propositions revealed that the 
implementation of customer co-creation has an 
influence on the underlying factors. These 
propositions will be tested to measure the impact of 
customer co-creation on the internal organization. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

3.1.2 INDEPENDENT CONCEPT 

Co-creation implementation can be defined as a program of requirements 

which are based on implementation characteristics. The co-creation 

implementation will be described by the use of Forrester’s POST 

methodology. With this systematic approach the co-creation context can be 

analyzed. Furthermore, this study will zoom in at several implementation 

characteristics which are expected to relate to the underlying elements of 

the internal organization. The characteristics determine the requirements for 

a co-creation implementation. Therefore it is possible that these 

characteristics may differ in the impact on the internal organization. The 

implementation characteristics which might influence customer knowledge, 

decision making, and employees are explored as the first step in this 

research by conducting explorative interviews. 
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In Figure 9 the complete conceptual model is presented, which depicts how the implementation 

of customer co-creation within the innovation process will impact the internal organization in terms 

of three underlying elements. The research model shows also the relation between the 

implementation characteristics. As mentioned before, organizations can face different implications 

due to co-creation implementation characteristics.  

3.2 PROPOSITIONS 
From the latter, six propositions can be derived that can be investigated and tested. These will 

form the basis on which further research will be constructed. 

 

1. A co-creation implementation improves the quality of customer knowledge. 

2. A co-creation implementation enables the dispersion of customer knowledge in organization. 

3. A co-creation implementation improves the speed of decision-making process. 

4. A co-creation implementation improves the quality of decision-making. 

5. A co-creation implementation enables the creativity of involved employees. 

6. A co-creation implementation improves skills to handle customers of involved employees. 

 

  

Figure 9: General research model 
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4 THE FIRST PART: DETERMINING THE IMPLEMENTATION 
CHARACTERISTICS - EXPLORATIVE INTERVIEWS 

This part concerns the first research question, which is: What are the implementation 

characteristics of customer co-creation that may affect the internal organization in terms of 

customer knowledge, decision making and employees? The literature suggested several steps and 

implementations characteristics to consider before starting an initiative. These characteristics are 

really crucial to think through because these may influence the level of impact on the internal 

organization. Therefore it is necessary to explore the implementation characteristics that may affect 

the underlying elements in terms of customer knowledge, decision making, and employees. For that 

reason several employees of Dutch firms, which are involved in co-creation initiatives, where 

interviewed to determine these characteristics. These persons were marketing and innovation 

employees or managers. 

4.1 COLLABORATION 
According to the discussions with the different persons it became clear that the most important 

question related to the quality of customer knowledge is “in which way will the firm acquire 

customer knowledge”. This means that it is really important for a firm to decide how they will fulfill 

the objective of the co-creation initiative in terms of acquiring the customer knowledge.  

The characteristic that is related to the quality of customer knowledge is: ‘is the firm willing to 

receive contributions in a dyadic interaction setting or does it want to receive contributions in a 

network-setting’. Literature suggests that a dyadic setting is leading to open and creative 

contributions, while network-based setting is leading to high detailed contributions. This finding can 

be related back to the dimension of degree of collaboration of Piller and Ihl (2009). He describes that 

a dyadic approach acquires the firm to solicit for input in terms of online invitations to a website 

where the customers can submit their contributions without interacting with other customers or 

employees of the firm. On the other hand, a network-based 

approach, involves interactions among customers and 

between the customers and employees of the firm. 

Contributions can then built on each other and therefore 

improve the customer knowledge.  

4.2 INTERNAL INVOLVEMENT 
According to the discussions it can be concluded that the effect on the dispersion of customer 

knowledge across the organization may depend on the characteristic “how co-creation is organized 

internally in terms of the number of departments involved” and on “the intensity of the firm to 

organize customer co-creation”. Most of the initiatives addressed departments from the R&D, 

Marketing & Sales, communication, and legal counsel disciplines, as the most important disciplines 

that will be involved in customer co-creation. 

Customer co-creation is generally facilitated by a cross-functional team. These cross-functional 

teams can be set up with the idea that customer co-creation involves one or more phases of the 

innovation process (i.e. idea generation & selection, design, testing, support and marketing). And 

some of these phases may involve different disciplines during the process. A implementation may 

therefore be organized with many or a few different disciplines and department. This difference in 

implementation might therefore have different implications for sharing customer knowledge.  

Characteristic Requirement 

Collaboration  Dyadic 

Network 
Table 3: Characteristic related to the 

quality of customer knowledge 
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Some of the initiatives may also be organized top-down and therefore receive a certain degree of 

intensity to adopt customer co-creation. Organizations that implement a co-creation concept with 

high intensity, may create a certain organizational commitment to co-creation. Such a commitment 

will increase the attention for the initiative so that different disciplines and departments become 

interested and involved in the initiative. 

Sequentially, this might lead to information 

sharing across the organization. Thus, the 

number of departments that are involved 

and the level of intensity should lead to the 

internal involvement of the organization.  

4.3 NPD COVERAGE 
For the quality of decision making it can be concluded that the implementation characteristics of 

co-creation may be differentiated through the number of different phases in which customers are 

involved. 

In the organization of co-creation it was already mentioned that firms will have to decide for what 

purpose the customer will be involved in the innovation 

process. The purpose could be in idea generation/selection, 

design, testing/refinement, supporting, and/or 

marketing/commercialization. However some initiatives may 

involve one phase, whereas others involve more phases. This 

characteristic can be defined as the degree of NPD coverage of 

the initiative. 

4.4 SOCIAL MEDIA TOOLS 
According to the discussions it can be concluded that the social aspect of co-creation may 

influence the interaction skills of involved employees.  

In the first section of the literature review it was already mentioned that customer co-creation is 

social by nature because the process involves formations of groups of persons, which lead to 

interactions that are willing, purposive and intentional in order to take actions. However the 

discussions revealed that some initiatives seem to be not that social, because they are not using 

social aspects in terms of social media tools at all. 

Therefore, an implementation of co-creation with social 

media may boost the social nature of the initiative. This will 

then improve the interaction skills of employees. This can 

be defined as the implementation characteristic social 

media tools. 

4.5 OTHERS 
Unfortunately the explorative interviews did not reveal implementation characteristics which can 

be related to the influence on the speed of decision making the creativity of involved employees. 

Therefore, we will use the second part of the study to explore implementation characteristics which 

might influence the underlying elements of the internal organization. 

  

Characteristic  Requirement 

Internal 
Involvement 

Nr. Of Departments 
High vs. Low 

Intensity 
Table 4: Characteristic related to the dispersion of customer 

knowledge 

 

Characteristic Requirement 

NPD Coverage 
High 

Low 
Table 5: Characteristic related to the 

quality of decision making 

 

Characteristic Requirement 

Social Media Tools 
Yes 

No 
Table 6: Characteristic related to the 

interaction skills of employees 
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5 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the focus of the research methodology. First we will discuss the research 

strategy, then the research design. Third, the collection method. Fourth, the interview procedure and 

finally, the data analysis methods.  

5.1 RESEARCH STRATEGY 
There are different strategies for doing social science research: experimentation, survey methods, 

histories or case studies (Yin, 2003). Surveys and case studies are good strategies for this thesis 

project according to the three conditions which help in determining the type of research. Surveys 

make it easier to test propositions. However, the problem with surveys is that they decrease 

flexibility. The exploratory character of this research needs flexibility in order to explore patterns 

without being pushed into a solid setting. Therefore, a case study research is ideal to investigate a 

new field. 

The first condition is the type of question that needs to be answered (Yin, 2003). The research 

question of this study is a ‘how’ or ‘in what way’ question. These types of questions are more 

exploratory by nature; research with a goal to develop an understanding which can be used for 

further research. The objective of this research is to ‘explore’ how the implementation of customer 

co-creation is affecting the internal organization. The combination and relation of these variables are 

not addressed in academic literature. The second condition that needs to be examined is the extent 

of control that the investigator can have over the behavior of events (Yin, 2003). The investigator of 

this thesis project has no control over events, when these events are currently or occurred in the 

past. The third condition is the extent of focus on contemporary events (Yin, 2003). The set of events 

studied are in general of the present time. So a current influence of the implementation of customer 

co-creation on the customer knowledge development, decision making, and employees is explored.  

5.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 
A research design is a plan outline of how information is going to be gathered to answer the 

research question. Therefore this paragraph will start by elaborating the type of the case study in 

section 5.2.1.  Section 5.2.2 describes the unit of analysis. Section 5.2.3 describes the case selection, 

and finally, section 5.2.4 describes the validity criteria. 

5.2.1 CASE STUDY RESEARCH 

Case study research is a study in which one case (single case study) or a small number of cases 

(comparative case study) in their real life context are selected especially when the boundaries 

between a phenomenon and context are not clearly evident (Dul & Hak, 2008). This broad definition 

clearly describes the exploratory nature of this particular type of research. This thesis project will 

conduct a comparative case study in which it will use multiple cases to achieve replication of a single 

type of incident in different settings and to compare and contrast different cases (Yin, 2003; Dul & 

Hak, 2008). 

5.2.2 UNIT OF ANALYSIS 

According to Yin (2003) the unit of analysis is the basis for the case. It decides which individual, 

event, organization, team, or department within the organization needs to be studied in order to 

answer the research question. Therefore the unit of analysis should be related to the research 

question or to the focus of the research proposal. The unit of analysis of this study is the organization 
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around the customer co-creation initiative. The customer co-creation initiative will need to cope with 

a few selection criteria’s. The criteria’s are explained in the following section. 

5.2.3 CASE SELECTION 

The selection of cases is not randomly. The objective is to choose cases which are likely to extend 

the problem definition, while controlling environmental variations. The focus in this research is 

specifically on 1) co-creation which is in collaboration with the end-consumers, and 2) product or 

service related co-creation.  

The cases were selected by performing an online desk research. Co-creation, online marketing 

and online communities receive a lot of attention through online marketing, media blogs and other 

social media and are therefore an excellent source to find cases.  Several experts and professionals in 

these fields meet on these blogs or platforms and share experiences and best practices on related 

topics. Examples of these blogs are Marketingfacts.nl, Frankwatching.nl and Emerce.nl. Besides these 

blogs also Twitter is used to find recent co-creation initiatives. 

The companies that are selected are a set of Dutch and international firms from different sectors. 

All of them enjoy a good reputation. Contact is made by email or by phone. The organizations that 

participated in this research project wish to remain anonymous. All the firms are located in the 

Netherlands, and are visited or phoned to collect data. Contact persons were selected on their 

involvement in the project team that organized the initiative within the organization. Therefore, 

managers or members of the project team were the source of information. 

After the desk research, the firms were contacted by phone or by email. 11 Dutch well-

established firms participated in this research. Unfortunately it appeared that one case study was not 

suitable for this research since it operates as a sponsor for a daughter company. Therefore, ten firms 

participated in this research (Table 7). 
 

Firm Sector Phase(s) of the NPD where co-creation occurs Date interview 

A Financial services Idea generation,  Testing 07-07-2010 

B Consumer Products Marketing (idea generation) 16-07-2010 

C Retail Idea generation and selection 14-07-2010 

D Consumer Products Idea generation and selection 20-07-2010 

E Financial services Testing 24-06-2010 

F Public sector Idea generation, Design 01-07-2010 

G Telecom Marketing (idea generation) 29-06-2010 

H Airline Idea generation, Testing 06-07-2010 

I Financial services Testing 02-07-2010 

J Consumer Products Idea generation, Design  09-07-2010 
Table 7: Indicates general Data about the firms that participated. 

5.2.4 VALIDITY CRITERIA 

It is important for any research to validate the “accuracy” or the “goodness” of the study with 

regard to the applied methods of data gathering and the analysis of the data. To make sure that the 

quality of the study is to a certain extent this research will evaluate the research by four validities to 

test empirical research (Yin, 2003).  The quality can be evaluated by the following validities: 

 Construct validity: establishing correct operational measures for the concepts being studied 
 Internal validity (for explanatory or causal studies only, and not for descriptive or exploratory 

studies): establishing a causal relationship, whereby certain conditions are shown to lead to 
other conditions, as distinguished from spurious relationships 

 External validity: establishing the domain to which a study’s findings can be generalized 
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 Reliability: demonstrating that the operations of a study – such as the data collection 
procedures – can be repeated, with the same results (Yin, 2003)  

 

These validities are tested by examining the case study strategies. The strategies are outlined in 

Table 8 and some are applied to the research. The strategies that face difficulties will be discussed. 
 

Validity test Strategy Application 

Construct validity Use multiple sources Partly, interview (statement form, 
semi-structured interview) 

Establish chain of evidence Yes 

Review draft case study Yes, draft on paper 

Internal validity Pattern-Matching Not applicable 

Explanation building Not applicable 

Address rival explanation Not applicable 

Use logic models Not applicable 

External validity Use replication in multiple case studies Yes 

Reliability Use case study protocol Yes 

Use case study database Yes 
Table 8: Strategies to increase quality 

 

Construct validity can be tackled by the use of three strategies. One strategy that faces difficulties 

is the use of multiple sources of evidence. According to Yin (2003) sources of evidence are 

documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant observation, and 

physical artifacts. The structure of the co-creation initiative and the influence on the internal 

organization cannot be found on paper (documentation, archival records) because most firms are still 

in the initial phase of co-creation and therefore the evidence is not always captured by the firm itself. 

Nor can observations be used because it is not a persons’ behavior that is researched but an 

exploration of the impact on the internal organization. Interviews can acquire the evidence by 

discussing the topics and by questioning deeply into the co-creation organization and the influence 

on the underlying factors. Furthermore, we will use two research methods in the interview, namely 

the statement form and the semi-structured interview. The first part will be used as the input for the 

second part. The second strategy that faces difficulty is reviewing the draft of the case study. I will do 

this in another manner, namely by selecting, focusing, abstracting, transforming and organizing the 

collected data into a draft paper for the case study, which then will be sent to the key informant for 

review. 

Yin (2003) proposes four tactics for internal validity: pattern-matching, explanation building, 

addressing rival explanations and using logic models. However, Yin (2003) also states that internal 

validity is only a concern for causal (or explanatory) case studies. Yin (2003) states that this logic is 

inapplicable for studies that are descriptive or exploratory by nature. Whether they are case studies, 

surveys, or experiments is not of matter. Since my thesis project is of an exploratory nature, the 

internal validity logic is not applicable. Still, there is a possibility to investigate whether the 

theoretical configuration matches the empirical configuration. Statements can then be formulated 

about the similarities and differences between the configurations.  

5.3 DATA COLLECTION METHODS 
This study wants to explore how implementations of co-creation are influencing customer 

knowledge, decision making, and employees. It also wants to explore if there are differences or 

similarities in the impact on these underlying factors. The latter will require a more solid setting to 

compare different groups. Therefore, this study aims at a combination of several methods to 
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improve the results by suggesting the use of semi-structured interviews and a survey. Researchers 

that employ case study research often make use of multiple data collection methods (Dul & Hak, 

2008). Many perceive case study research and qualitative research as similar terms (Yin, 2003). 

However, a case study research per definition does not mean an exclusive use of qualitative 

methods. A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods is in fact desirable. Sometimes 

empirical evidence can support a qualitative understanding.  

The semi-structured interview is used to collect information about ‘how’ or ‘in what way’ the 

three underlying factors are influenced by implementing co-creation. The survey will be used as a 

short questionnaire to compare data. 

5.3.1 PREPARATION FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Preparation of the interview is vital. The interviewer needs to be familiar with the topic of 

interest, and has a clear understanding of the goal of the interview. An abstract of the goal with the 

statement form will be sent to ensure that one covers the whole topic (Longhurst, 2003). Next to 

that, a recording of the interview guarantees that all information is stored. Besides, a laptop is used 

to insert quantitative data of the statement form directly into a spreadsheet program, which shows, 

at the end of the survey part, to what extent the participant agrees or disagrees with the 

propositions. This (dis)agreement will be used as the input for the last part of the interview. 

5.4 INTERVIEW PROCEDURE 
As mentioned, evidence can be acquired through several sources (Yin, 2003). It is already 

explained that the data collection takes place by a way of interviewing which combines a semi-

structured interview with a survey. Interviews are generally methods to gather qualitative data, 

whereas the goal here was also to gather quantitative data from the interview. Therefore the 

interview starts first by examining the co-creation initiative with the help of Forresters’ POST-model 

and Staal’s transformation model. The second part of the interview was testing the propositions by 

using a statement form as the instrument. The goal of the statement form was to examine to what 

extent they agree with the propositions. There was no specific statement form available, which was 

designed for this research. Therefore the statements were extracted directly from the propositions 

and theory. The last part of interview was to get in-depth evidence for answering the research 

question. In this part, open-ended question were asked about “how” or “in what way” they agree or 

disagree to the propositions (see section 3.1.1). 

For the statement form, the research used a 5-point Likert scale. A Likert scale with five points 

provides enough differentiation between low and high scores for the statement form. The Likert 

scale yields in general factors that are more easily interpretable. A Likert scale with more than a five 

points scale is not necessarily giving a better result (Dawes, 2008). The complete statement form is 

conducted as a short questionnaire. The reason for this is that quantitative data needs a more solid 

setting to be able to compare the data. Extra explanation and interpretation around the variables will 

be handled in the second part of the interview; the semi-structured interview. The complete 

interview questions can be found in Appendix D. 

5.5 DATA ANALYSES  
Data analyses consist of examining, categorizing, tabulating, testing, or recombining quantitative 

and qualitative findings in order to test propositions and answer the research question (Yin, 2003). 
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5.5.1 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

After the interviews were conducted, the interviews were transcribed and interpreted 

thematically. For the qualitative part of the study an open approach is used for data analysis. A 

thematic approach was applied to discover and integrate concepts embedded in the interviews 

(Rubin and Rubin, 1995).  The data from the interviews are first thematically structured in 

accordance with sub-questions. Then short summaries of all the cases are combined in one summary 

to answer the sub-question. This is shown in the analytic framework below in Figure 10. On top the 

research question is outlined, and in the squares the sub-questions. The themes are stated in the 

ovals.  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

The data analysis consists of a within-case analysis and a cross-case analysis. The within case 

analysis can be viewed as a display of a single case that permits detailed analysis. A cross-case 

analysis allows understanding differences between cases, which makes it possible to make a 

comparison. As stated earlier, this study focuses at the impact of implementations of co-creation on   

customer knowledge development, decision making process, and involved employees. Each of these 

propositions will be analyzed within and cross case in chapter 6. 

  

RQ: In what way are customer co-creation implementations affecting the internal 

organization in terms of customer knowledge, decision making, and employees? 

 

SQ1: What are the 

implementation 

characteristics of customer 

co-creation that may 

influence the internal 

organization? 

 
SQ2: What is the influence 

of customer co-creation 

implementations on the 

customer knowledge 

development? 

SQ3: What is the influence 

of customer co-creation 

implementations on the 

decision making process? 

 

SQ4: What is the influence 

of customer co-creation 

implementations on 

employees? 

 

Quality of customer knowledge 

development 

Dispersion of customer 

knowledge 

Creativity of Employees 

 

Interaction Skills of Employees 

 

Quicker Decision Making 

 

Quality of Decision Making 

 

Figure 10: Analytic framework 

 

Implementation characteristics 
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5.5.2 QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

For the quantitative part of the study, this research will test if there are different impact levels on 

customer knowledge, decision making, and employees. This analysis will use the quantitative data 

that is extracted from the statement form. A difference in impact may arise due to the determined 

implementation characteristics from the explorative interviews. Therefore, different impact levels 

can be defined as a significant difference between the means of two groups that are defined by the 

implementation characteristics. These characteristics are determined in chapter 4 and will be better 

defined in section 5.5.3.  

The difference can be measured with the Mann-Whitney U test.  This test is assessing whether 

two independent samples have equally large values .The reason to use this test is that it is a non-

parametric test which requires fewer assumptions. Additionally, non-parametric tests are also more 

appropriate when sample sizes are small. In this case, the sample size is only ten.  This test requires 

that all observations from both groups are independent of each other. Furthermore, it requires that 

the responses are ordinal or continues measurements, and therefore can be ranked. This means that 

for each variable measured the results can be ranked to a score. The different scores on the 

propositions will be determined in the quantitative part of the study. Then the ranking of two groups 

can be compared to each other. These groups are defined by the use of the determined 

implementation characteristics. The Mann Whitney U test is testing the difference between two 

conditions with different participants in each condition (Mann & Whitney, 1947). It is used to test the 

null hypothesis that two populations have identical distribution functions against the alternative 

hypothesis that the two distribution functions differ only with respect to its position (Field, 2005).  
 

Ho: The two samples come from identical populations 

Ha: The two samples come from different populations 
 

The Mann-Whitney U test relies on scores being ranked from lowest to highest; therefore the 

group with the lowest mean rank is the group with the greatest number of lower scores in it. 

Similarly, the group with the highest mean rank should have a greater number of high scores within 

it. Therefore, if a group has high scores on a proposition it can be expected that this group will also 

have the highest rank. The Mann-Whitney will then test if the test statistic is significantly different 

from the other group. The test statistic for the Mann-Whitney test is U. This value is compared to a 

table of critical values for U based on the sample size of each group. If U exceeds the critical value for 

U at some significance level (0.05) it means that there is evidence to reject the null hypothesis in 

favor of the alternative hypothesis. 

5.5.3 SCORING 

For every proposition, a score per case is calculated. In other words, the means per case are 

calculated for every proposition on the basis of the scores of the statements which concern 

respectively the proposition. This means that each case had 6 scores. This accounts only for the 

answers on Likert scale of the statement form. These scores are not adjusted with the qualitative 

data where the answers are interpreted and explained.  

5.5.4 MEASUREMENT 

According to the explorative interviews it was concluded that several implementation 

characteristics in the organization of customer co-creation may differ the degrees of impact on a 

certain proposition. These implementation characteristics will need some more attention concerning 
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in which way the characteristics will be measured. Therefore, the suggested measurements are 

described below. 
 

 Quality of customer knowledge 
 

Characteristic Code Operationalization 

Collaboration 
D 
N 

No interactions are possible on the platform 
Interactions are possible on the platform 

Table 9: Measuring the collaboration characteristic 
 

This characteristic will measure in which way the firm will acquire customer knowledge. This 

characteristic can be determined by questioning if the firm uses a dyadic setting or a network setting. 

It is also possible to observe the initiative and see if the initiative allows participants to interact with 

each other or with employees from the firm. If participants are allowed we will determine that the 

firm has implemented a network setting, and if they are not allowed to interact we can determine 

that they implemented a dyadic setting. The cases which are offering a website to the customers 

where they can submit only their contributions will be coded with a D for dyadic collaboration. Other 

cases which are offering platforms or communities that involve interaction tools for the involved 

employees to interact with customers will be coded with an N for network-based collaboration.  
 

 Dispersion of customer knowledge 
 

Characteristic Code Operationalization 

Internal Involvement 

L Low cross functional team 
Low intensity of organizing co-creation 

H High cross functional team 
High intensity of organizing co-creation 

Table 10: Measuring the internal involvement to the co-creation initiative 
 

This characteristic will measure how high the internal involvement is towards the co-creation 

initiative. From the implementation characteristics it could be concluded that the involvement would 

depend on the cross-functionality of the project team and partially also on the intensity of the firm to 

organize the initiative. The five cases with the highest number of involved departments in 

combination with the high intensity levels will be coded with H for high and the lower values will be 

coded with an L for low.  
 

 Quality of Decision Making 
 

Characteristic Code Operationalization 

NPD Coverage 
L 
H 

Low number of phases that are covered 
High number of phases that are covered 

Table 11: Measuring the NPD coverage  
 

This characteristic will measure the number of phases that are covered by the initiative. Literature 

states that customer involvement generally includes the following stages: idea generation/selection, 

design, testing/refinement, supporting, and marketing/commercialization.  It seems that some 

initiatives involve customers in one phase while others cover more phases with the initiative. 

Therefore, this study will code cases that involve one phase with L for low and initiatives that involve 

more than one stage with H for high. 
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 Interaction Skills of involved employees 
 

Characteristic Code Operationalization 

Social media tools 
N 
Y 

Did not use social media tools 
Used social media tools 

Table 12: Determining the use of social media tools 
 

This characteristic will determine the use of social media tools during the initiative. Some 

organizations may use social media tools in terms of a social platform, Facebook or Hyves etc. to 

interact with the customers. Cases that have used social media tools will be coded with a Y for yes 

and cases that do not have used social media tools will be coded by N for no.  
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6 EMPIRICAL RESULTS (QUALITATIVE) 

This chapter presents the results of the within and the cross case analysis. For every proposition 

two cases are selected to better understand the insights for the within case analyses. The detailed 

information of the remained cases can be found in Appendix E. The within case analyses is followed 

by the cross case analyses which will compare the findings cross case and discuss the differences and 

similarities.  

6.1 RESULTS CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT 
This section will deal with the results of how a implementation of customer co-creation will have 

an effect on customer knowledge. In the first section the results of the quality of customer 

knowledge development will be discussed and in the second section the results on the dispersion of 

customer knowledge throughout the organization will be discussed. 

6.1.1 RESULTS: QUALITY OF CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT 
 

 Within Case analyses 
Table 13 shows the qualitative score of all respondents regarding the effects of customer co-

creation on improving the quality of customer knowledge development. As can be seen, all responses 

refer to a positive effect. (Positive results will be coded by a P and the neutral results with an N). 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Relation P P P P P P P P P P 
Table 13: Results on customer knowledge development 

 

Case C 

The respondent indicated that customer co-creation is leading to better customer knowledge 

development. An important factor here is that co-creation is not only leading to new information in 

terms of product ideas which lead to high quality customer knowledge, but it leads also to 

information that reflects the brand. The firm receives all kinds of designs for products that need to 

fulfill some conditions that are determined by the firm. One of the conditions is that it needs to be a 

‘real’ brand product for the firm. It needs to be designed with the unique signature of the firm. All 

the submitted products within the initiative will show the firm how consumers are looking from ‘the 

outside to the inside’ of the company instead of the firms’ view, from ‘the inside to the outside’. They 

establish this information by looking at designs of the products of the consumers which contain the 

firms’ unique design signature from the designers view. This customer knowledge cannot be easily 

revealed in standard market research. Therefore it gives the firm higher quality of customer 

knowledge. Next to this, the ideas are really inspiring and creative which can lead to several insights 

in terms of hidden needs. These insights also improve the quality of customer knowledge. For 

example, the firm receives insights in product categories that are not yet within their range of 

products, or receive insights of latent needs in terms of unknown problem solving products (products 

that solve an unknown problem). 
 

Case F 

The respondent indicated that implementing customer co-creation is leading to better customer 

knowledge development. The respondent stated that the more information you have about the 

customer the better the knowledge will be. The co-creation platform is an additional medium to 

receive new ideas or problems within the neighborhood. Yet, the respondent remarked that the 
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gained information from the platform is in essence not something new, because most of the 

customer knowledge is already communicated directly by the consumer (by phone, email or 

neighborhood gatherings). The things that are ‘new’ and are improving the quality of customer 

knowledge through the co-creation platform are 1) the interactions that occur between the 

participants on the platform, and 2) the reach of other target groups. The organization is interested 

in the interaction between the participants, because it creates opinions about ideas of individuals of 

the neighborhood instead of individuals. This knowledge can be seen as an extra knowledge insight 

to decide if it is a priority issue for further handling or something to put on the shelves. Furthermore, 

the quality can be improved because of the high reach that can be established through the online 

platform. For example most of the neighborhood gatherings are visited only by elderly people while 

it is important and necessary to have the opinion of the average neighbors.  

Furthermore, it is really important to know who is participating. Because if you do not know who 

is participating, the firm ends up with knowledge about ideas, needs, or problems without knowing 

who the target group is. Therefore it is really important to determine which people you will involve. 
 

 Cross Case analyses 
There are two important arguments that are supporting the improvement of quality of customer 

knowledge development. Firstly, Case A, E, F, G, H, and J counted the interactions as very valuable to 

improve the quality of customer knowledge. The interactions can take place, between firm and 

customers and between the customers. Through the interaction with the customers, the firm is able 

to put more focus and construct the gained customer knowledge together with the customer. This 

knowledge can flow then through various knowledge cycles because of the interactions. And 

therefore will have a high richness in terms of deep and detailed information. So interactions through 

co-creation will increase the depth of information. Furthermore, the interactions between the 

consumers themselves may have the same effect. 

On the other hand, case B, C, D, and I argument that these firms are improving customer 

knowledge in terms of collaborating with the customers by letting the customers only submitting 

their contributions without interactions to better specify the problem or solution. This gives the firm 

the ability to give more or less an open call for solutions to a vaguely (with a certain degree) specified 

problem. This should lead then to open and creative ideas which will improve the quality of customer 

knowledge. Firms that request answers to questions or a job which are open by nature will lead to 

knowledge that is broad. This broad information may lead to consumer insights in terms of, e.g. new 

product categories, or unknown problems that consumers may face. This information is mostly 

hidden and difficult to capture. So co-creation will improve the quality of customer knowledge also 

by going broad. 

Case D, E, and F suggested that the quality of customer knowledge might be also affected by the 

type of people that are involved. Therefore the firm needs to specify which people are going to be 

involved, to employ the knowledge as qualitative knowledge which is linked to a target group. 
 

 Conclusion Within and Cross Case 
In conclusion it can be stated that the results of the semi-structured interviews are supporting the 

proposition regarding the quality of customer knowledge development. All participants responded 

positively to the proposition. So implementations of co-creation are improving the quality of 

customer knowledge. The cases that argument that co-creation improves the quality by the use of 

network based settings with interactions among customers and with employees. The cases B, C, D, 

and I use websites where they use a dyadic collaboration setting. On these sites they ask the 

customers to submit their contributions. 
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Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Collaboration N D D D N N N N D N 

Types of people involved    X X X     
Table 14: Arguments of cases which are positive – quality of customer knowledge 

 

According to companies that have interactions with consumers, the real difference between co-

creation and traditional market research lies in being able to interact and get deep and detailed 

information about the customer. They also state that companies that do not interact with consumers 

receive only response to what the firm previously imposed in the assignment. This is almost identical 

to the traditional methods according to the respondents with a platform. This may explain that 

companies that do not have interactions with the consumers (case B, C, D, and I) often see, in 

general, no added value in the gathered information and rather see the co-creation initiative as an 

extra medium for getting customer knowledge. They state the more information they get about the 

consumers, the better the quality will be for customer knowledge development. On the other hand, 

firms that are interacting with consumers, experience that the real value lies in the knowledge that 

can be extracted from the interactions. A number of companies state that interactions with the 

customer, where the value is constructed together through iterations for knowledge development is 

often time consuming, but with a result that you obtain different knowledge than the traditional 

ways because they can go deep and in detail with a high reach of customers. 

6.1.2 RESULTS: DISPERSION OF CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE 
 

 Within Case analyses 
Table 15 shows the qualitative score of all respondents regarding the effects of customer co-

creation on enabling the dispersion of customer knowledge development. As can be seen not all 

responses are referring to a positive effect. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Relation P N N P N P P P N P 
Table 15: Results of the Dispersion of Customer Knowledge 

 

Case C 

The respondent indicated to be neutral about the impact of implementing customer co-creation 

on the dispersion of customer knowledge development. It is obvious that involved employees need 

to spread information. But to see it organization wide is something that is not applicable for the 

organization. Knowledge dispersion is not something that can be related to the co-creation process. 

In their case the styling and purchasing are heavily involved with the co-creation initiative. And those 

are the departments that will need to start with the ideas. Purchasing will have to look in the 

feasibility of the submitted products and styling will look at the idea behind the product and if it is a 

real ‘brand’ product. But these departments are normally working closely together. And the co-

creation process is not fostering the collaboration and knowledge dispersion between these 

departments. Subsequently, Legal Counsel and corporate communications are also involved. The 

corporate communications department is responsible for communications and legal counsel for 

contract handling with the winners. And they are not spreading customer knowledge to other 

departments. The important departments who can use the knowledge are already involved and work 

closely together. 
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Case G 

The respondent indicated that implementing customer co-creation is enabling dispersion of 

customer knowledge. The firm is involving different internal departments to the initiative, e.g. 

marketing, marketing & communication, distribution management, customer processes. Once the 

people who are involved have results, they will distribute this information directly with their 

departments. The cross-functional involvement of different departments within the project enables 

information sharing. However, information sharing of customer knowledge is also occurring in other 

projects which are not co-creating initiatives. The thing with co-creation is that 1) it gives the team 

the possibility to acquire information from customers for NPD, and 2) the project team will involve 

more functional departments. Therefore the information has a higher internal reach. While in 

traditional approaches market- or customer intelligence will acquire the data after concept 

development and sent it out to the team who requested the knowledge. But an important question 

will be: how is the information going to be used at all the departments. Consequentially, marketing is 

positioned central in concept development, so it is usual for marketing employees to distribute 

information to the departments that are around the marketing department. So information sharing 

resides partially in the marketing culture. 
 

 Cross Case analyses 
The dispersion of customer knowledge development is partially supported by the respondents. 

Cases A, D, F, G, H, and J are supporting the proposition, while B, C, E, and I responded neutral. The 

cases that agree with the proposition say that an implementation of co-creation which is cross-

functionally organized is enabling customer knowledge dispersion. Their co-creation project teams 

contain multiple disciplines and departments. Therefore multiple information flows are enabled and 

sent out into the organization. These are initially information flows from discipline representative to 

their own discipline or department. Besides, the teams try to share also information, which is seen as 

relevant for other departments which are not involved, with the responsible managers. But if and 

how the information is used by these departments is not clear.  

From the cases that are positively agreeing with the proposition, case A, D, and H indicated that it 

is also partially affected by the hugeness and/or novelty of the project or initiative. A lot of large 

and/or new projects that seem to be successful receive a lot of internal attention. This gets 

employees, which are not involved, curious and enthusiastic about the project. This triggers 

motivations to become involved in the project or interested in the results. However, involvement 

during the process is difficult for the project team. Therefore all the organizations suggest employees 

which got motivated should start follow the community or the results when they are presented. 

Furthermore, the project teams of these cases are updating the departments which are interested 

with appealing insights or learning’s.  

For case A it could also be partially affected by a new policy, because their co-creation project was 

an initiative that was fitting a new policy. Through this the project team was encouraged to share a 

lot of information and knowledge internally. The policy was to improve the bad image (of financial 

service institution) by listening more to the needs of the consumer. Therefore many employees 

wanted to receive the obtained knowledge and took the obtained knowledge very serious. 

Of the cases that are neutral to the proposition, case C, E, and I are indicating that knowledge 

sharing is something that is standard within the culture of the organization. Implementing co-

creation could therefore not be accounted as the variable that is affecting the dispersion of customer 

knowledge. Within other projects and initiatives, the information is also distributed to the 
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appropriate departments where the information is needed. So co-creation has no effect on the 

dispersion of knowledge. 

Case B responded also to be neutral to the proposition. The respondent argued that they do not 

explicitly share knowledge with other departments or disciplines. The initiative was launched by a 

project team that contained only marketing employees with a goal to get information that can be 

used within the marketing department. Therefore, the results were shared only with the marketing 

department, but not with other departments in the organizations. Besides, the respondent argued 

that this way of information sharing is not different than normal. 
 

Case A D F G H J 

Cross-functional X X X X X X 

Novelty of the project X X   X  

Policy X      
Table 16: Arguments of cases which are positive 

 

Case B C E I 

Culture issue  X X X 

Initiative concerns only Marketing X    
Table 17: Arguments of cases which are neutral 

 

 Conclusion Within and Cross Case 
In conclusion it can be stated that customer co-creation is partially affecting the spread of 

customer knowledge throughout the organization. Case C, E, and I argued that the dispersion of 

knowledge is a culture thing. Firms, that have open cultures where activities and processes are highly 

transparent and collaborative, may experience no particular impact on knowledge dispersion, 

because they have collaborative activities and processes that enable dispersion of knowledge. That is 

why it might be a possible explanation for the cases C, E, and I, and therefore do not see an effect on 

enabling knowledge dispersion. It is possible that these firms have open cultures in which their goals, 

activities and processes are highly interactive and collaborative. Whereas the cases A, D, F, G, H, and 

J may have no open culture and therefore see that their implementations of co-creation are enabling 

dispersion of customer knowledge. Therefore, these organizations may understand that the co-

creation initiative is requiring an open culture and therefore break down the compartmentalized 

departments in order to be more collaborative and transparent within the organization.  

Furthermore it can be noticed that most of the co-creation initiatives involve different 

departments and therefore implementing co-creation by a cross-functional teams. These 

implementations will be good enablers for knowledge dispersion throughout the organization. Most 

of the traditional approaches, where marketing or customer intelligence is acquiring customer 

knowledge, will keep the knowledge within their department or sent it to the particular department 

who requested the knowledge. This is in contrast with customer co-creation because the 

implementations are most of the time organized cross-functionally. And this implementation 

characteristic enables to share information easily across the organization. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Relation P N N P N P P P N P 

Nr. Departments involved 4 4 1 5 4 6 4 4 2 4 

Intensity H L L H L H L H L H 

Involvement H L L H L H L H L H 
Table 18: Results of measures concerning the Dispersion of Customer Knowledge 
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6.2 RESULTS DECISION MAKING 
This section will deal with the results of how implementations of customer co-creation will have 

an effect on the decision making process. In the first section the results on quicker decision making 

will be discussed and in the second section the results on the quality of decision making will be 

discussed. 

6.2.1 RESULTS: QUICKER DECISION MAKING 
 

 Within Case analyses 
Table 19 shows the qualitative score of all respondents regarding the effects of customer co-

creation on the improvement of the speed of decision making. As can be seen, not all responses are 

referring to a positive effect. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Relation P N P P N N P N N N 
Table 19: Results on the quickness of Decision Making 

 

Case G 

 The respondent indicated that their implementation of customer co-creation is leading to quicker 

decision making. Through co-creation the team can create concepts that are already broadly 

accepted by the consumers, with this in mind, management will be much more supportive than 

critical to the concept and therefore the team is able to get/make quick decisions.  

Furthermore participants expect and demand immediate feedback about their submissions. But 

this was not accelerating the firm to make their decisions. 

Furthermore, the initiative is led by a manager who is senior management, but this is not affecting 

the decision making of the new development process. The manager was supportive for this new 

approach (i.e. co-creation initiative), and gave the team the necessary freedom, but manager did not 

actively interfere with the organization or decision making of the outcomes. 
 

Case H 

The respondent indicated to be neutral about the impact of their implementation on customer 

co-creation on quicker decision making. The respondent indicates that the decision making process 

has a certain structure which is not affected through the implementation, so the speed in which 

decision making is occurring is not affected.  

The firm experienced to some extent pressure from the participants of the initiative to give 

immediate feedback, but it did not affect the decision makers to speed up the decision making. The 

decision making structure is too complex to give immediate feedback about the submissions and 

next to that it needs its time. However, the respondent argued that if the decision making is 

organized differently, more in line with customer co-creation, than it would be faster. In their case, 

the firm was handling the contributions in their traditional innovation process. 

The Dutch CEO was very committed and involved to the co-creation initiative. This was mainly 

because the project was new and because it could lead to promising ideas and concepts. Therefore, 

ideas or concepts that seemed to be promising came quickly at the table of the CEO. The initiative 

was taken really serious due to the support of the CEO.  

The respondent argues that co-creation is affecting the speed to gather information from the 

customer, because co-creation is faster in gathering information than traditional forms. But the 

respondent argues that it will not affect the structure or time span of decision making, but it will lead 
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to quicker evaluations in the innovation process. Therefore co-creation can speed up the process for 

development and get decision making earlier in the process.  

Suggestion by the respondent: The respondent argues that the decision making would rather be 

slower through customer involvement. Through the funnel structure, there will be much more input 

at the entry side of the funnel than normally, because not only employees will submit new ideas and 

concepts but also customers. Then, these ideas and concepts will need to be evaluated, and the 

respondent imagines that it will need additional time to evaluate all the submissions with normal 

capacity.  
 

 Cross Case analyses 
 

The improvement on the quicker decision making is partially supported by the respondents. Case 

A, C, D, and G, responded positively to the proposition, while cases B, E, F, H, I, and J are responding 

neutral to the proposition. Case A, C, D, and G are indicating that implementing customer co-creating 

is leading to broadly acceptation for a certain concept or idea. Through this, project teams are able to 

support their idea or concepts to get decision making quicker/earlier in the innovation process. They 

argue also that customer co-creation is leading to short cycle times for generating and/or evaluating 

ideas. Due to this, decision making gets also earlier in the innovation process because initial stages 

are getting shorter.  

Getting decision making earlier in the process is particularly when implementations have idea 

generation and selection stages in the initiative. For example case C and D have implemented co-

creation with involvement of the customer in both idea generation and the selection of these ideas. 

Both initiatives implemented customer co-creation therefore in new innovation processes. Both 

cases have therefore faster routings for new products due to the new innovation process. This is 

wanted, because the organizations are able to make quick and easy decisions to get the final 

products as quickly as possible ready for launching.  

Furthermore case A and D received commitment and support from senior management. For case 

A decision making was easier and partly quicker/earlier due to the leading manager who is a member 

of senior management. For case D, quicker/earlier decision making could also be counted due to the 

empowerment that the team received from senior management to make freely decisions as long the 

team took some conditions into account. Also case G was led by a manager who is a member of 

senior management, but the respondent indicated that it was not affecting decision making or the 

organization around the initiative.  

The cases B, E, F, H, I, and J indicated to be neutral to the propositions. Case B argues that an 

organization can make always quick decisions if the firm is having good customer knowledge. 

Therefore they state that it is not related to implementing co-creation. Case E, H, I and J indicate that 

decision making has a solid structure. This structure consist several criteria’s that need to be checked 

before decision makers can make go or no go decisions. Co-creation is not affecting the structure, 

although the respondents argue that customer co-creation may give positive feedback on the criteria 

which is concerning how customers think or experience the new product or service (i.e. broad 

acceptance of the new product or service). This feedback is also earlier in the innovation phase than 

as in the traditional innovation process. However, they are indicating that the decision making is not 

affected through co-creation, so the speed in which decision making is occurring is not affected.  

Case F indicated that the project team is expecting quicker decision making through co-creation, 

but they did not yet experienced it for the whole initiative, because important decision makers are 

not involved. However, they experienced that co-creation is leading to quick cycle times for idea 
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generation and /or evaluations which can lead to quicker/earlier decision making in the innovation 

process. This was also argued by cases E, H, and I. 
 

Case A C D G 

Broadly accepted by the customer (quicker) X X X X 

Short cycle time for idea generation and/or selection X X X X 

Adjusted innovation processes for involvement in idea generation and selection  X X  

Management support and commitment X  X  
Table 20: Arguments of cases which are positive – quicker decision making 

 

Case B E F H I J 

Quick decisions is not related to co-creation, but to the quality of CK X      

Solid structure for decision making  X  X X X 

Affects criteria concerning acceptance by the customers  X  X X  

Quickness is related to the involvement of decision makers   X    

Short cycle time for idea generation and/or selection  X  X X  
Table 21: Arguments of cases which are neutral – quicker decision making 

 

 Conclusion Within and Cross Case 
In conclusion it can be stated that respondents address two different possibilities for 

quicker/earlier decisions making. First, respondents address quicker or earlier decision making in the 

innovation process, and second getting the process of decision making process shorter. By 

addressing the first possibility several cases indicated that customer co-creation is bringing decision 

making earlier in the innovation process, because of the short cycle times for idea generation and/or 

evaluations. Cases A, C, D, E, F, G, H, and I all stated that co-creation can reach short cycle times for 

gathering customer knowledge and/or having broadly acceptance for new products or services. 

Therefore, decision making can be quicker/earlier in the innovation process.  
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Short cycle times for idea 
generation and selection 

X  X X X X X X X  

Table 22: Arguments for getting decision making earlier in the innovation process 
 

The second possibility, that is concerning quicker decision making process in terms of structure is 

indicated by case E, H, and I. The decision making process of the innovation process has a solid 

structure in all organizations. The decision making structure consists of criteria’s such as technical 

feasibility, costs, viability, fitness with proposition, fitness with customers’ needs etc. Most of these 

criteria checks are normally done before testing the fitting with customer needs with the product. 

With customer co-creation this test is already built in the process, because firms and customers are 

collaborating together in order to capture the needs of the customer on first hand. This can be 

captured in terms of customer knowledge or insights that are used to develop value propositions 

that may be linked to the needs, instead of developing value propositions and look for needs that 

may fit propositions. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Affects the structure of decision making     X   X X  
Table 23: Arguments for speeding up the decision making process  
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6.2.2 RESULTS: QUALITY OF DECISION MAKING 
 

 Within Case analyses 
Table 24 shows the qualitative score of all respondents regarding the effects of customer co-

creation on improving the quality of decision making. As can be seen, all responses refer to a positive 

effect. 

 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Relation P P P P P P P P P P 
Table 24: Results on the Quality of Decision Making 

 

Case D 

The respondent indicated that customer co-creation is leading to a better quality for decision 

making. The responded argues that the combination of involvement in the creative part as well as in 

the selection part is improving decision making. First, the firm is getting ideas that are evaluated by a 

skilled jury with an output of three winning products. And secondly, the consumers are making the 

final decision by choosing the best product from the three winning ideas of the jury. Therefore, this 

initiative is improving the quality of decision making by involving customers in idea generation and 

the selection. 

The respondent also mentions that the number of involved customers to the initiative is also 

important for decision making. A broad acceptance of the consumers is really important to get an 

indication for the successfulness of the product. Co-creation can measure the acceptance for a 

product idea or concept. However, if the initiative is organized with a small number of participants, 

than a mass-production firm cannot rely only on the outcomes of such an initiative. The initiative of 

case D is organized big, and therefore the evaluation from the consumers can be a good indication 

for product success. Therefore, co-creation will still need to develop itself as a tool in terms of 

metrics to get reliable outcomes from a representative sample size of the target group in smaller 

settings.  
 

Case E 

The respondent indicated that their implementation of customer co-creation is leading to a better 

quality for decision making. The firm indicates that with customer knowledge, which is gained 

through co-creation, the organization is able to better back up their decisions. With co-creation the 

firm tests different propositions or concept ideas which allow measuring how consumers feel or 

think about them. This gives information in terms of acceptance by the customer. This will lead to 

better decision making.  

It is important to note that if the firm is using co-creation in terms to test propositions or 

concepts, the firm should know who is testing. With co-creation in an open setting it is difficult to use 

the customer knowledge for decision making when it concerns a certain target group. The firm 

makes use of an open platform, which means that it is open for all people. Therefore the firm is not 

always able to use the customer knowledge for decision making when it concerns a special segment. 

Suggestion: If the firm would use customer co-creation for the generation of ideas, than the firm 

is expecting decision making becomes complex. This is because the firm will involve external people 

to the firms’ interest. Ultimately the idea generation with the consumers will produce better 

profound ideas and concepts, but with extra complexity in decision making.  
 

 Cross Case analyses 
The improvement of quality of decision making through implementing customer co-creation is 

supported by all the respondents. The most important arguments for supporting this proposition can 
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be argued by several arguments. Firstly, cases A, C, D, F, G, and H are stating that customer co-

creation is leading to better decision making in terms of helping to generating ideas in the initial 

stage of the innovation process. Case B involves customers in the marketing stage of the innovation 

process. However, the customers are involved to generate ideas for a marketing campaign. 

Implementing co-creation will produce creativity in terms of ideas. This creativity can then assist in 

problem design, by helping decision makers to identify relevant alternatives during the design phase 

of the innovation process.  

Secondly, cases A, C, D, E, F, H, I, and J state that customer co-creation is leading also to better 

decision making in terms of involving customers with the evaluation of products or concepts (i.e. 

selection of ideas or testing). Customers can be involved in several stages within the innovation 

process. They can help evaluate with the ideas, concepts, propositions, but also in selecting a product 

which will be produced (e.g. case D and partially case C). 

Thirdly case F and J are stating that involving customers in the design phase will help to make 

better decisions in terms of trade-offs. They can help by suggesting for example their preferred 

configuration or functions that a product should hold.  

Furthermore, cases D, E, and F argue that the sample size of the group that is involved in the 

evaluation is a really important matter for the decision makers. The group which will be involved 

should be a representative group for the target customers. For example, case D indicated that a high 

sample size was a really important condition, because of their mass target group (all Dutch people 

with an age between 20 and 49 years old). It meant that the project needs to be organized in a big 

setting to receive also enough votes to make a good qualitative decision. Moreover, case F indicated 

that the use of an online platform is helping to get a higher reach of your target group, but it is 

important to know the type of people who are involved in the process. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Idea generation stage X  X X  X X X   

Selection   X X       

Design      X    X 

Testing X    X   X X X 

Marketing stage  X         

Sample size    X X X     
Table 25: Arguments of cases which are positive – quality of decision making 

 

 Conclusion Within and Cross Case 
In conclusion it can be stated that customer co-creation is improving the quality of decision 

making. All participants responded positive to the proposition. The cases are arguing that decision 

making in the innovation process is improved due to the customer involvement. By involving the 

customer in a certain stage of the innovation process, decision makers are making their decisions on 

customer knowledge and/or assisted by customers in the evaluation.  

Furthermore, it can be suggested that the more involvement of customers in stages in the 

innovation process, the better the decision making will be. This is especially argued by case C and D, 

because they have organized their co-creation process also in such a way that customers are involved 

on two or more stages. In the beginning where the consumers can submit ideas and in the last stage 

where they can evaluate a preselected set of ideas and concepts. The cases A, D, F, and H are arguing 

this in a less explicit way. 
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Case A B C D E F G H I J 

NPD coverage H L H H L H L H L H 
Table 26: The coverage of stages of the NPD process 

6.3 RESULTS SKILLS EMPLOYEES 
This section will deal with the results of how an implementations of customer co-creation will 

have an effect on the skills of involved employees. In the first section the results of the effect on 

creativity of involved employees will be discussed and in the second section the results of the effect 

on the interaction skills of involved employees will be discussed. 

6.3.1 RESULTS: CREATIVITY OF EMPLOYEES 
 

 Within Case analyses 
Table 27 shows the qualitative score of all respondents regarding the effects of customer co-

creation on enabling the creativity of employees. As can be seen, most of the responses are referring 

to a positive effect. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Relation P P P P N P P P N P 
Table 27: Results on the Creativity of Employees 

 

Case H 

The respondent indicated that their implementation of customer co-creation is improving the 

creativity of employees. The respondent argued that with their implementation of customer co-

creation the organization will never get an idea that can be implemented directly. The firm acquires a 

few new valuable ideas which are bundled into insights. Then, employees can use the insights for 

inspiration and use own creativity to find novel concepts or propositions that can be linked to the 

insights. 

Furthermore, the respondent indicates that employees are getting enthusiastic and motivated by 

something new. The co-creation approach is a new concept to innovate within an organization and 

therefore employees are getting excited to participate and inclined to use their creativity. Therefore 

co-creation will improve the creativity of involved employees also in a way that it motivates 

employees to become innovative. 
 

Case I 

The respondent indicated to be neutral about the effect of their implementation of customer co-

creation on the creativity of employees. The respondent argues that the process of co-creation is 

creative, but it will not lead to higher creativity for employees. Creativity is more related to how a 

person is, because the respondent experienced that rigid colleagues stay rigid during the co-creation 

sessions. These colleagues keep addressing the negative sides of new ideas during the sessions. 

Therefore co-creation will not affect the creativity of employees. 
 

 Cross Case analyses 
The improvement on the creativity of involved employees through customer co-creation 

implementations is partially supported by the respondents. The cases A, B, C, D, F, G, H, and J are 

responding positively to the proposition, while E and I are responding neutral. All the cases that are 

positive to the propositions see co-creation as a way to get contributions in terms of ideas from the 

customers. These initiatives collect more or less many ideas that are leading to customer knowledge 

or insights. This is always knowledge or insights which is really interesting for the firm, but not yet 
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easily transformable into products or services that may lead to success. This knowledge will then be 

processed in an iterative process where it should lead to a better product or concept idea that is 

suiting a good value proposition. This iterative process can occur partly with the customer through 

interactions and finally by the firm, or totally by the brand after receiving the ideas. Within this 

process the gained customer knowledge or insight is the initial inspiration source for developing a 

product, and therefore involved employees will improve their creativity.  

Moreover, case A and D argue also that due to the daily creative process of co-creation, 

employees are daily engaged and therefore get a better hold on creative thinking.  

Additionally, case G argues that internal employees are thinking with limitations, while consumers 

do not have these limitations in the mindset. Co-creation is therefore enriching the creativity span of 

the employees. This was also argued by the cases C, D, and F, as co-creation enlightens new 

problems or needs which can be used to broaden the span for creative thinking.  

Furthermore, case B and H argue that co-creation is a new way of practicing innovation. In this 

case the co-creation approach leads to enthusiastic and motivated employees. Case J argued that 

customer co-creation has led to some sort of a rival/competition between the a few employees and 

customers. Through this rivalry the internal engineers became more motivated and more creative to 

make better designs as the customers. Therefore co-creation was improving the creativity of a few 

R&D employees. So therefore, motivated employees are inclined to improve and use their creativity. 

The cases E and I responded neutral on the proposition. Case E indicated that their 

implementation of customer co-creation is not used on the first place for idea generation. The main 

idea for their implementation was to evaluate and discuss several concepts and propositions in order 

to get them aligned to the customers. Case I indicated that the process of co-creation is creative, but 

that the implementation will not improve the creativity of rigid employees. The respondent argues 

that creativity is related to the nature of the person and not to the implementation of co-creation. 
 

Case A B C D F G H J 

Insights used as inspiration source X X X X X X X X 

Actively engaged to the creative process X   X     

Thinking without boundaries   X X X X   

Increased motivation due to the (new) process  X     X X 
Table 28: Arguments of cases which are positive – creativity of employees 
 

 Conclusion Within and Cross Case 
In conclusion, the implementation of customer co-creation is leading partially to creativity of 

involved employees. If the purpose of customer co-creation is generating ideas or concepts, then 

most of the cases state that co-creation is improving the creativity of involved employees. Creativity 

can be improved by expanding the horizon of creative thinking and therefore enable the creativity of 

involved employees. This can be reached, firstly, by using the knowledge and insights that are gained 

through the co-creation process, and secondly, through the creative process of customer co-creation 

because it encourages employees to use their creativity more often. Furthermore the creativity can 

be enhanced by motivated employees. Co-creation is for many companies a new approach for 

harnessing customer knowledge and skills, which will motivate employees to become involved. 

Consequently, it should improve creativity of the employees. 
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6.3.2 RESULTS: INTERACTION SKILLS OF EMPLOYEES 
 

 Within Case analyses 
Table 29 shows the qualitative score of all respondents regarding the effects of customer co-

creation about the improvement of the interaction skills of involved employees. As can be seen, not 

all responses are referring to a positive effect. 

 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Relation P N N P N P N P N P 
Table 29: results on the Interaction Skills of Employees 

 

Case A 

The respondent indicated that their implementation of customer co-creation is improving the 

interaction skills of employees. The respondent argues that the initiative improved different types of 

skills. Firstly, many employees which are involved have normally no contact with customers and 

therefore have abstract views about a particular target group. Through the initiative the employees 

are able to learn how consumers behave and get rich knowledge inside. With this knowledge 

employees could better explore which (new) propositions would suit the target group. Secondly, 

employees that are connected to customers are inclined to improve their interaction skills to make 

the process run smoothly. Normally sales employees have the only contact with customers. 

Therefore employees that do not have contact with customers (marketing and product development) 

learn how to collaborate in terms of asking good questions and observe customers in order to elicit 

important customer knowledge from the interactions. Therefore co-creation is improving skills for 

involved employees. 
 

Case I 

The respondent indicated to be neutral about the effect of their implementation of customer co-

creation on the interaction skills of employees. The respondent argues that skills are concerning the 

kind of people the organization is involving. Most of the employees that are involved in the firms’ co-

creation initiatives are people who normally have no contact with customers. Most of the employees 

that are involved are people from research and development who are handling the new or 

evaluations of the ideas that are gained through co-creation. However the respondent indicates that 

if employees would get structural dialogues in a number of sessions with consumers, than it would 

necessary for the involved employees to learn how to collaborate and observe. But this is not the 

case, therefore the respondent indicates to be neutral about the effect of customer co-creation on 

the skills of involved employees.  
 

 Cross Case analyses 
The improvement of skills of the involved employees is partially supported by the respondents. 

Cases A, D, F, H and J have agreed positive to the proposition, while cases B, C, E, G, and I seem to be 

neutral. The cases that have agreed with the propositions all state the most of the employees who 

are active in the initiative have little or no experience in having contact with customers. Their 

implementations involved a social process which requires collaboration between the organization 

and customers by interacting through technology with consumers. Employees were required to 

interact, collaborate, inform, and observe on these online platforms. These kinds of skills can be 

defined as social interaction skills which are actually a critical success factor to get appropriate 

knowledge from the customer. However, most of the initiatives start co-creation approaches without 

having social interaction skilled employees. Therefore, their initiatives improved the social 

interaction skills of the different employees through learning by doing. Case D for example has even 
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used the learning’s of interaction skills of social media and processed it in a workshop for the whole 

marketing department.  

The cases B, C, E, and I are indicating that they do not have platforms with social media tools. 

These initiatives have websites where consumers can only submit their ideas or evaluations without 

interaction between both parties. Therefore, involved employees are not able to interact with 

customers. So co-creation has not affected the interaction skills of involved employees.  

However case G had possibilities to interact with the customer, but argues that customer co-

creation did not affect the interaction skills of the involved employees. This result may contradict the 

results of cases that have agreed positively with the proposition in the first place. 
 

Case A D F H J 

Initiative with interaction between 
employees and customers 

X X X X X 

Table 30: Argument of cases which are positive – interaction skills 
 

Case B C E I 

Initiatives without interaction tools X X X X 
Table 31: Argument of cases which are neutral – interaction skills 

 

 Conclusion Within and Cross Case Analyses 
It can be stated that the implementation of customer co-creation is partially improving the 

interaction skills of involved employees. Most of the cases that are not agreeing with the proposition 

are not using social media tools to interact with the customers. Most of the cases that are agreeing, 

have used social media tools and therefore could learn or improve interaction skills. This affect 

depends therefore more on the use of social media during the co-creation initiative. Case D, 

however, had no social media tools on the website, where the initiatives were submitted, but it did 

have learned interaction skills during the co-creation initiative. This may contradict the results of the 

cases that have agreed neutral with the proposition. Yet, this outlier could be explained because the 

organization did interact with the customers through social media tools such as Hyves, Facebook, 

and Twitter etc. The organization used those channels on the first hand to reach different consumers 

to direct them to the website where people could submit their ideas. Furthermore they used it also 

as a way to inform and interact with customers about the process. Therefore customer co-creation 

enabled marketing to learn social interaction skills such as communication and information sharing. 

On the other hand, Case G had possibilities to interact with the customer, but argues that customer 

co-creation did not improve the interaction skills of the involved employees. However, this outlier 

may be explained because the initiative is brokered to a third-party (Battle of Concepts). The third-

party is doing the interactions for the organization. The organizing firm is therefore not able to 

interact directly with the customers. They can only look on the community and send reactions to the 

third-party which then posts the reactions for the organization on the platform.  

Therefore, one can state that customer co-creation implementations with social media tools will 

enhance the skills of involved employees in terms of learning or improving the interaction skills of 

employees. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Social media tools Y N N Y N Y Y Y N Y 
Table 32: The use of social media tools for interaction 
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7 EMPIRICAL RESULTS (QUANTITATIVE) 

This section presents the results of the quantitative analyses. In this part the implementation 

characteristics which were determined in chapter 4, and also argued by the different cases in the 

qualitative analyses in chapter 6, will be used to measure if the implementation characteristic is 

creating a differential effect on the underlying elements of the internal organization.  

7.1 QUALITY OF CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE 
The qualitative research explored that there may be a difference in impact level on the quality of 

customer knowledge between participants that have/or not have a platform on which the 

organization can interact with the customers. This was indicated by explorative interviews as the 

collaboration characteristic. Organizations that have implemented initiatives in a network based 

setting which involve interactions are assumed to improve the quality of customer knowledge. It was 

also argued that companies that are not able to interact with the customer, will receive only 

response to what the firm previously imposed in the assignment of the customer co-creation 

initiative.  
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Collaboration N D D D N N N N D N 
Table 33: Results on the collaboration characteristic 

 

 Scoring 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Score 4,50 4,75 3,75 4,00 4,00 4,25 4,50 4,25 4,25 4,25 

Rank 8,50 10,00 1,00 2,50 2,50 5,50 8,50 5,50 5,50 5,50 

Table 34: Scoring on Quality of customer knowledge 
 

 Significance Test 
Impact levels in the group which has a dyadic characteristic (Mdn = 4.00) did not differ 

significantly from the group that has a network based characteristic (Mdn = 4.25) for the quality of 

customer knowledge, U = 6.5, z = -1.302, ns. 
 

 Hypothesis Testing 
 

 H0: There is no difference between a dyadic and network based implementation  

 Ha: There is a difference between a dyadic and network based implementation  
 

There is no significant difference between a dyadic and a network based implementation related 

to the quality of customer knowledge variable (U=6.5, ns). Based on these results the alternative 

hypothesis can be rejected. 

A possible explanation for not finding a significant difference may be the contradicting score for 

case B. Case B gave the highest score for improving the quality of customer knowledge through the 

co-creation initiative, while it is not interacting with the customer at all. The organization only 

requested the customers to submit ideas for the co-creation initiative. Ad hoc analysis with 

discarding case B revealed that there is a significant difference between a dyadic and a network 

based implementation related to the quality of customer knowledge variable (U = 1.5, p < .05). Based 

on these results the alternative hypothesis can be accepted. 
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7.2 DISPERSION OF CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE 
It was noticed by the qualitative study that most of the implementations of co-creation initiatives 

involve different departments and therefore the implementation of co-creation might be an enabler 

for knowledge dispersion. This was indicated by the explorative interviews as the internal 

involvement to the initiative. Therefore, it is interesting to explore if there is a significant difference 

in impact levels between the cases that are internally higher or lower involved. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Internal Involvement H L L H L H L H L H 
Table 35: Results on internal involvement characteristic 

 

 Scoring 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Score 4,00 3,33 3,00 3,67 3,00 4,00 4,00 4,33 2,33 4,00 

Rank 7,50 4,00 2,50 5,00 2,50 7,50 7,50 10,00 1,00 7,50 

Table 36: Scoring on dispersion of customer knowledge 
 

 Significance Test 
Impact levels in the group which has lower internal involvement (Mdn = 3.00) did differ 

significantly from the group that has higher internal involvement (Mdn = 4.00) for the dispersion of 

customer knowledge, U = 2.5, z = -2.162, p < .05. 
 

 Hypothesis Testing 
 

 H0: There is no difference between the groups that have higher or lower internal involvement  

 Ha: There is a difference between the groups that have higher or lower internal involvement  
 

There is a significant result in the dispersion of customer knowledge. The group with high internal 

involvement is significant higher than the group with lower internal involvement in spreading 

customer knowledge through the organization (U = 2.5, p < .05). Based on these results the 

alternative hypothesis can be accepted. 

7.3 QUALITY OF DECISION MAKING 
It was noticed that in the qualitative analyses that implementing customer co-creation would lead 

to improved decision making. However, the explorative interview revealed that there may be 

differential effect due to NPD coverage characteristics. With this information we can explore if there 

is a difference between firms that are involving customers in one stage and firms that are involving 

their customers in more than one stage. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

NPD coverage H L H H L H L H L H 
 

Table 37: Results on the NPD coverage characteristic 
 

 Scoring 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Score 4,67 4,67 4,00 4,67 4,33 4,00 4,67 4,33 4,00 4,33 

Rank 8,50 8,50 2,00 8,50 5,00 2,00 8,50 5,00 2,00 5,00 

Table 38: Scoring on Quality of Decision Making 
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 Significance Test 
Impact levels in the group which has lower NPD coverage (Mdn = 4.50) did not differ significantly 

from the group that has higher NPD coverage (Mdn = 4.33) for the quality of decision making, U = 10, 

z = -0.452, ns. 
 

 Hypothesis Testing 
 

 H0: There is no difference between the groups that have higher or lower NPD coverage 

 Ha: There is a difference between the groups that have higher or lower NPD coverage 
 

There is no significant result in the quality of decision making.  The group with higher NPD 

coverage is not significant different than the group with lower NPD coverage (U = 10, ns). Based on 

these results the alternative hypothesis can be rejected.  

7.4 INTERACTION SKILLS 
In the previous chapter and in the explorative interviews it was concluded that a possible 

explanation for the effect on the interaction skill was dependent on the use of social media tools in 

the co-creation initiative. Most of the initiatives that are not using social media tools did not fully 

agree to the proposition. Therefore it is interesting to explore if there is a difference in impact level 

on interaction skills between the group that is using social media tools and the group that is not using 

social media tools. 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Social media tools Y N N Y N Y Y Y N Y 
Table 39: Results on the social media tools characteristic 

 

 Scoring 
 

Case A B C D E F G H I J 

Score 4,00 3,33 3,00 4,00 2,67 4,33 3,67 4,67 3,00 4,00 

Rank 7,00 4,00 2,50 7,00 1,00 9,00 5,00 10,00 2,50 7,00 

Table 40: Scoring on the Interaction Skills 
 

 Significance Test 
Impact levels in the group which did not apply social media tools (Mdn = 3.00) did differ 

significantly from the group that did apply social media tools (Mdn = 4.00) for the interaction skills of 

involved employees, U = 0, z = -2.652, p < .01. 
 

 Hypothesis Testing 
 

 H0: There is no difference between the groups that has or has no social media tools   

 Ha: There is a difference between the groups that has or has no social media tools   
 

There is a significant difference in the variable interaction skills. The group that applied social 

media tools was significant different than the group that did not apply social media tools (U = 0, p < 

0.1). Based on these results the alternative hypothesis can be accepted. 
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8 DISCUSSION 

This chapter will firstly discuss the findings by answering the research question in terms of the 

sub-question in section 8.1. Section 8.2 will discuss the managerial implication of this study. In 

section 8.3, the limitations and directions for future research are discussed. 

8.1 CONCLUSION 
The research question on which this study is based follows from the problem statement and reads 

as follows: 
 

IN WHAT WAY ARE CUSTOMER CO-CREATION IMPLEMENTATIONS AFFECTING THE INTERNAL 

ORGANIZATION IN TERMS OF CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE, DECISION MAKING, AND EMPLOYEES? 
 

 
 

The conclusion is that customer co-creation implementations are affecting the internal 

organization. Literature revealed several typology dimensions which differentiate co-creation types. 

However, most typologies are not clear regarding the requirements and ways of implementing. 

Therefore it is difficult to implement the types from the typologies in different ways with different 

requirements. The requirements turned out to be more low-level that the suggested dimensions.  

This research revealed several implementation characteristics in the first step through explorative 

interviews. It revealed that the implementation characteristics as, collaboration, Internal 

involvement, NPD coverage, and social media might differently influence the internal organization. 

The second part of the study showed that some implementation characteristics are influencing 

the internal organization differently. The characteristics collaboration showed significant different 

influence on the quality of customer knowledge. Internal involvement showed a significant different 

influence on the dispersion of customer knowledge across the organization. The implementation 

characteristic social media tools showed a significant different influence on the interaction skills of 

involved employees. The implementation characteristic, NPD coverage, turned out to be not differing 

the influence on the quality of decision making. 

Furthermore, the second part of the research revealed also other implementation characteristics, 

which might play an important role in influencing the internal organization. The research showed 

that top-down vs. bottom up policies, adaption of the innovation process, the type and number of 

people who will be involved might be characteristics that may influence the impact on the internal 

organization also differently. 
 

 
 

 Customer co-creation implementations improve the quality of customer knowledge 
development 

 

Firms that implement customer co-creation improve customer knowledge development, in terms 

of receiving ideas and concepts, designs, sticky knowledge or insights in problems, needs and 

preferences. The research found that the improvement relates mostly on the process of co-creation 

itself. The objective of a co-creation initiative in the innovation process is either purposely driven 

SQ1. What are the implementation characteristics that may influence the internal organization 

in terms of customer knowledge, decision making, and employees? 

SQ2. What is the influence of customer co-creation implementation on the customer knowledge 

development? 
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(develop a specific solution or a specific product) or without any purpose at all (practiced simply in 

order to produce new ideas that allow for entirely new opportunities). Both objectives will lead to 

improved customer knowledge through co-creation. However, the explorative interviews found that 

the improvement relates also to some extent to the collaboration implementation characteristic. 

Some organizations may acquire customer knowledge through a dyadic collaboration with no 

interactions, while others may acquire knowledge through a network based setting with interactions 

among participants and with the organizing firm. The research found on the first hand no difference 

between the dyadic and network based implementations in relation to the quality of customer 

knowledge. An explanation for the insignificant results is an outlier effect from a particular case. Ad 

hoc analysis with discarding this case revealed that a network based setting has significantly higher 

scores than organizations with a dyadic setting. This means that network based implementations will 

better improve the quality of customer knowledge than dyadic implementations. The study also 

identified that the quality of customer knowledge may be affected by the types of people that are 

involved. This basically means that the firm has to specify a certain target group or keep the initiative 

open for everybody who feels attracted. This was also an important characteristic that was suggested 

by Bernhoff (2007) and Humphreys et al. (2009) as an important step/characteristic in implementing 

customer co-creation. Moreover, this finding can be related back to the dimension ‘openness to the 

initiative’, which is addressed by Paters (2009) and Pisano & Verganti (2008). This can be defined as 

the degree of openness of the initiative to the target group. 

In general it can be stated that both implementations are improving the customer knowledge and 

therefore co-creation is improving the quality of customer knowledge. However, it is important to 

know when to use which implementation, i.e. an initiative with a dyadic setting and when to use an 

initiative with a network setting. Dyadic collaboration leads to open and creative knowledge which is 

broad, while a network based collaboration is suggested to lead to deep and detailed knowledge 

(Piller & Ihl, 2009). Network based knowledge development was found to be better than dyadic 

knowledge development. However, a network implementation requires the organization to make 

employees available for interaction with the customers. This requires the firm to make more costs 

for the initiative. It is important to set up the right requirements and look at the purpose of the 

initiative (Bernhoff, 2007; Humphreys, Samson, Roser, & Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009). If the initiative is 

purpose driven, firms should implement co-creation with interaction possibilities. This enables the 

firm to get deep and detailed knowledge for the specific sought solution or product. For firms which 

are not purpose driven, but have the object to simply produce new ideas that allow for openings of 

new opportunities, it is suggested to implement co-creation without interaction possibilities. These 

initiatives can then lead to open and creative contributions which enhance new business 

development. 
 

 Customer co-creation implementations enable the dispersion of customer knowledge partially 
 

The study revealed that customer co-creation implementations are partially affecting the spread 

of customer knowledge across the organization. The research found that organizations which have 

an open and transparent organizational culture will not face an effect on knowledge sharing. Their 

cultures are already allowing and supporting transfer of customer knowledge across the 

organization. However, the research showed that firms, which are not open and transparent 

concerning their organizational cultures, are enabling knowledge dispersion through implementation 

of co-creation. The results showed that the implementation characteristic internal involvement is 

significantly affecting the dispersion of customer knowledge across the organization. Firms that have 
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high internal involvement have project teams that involve employees from many different disciplines 

and departments. High internal involvement can also be gained through high intensity in organizing 

the initiative in terms of getting employees attention and interested in the gained customer 

knowledge of the initiative. Firms with high internal involvement lead to a higher level of dispersion 

across the organization. The study also identified that novelty and top-down policy are enabling 

dispersion of customer knowledge dispersion. The new way of practicing innovation gets employees 

curious and enthusiastic towards customer knowledge and therefore enables the information 

dispersion. A top-down policy which encourages employees to use customer knowledge and share it 

across the organization is enabling dispersion of customer knowledge across the organization.  

One can state that high internal involvement towards the co-creation initiative may be a good 

enabler for the dispersion of customer knowledge across the organization. It may help traditional 

firms with closed organizational cultures to break down the compartmentalized departments and 

adopt a more open and collaborative goals, activities and processes which are requisite for customer 

co-creation. Therefore, organizations which have closed cultures and want to transform towards a 

customer centric organization and embed co-creation in the organization may need to start an 

initiative that covers different disciplines across the organization. This will open up the organizational 

culture and foster collaboration and information sharing. As the co-creation process starts to be 

understood by exploration, firms should start larger initiatives which are supported by higher 

management to get employees motivated in using customer knowledge. However, if different 

disciplines or departments are involved it is really important to make every discipline or department 

responsible for a theme which is concerning their business. This will help these departments or 

disciplines to be actively involved and motivated to use the knowledge and share it in their discipline. 
 

 
 

 Customer co-creation implementations are partially speeding up decision making process 
 

Organizations that implement co-creation are partially speeding up their decision making process. 

The study showed that customer co-creation may force firms to give immediate feedback, but it will 

not affect the speed of the decision making process. Also, decentralization of the decision making 

process is not enabled through customer co-creation and therefore it has no impact. The research 

also identified that co-creation implementations are not affecting the solid structure of the decision 

making process in terms of the criteria’s that need to be assessed. The criteria’s that need to be 

assessed stay unharmed. However, the research found that co-creation is speeding up the decision 

making in terms of assessing criteria’s that concern customers, e.g. ‘suitability with customers’ 

needs’ during the co-creation process. The initiative can be a good measure for acceptance from the 

customer towards an idea or concept. If there is a broad acceptance for a particular idea or concept, 

the firm will be able to make quick decisions on criteria’s concerning customers and start asses the 

other criteria´s of decision making. Furthermore, there were no implementation characteristics 

identified in the explorative interviews related to this underlying element. Therefore we could not 

test if a certain implementation characteristic is affecting this underlying element. However, the 

research identified an implementation characteristic of co-creation which may partially improve the 

speed of the decision making process. The characteristic may lead to quicker decision making due to 

the short cycle times in the initial phases (i.e. idea generation and selection) which then is followed 

by a selection phase which involves the firm and optionally the target group. This can especially be 

SQ3.  What is the influence of customer co-creation implementation on the decision making 
process? 
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realized when the innovations’ process, including its decision making process, is adjusted towards the 

co-creation initiative. Furthermore, the study also showed that management support and 

commitment may make decision making easier and quicker.  

In general it can be stated that co-creation implementations can improve the quickness of the 

decision making process by bringing decision making earlier in the process and/or by assessing 

decision criteria’s´ concerning the customers during the initiative. Therefore, it can be expected that 

if the innovation process is changed and aligned to the initiative, the firm will be early mindful to all 

the facts and therefore make quicker sensible decisions during the innovation process. The adapted 

innovation process due to the co-creation initiative can therefore be identified as an implementation 

characteristic that leads to quicker decision making.  
 

 Customer co-creation implementations are improving the quality of decision making process 
 

The study revealed that customer co-creation implementations are improving the quality of 

decision making. It showed co-creation helps to create a diverse collective intelligence which helps to 

mitigate the biases that decision makers may face during the decision making process (e.g. self-

serving, belief perseverance and pattern obsession; (Bonabeau, 2009)). The gained customer 

knowledge is then helping decision makers to improve the quality. The research was expected to find 

also to some extent a relation between the implementation characteristic NPD coverage and the 

quality of decision making. The research showed that NPD coverage has no effect on the quality for 

decision making. Though the research showed that ´specifying which people are involved´ may be a 

better implementation characteristic which would have an effect on the quality of decision making. 

This was also mentioned as an possible implementation characteristic that might influence the 

quality of customer knowledge. Additionally, a good sample size of the concerning group may also be 

an important characteristic to improve the quality of the decision making process. 

In general it can be stated that customer co-creation implementations are improving the quality 

of decision making. The improvement relies to a high extent on the quality of customer knowledge 

which creates the diverse collective intelligence. This makes decision makers mindful of all the facts 

to make good, sensible decisions. Therefore it is important to select the right customers in terms of 

the type and number of persons which are involved. 
 

 
 

 Customer co-creation implementations are partially enabling the creativity of employees that 
are participating 

 

The research showed that customer co-creation implementations are partially enabling the 

creativity of employees. The research found that the gained insights from the initiatives are serving 

as an inspiration source for creative thinking. Customers have the ability to think outside the firm 

boundaries and therefore may have broader creativity spans.  Especially when the purpose of the co-

creation initiative is inclined creatively (i.e. producing new ideas and designs). This inspiration source 

enables creativity by expanding the fluency, flexibility, originality and/or elaboration spans of the 

creativity of employees. It was also theorized that motivation will enable creative thinking of 

employees. The research showed that a new way of practicing innovation within the firm leads to 

enthusiastic and motivated employees towards innovation and therefore enable their creativity. The 

research also identified that it is enabled through the creative process of co-creation. The process 

gives a better hold on creative thinking through daily engagement in the creative process. 

SQ4. What is the influence of a customer co-creation implementation on employees? 
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Furthermore, there were no implementation characteristics identified in the explorative interviews 

related to this underlying element. Also the case studies did not reveal any explicit implementation 

characteristics that might lead to differential effects on creativity. 

In general this means that the creative process of customer co-creation is enabling creativity of 

the individual employees as well as the project team. The purpose of a co-creation initiative in the 

NPD process should always result in a creative outcome. Unfortunately though, co-creation is not a 

silver bullet. Most of the outcomes cannot be used directly as products or services that guarantee 

success. However, a firm may get a start which enables the creativity of participating employees to 

generate product ideas or propositions that might succeed and be profitable for the organization. 
 

 Customer co-creation implementations are partially improving the skills of participating 
employees to handle customers 

 

The study revealed that customer co-creation implementations are partially improving the 

interaction skills of involved employees. The study showed that many employees which are involved 

in the initiative are normally having no contact with the customers. Through customer co-creation 

implementations employees may be required to use interaction skills (i.e. interaction, collaboration, 

informing, and observing skills). The use of the interaction skills depends on the implementation 

characteristic social media. The research found that the social media characteristic requires 

employees to interact with the customers and therefore it is affecting the social media skills of 

involved employees. The research shows that the use of social media tools in the initiative will 

enhance the skills of involved employees in terms of learning/improving the interactions skills to 

handle customers.  

In general it can be stated that the firms who use social media tools are learning/improving their 

interaction skills. This will help the co-creation process to elapse flawlessly and without problems and 

without knowledge lost. Good interaction skills will help participating employees to interact and fully 

utilize customer knowledge and skills in the innovation process. 

8.2 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATION 
The main managerial implication is focused on gaining and developing sustainable growth and 

competitive advantage by setting up the right requirements for implementing customer co-creation. 

Staal (2010) stated that successful customer co-creation is achieved when co-creation is structurally 

embedded in the organization. This transformation can be achieved in three phases (Staal, 2010). 

Since embedding this approach concerns internal change of the organization, firms are advised to 

make the right requirements for implementation during the three phases. It is therefore really 

important for the organizing team to think through and reason which characteristics will be activated 

in these three phases.   

The implementation characteristics as collaboration, internal involvement, and social media tools 

can be used to overcome the starting phase. It was stated that the first phase is focused on 

experiencing what customer co-creation is meaning for the organization, and get multi-level 

management and individuals engaged to break through the compartmentalized mindsets, working 

processes etc. A dyadic setting of the collaboration characteristic can be used initially to discover the 

benefits of co-creation if the firm is apprehensive in interacting with the customers directly. 

However, firms should gradually transform their initiatives to a network based setting in the start 

phase, because the real value of co-creation lies in the interaction with the customer. This can be 

reinforced by the use of the social media tools characteristic. Furthermore, the firm should make a 

right balance in internal involvement at the start. The manager should try to involve a balanced 
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number of disciplines and departments to open up the organizational culture. However this might be 

constrained due to a limited number of available resources. It is then really important to think 

through what the objective of the initiative is and reason which disciplines and departments should 

be involved, because people from those departments which are not involved or get (new) knowledge 

to use ad hoc in their activities will be resistant in cooperation.  

The implementation characteristics which are explored in the second part as top-down vs. bottom 

up policy, adaption of the innovation process, and type and number of customers which will be 

involved, are possible characteristics which might help the transitions into the second and third 

phase of embedding co-creation in the organization.  

8.3 LIMITATION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
A first limitation of the study is that most firms within the Netherlands are still in the initial phase 

or are transiting to the second phase of the transformation model of co-creation. This means that 

most firms are still experimenting with the co-creation initiatives and are still learning and 

understanding what co-creation means. It is therefore interesting to see how the impact on internal 

organization will be of more evolved and long-term customer co-creation initiatives. Future research 

which explores the impact of embedded co-creation on the internal organization might be therefore 

interesting.  

Future research should focus also on finding larger and more homogeneous influences of co-

creation implementations on the internal organization. This homogeneity can be developed due to 

multiple components, such as company size, type of market (B2B, B2C etc.), industry, and brand 

value. Or a future study with a focus on one of these components to find out if these components in 

relation to customer co-creation implementations have different influences on the internal 

organization. It is also interesting to focus on one of the organizational elements in terms of strategy, 

structure, systems, staff, culture, or management style.  

Most of the impact on the underlying elements in this research is positive by nature. Future 

research should therefore focus also on the negative effects of customer co-creation 

implementations. Some negative influences on customer knowledge development are for example; 

gained knowledge through co-creation may not always be representative for the target group in 

open settings, or co-creation implementations may lead to overload of information which holds a lot 

of garbage. Co-creation implementations may make the decision making process complex, because 

you involve more people with more opinions in a traditional decision making structure. The decision 

making process may also be delayed through co-creation implementations, because firms receive 

more contributions at the input side of the innovation funnel. Negative impact related to the 

employees might be the resistance towards a co-creation initiative or outcome if employees are not 

involved. Employees might get also high-stress times because most employees who are involved to 

initiatives are involved next to their daily business activities.  Therefore, it might be interesting to 

research the negative impacts on the internal organization. 

This study explored in the first part of the study a few implementation characteristics which are 

used to test if there is a differential influence on the internal organization. However, the second part 

of study revealed also some implementation characteristics which are not tested due to data 

limitation. Therefore it is interesting to explore if top-down vs. bottom up policies, adaption of the 

innovation process, the type and number of people who will be involved are also influencing the 

impact on the internal organization differently. 
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