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ABSTRACT 

In today’s marketplace, competitions among companies have increased due to the expanding of the 

global market. More than ever it has become extremely important to meet customers’ needs and 

demands in order to stay competitive on the increasing market competition. Customers nowadays 

want to be a part of the co-creation process, have influence and be involved in the services and 

products the company offers. However this high urge to get involved in the co-creation process 

does not stop with customers only. Also internally different stakeholders want to influence the 

company. Suppliers and employees are becoming more open toward co-creation within the 

company and want to take their involvement to the next level.  

The purpose of the study is to create an understanding for the process of co-creation from the 

company’s point of view and the customers’ point of view as well as the leadership archetype and traits that would 

work best in the complex processes of co-creation. The focus is to generate an understanding of the elements 

to succeed in co-creation internally (with stakeholders) as well as externally (with other companies).  

In order to understand which elements of the successful co-creation are, case studies were 

conducted. Complementary to this, two interviews were held in order to show the reality of co-

creation process, giving deep insight and knowledge in the subject.  

From the thesis research we found out that to be able to implement co-creation both internally and 

externally it is of great importance to create trust, mutual benefits, commitment, knowledge about 

partner and mutual respect among the partners involved. Moreover it is also important to mention 

that all the parts involved needs to be open towards sharing knowledge and information with each 

other in order to help facilitate the relationship.   

 

Keywords: Co-creation, Leadership, Collaboration, Alliance, Customer Relationship Management, Value creation, 

Supplier Relationship Management 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 

This chapter attempts to explain the background and our area of interest. A 

brief introduction of theory being used in this paper is provided. We will 

continue by the research question and end this chapter with an outline of the 

thesis. 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

In today’s marketplace, the competition among companies to serve customers’ demand is highly 

competitive due to customers’ demand has shift to even more complex than in the past. 

Advancement in technology, especially the global expansion of internet has driven customers 

around the world to see new products being launched at the other side of the world, leading to the 

discussion among customers or with the companies delivering the products, regarding its quality and 

even to give their evaluation.  The reach of internet has expanded the importance of global 

standards (Bartlett & Ghoshal 2000), leading to mutual demand of the same products and services in 

the same level of standard. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) conclude that the variety of products in 

the marketplace does not necessary reflect better consumer experience. To be able to stay 

competitive in the market companies have to response to these changing trends wisely and 

effectively. In recent years, there has been an increasing interest in forming the collaboration among 

the companies as well as with the customer in order to better compete in the complex market 

environment. This collaboration is a new source of competitive advantage. The collaboration 

between company and customers or with other companies to create value together will be called co-

creation in this thesis. 

1.1 The collaboration among firms 

Competitive advantage is a result of how well a company combines and utilizes its resources. 

However, the dramatic changes in the market for example rising R&D costs, growing barriers to 

market entry and shortening product life cycles are the factors that making leaders in the companies 

to realize that they may not have all human assets, financial or technological resources necessary to 

respond effectively (Bartlett & Ghoshal 2000). Within a single company, they might not have 

enough resources to combine to be able to develop new products or services to serve customers’ 
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demand.  As a result it leads to more and more collaboration among companies (Christensen & 

Schibany & Vinding 2000). Companies may need to bring together a variety of additional partners to 

provide the right knowledge, skills and resources that complementary with its existing resources to 

develop new products or technologies that they might not be able to develop alone. Bartlett and 

Ghoshal (2000) explained that the major focus to form the collaboration among companies is to 

create new products and technologies rather than the distribution of existing one. 

1.2 The collaboration between firm and their customer 

In addition, the traditional products and services development are considered as firm based activity, 

however in the current business, customers are actively participating in the design and develop of 

the product that they will buy and use (O’Hern & Rindfleisch 2010). Customers now want to have 

an influence in every part of the business system. They want a greater control of what they are going 

to buy and use (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004).  Instead of trying to gain bargaining power over 

their customers, companies began to build partnership with them (Bartlett & Ghoshal 2000). 

 

The development of interactive technology has opened an opportunity for customers to participate 

in company design of products and services (Ramaswamy & Gouillart 2010), leading to more 

accurate information that reflect real customer demand. Co-creation from customer’ point of view 

creates self-esteem, greater satisfaction and feeling of appreciation (Ramaswamy & Gouillart 2010) 

and it is also creating sense of emotional bonding with the product and company, greater level of 

knowledge and expertise about products. This will help reduce risk of new products being rejected 

by customers (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004). Ramaswamy (2009, p.33) states that ‘without 

organizational capabilities that align outside-in (customer to employee) experience with inside-out 

(employee to customer) experience, co-creation of value with clients would be difficult to achieve’. 

Thus an involvement from employees and suppliers are important to the success of co-creation 

from customers’ point of view. However the stakeholders will not fully participate in co-creation 

from customers’ point of view unless it produces value for them too (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 

2010). 

 

1.3 The paradigm shift 

The collaboration among firms and between firms and their customer is a shift of business paradigm 

from added-value chain to value co-creation. Porter (1985) introduced the value chain model that 

help examined all activities within a firm and how they interact with each other.  In added-value 

chain, ‘the value creation of an activity depends on its ability to induce positive customer behavior’ 
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(Bruhn & Georgi 2006, p.9). Customer will not buy products and services unless it creates value for 

them. In a value chain, Bruhn and Georgi (2006) conclude that value is composed of revenue and 

cost, all activities that create revenue over cost increase company value. Thus, companies tend to 

focus every single step that creates value for them. 

 

While in co-creation, a different way of thinking was introduced. Hasche (2006) concluded that the 

focus has shifted from the activities performed by the firm to activities co-created in a relationship 

with other partners and stakeholders. In Co-creation from customers’ point of view, other 

stakeholders are actively involved in the process. Vargo and Lusch (2004) implied in Service-

Dominant logic that increasingly, marketing has shifted its dominant logic away from the exchange 

of tangible good (Goods-Dominant Logic) towards an exchange of intangible, specialized skills, 

knowledge and process (Service-dominant Logic). Service-dominant (S-D) logic implies that value is 

being co-created with customer, rather than embedded in output, no separate modification is 

necessary (Vargo & Lusch, 2006). Since the value is created when it is in use or co-create with the 

customers, companies now try to focus on the experience being developed by the customer while 

using their products or services and maintaining ongoing relationship. Moreover, the focal point of 

contact between customer and company is its employee. Co-creation from customer’ point of view 

implies that every individual contact with the company is a customer even if they are employees or 

suppliers (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004). Ramaswamy and Gouillart (2010) state that employee will 

not fully participate in co-creation from a customer’ point of view unless the changed activity creates 

value for them too. Value could be considered in two different aspects. One is psychological aspect, 

for example greater job satisfaction, feeling of appreciation, or higher self-esteem, another aspect is 

economic, for example higher earning, opportunity to advance or acquisition of skills (Ramaswamy 

& Gouillart, 2010). 

 

In Co-creation from company’s point of view, the paradigm has shifted when companies realized 

that within their firm they have inadequate knowledge, skills and resources to compete effectively in 

the marketplace. Doz and Hamel (1998) state that in this era many of the skills and resources 

essential to company’s future success lie outside the firm’s boundaries and outside management’s 

direct control. Instead of considering the core competence of the company as the only source of 

competitive advantage, now company collaborates with other company in order to combine 

knowledge, skill and competence to co-create value together. Kotler, Bowen and Makens (cited in 

Fyall & Garrod p.3) also confirm that companies increasingly are forming their collaboration more 

and more in order to gain the competitive advantage by bringing together and sharing their 

combined knowledge, expertise, capital and other resources. Bartlett and Ghoshal (2000) have state 
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the four motivations why company collaborate with others which are technology exchange, global 

competition, industry convergence and economies of scale and reduction of associated risks. 

• Technology exchange: Bartlett and Ghoshal (2000) have confirmed that technology transfer or 

R&D collaboration is accounted for more than half of the strategic alliance in recent year. 

The reason lies behind the limitation of the resources within the company. To form the 

collaboration means company can access new knowledge, skills and resources. This also 

helps reducing the risk from a massive R&D investment (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2000). 

• Global competition: The collaboration can increase company’s power to compete with other 

firms rather than with each other (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 2000). Moreover, Fyall and Garrod 

(2005) conclude that the globalization has made the level of competition more complicated 

in many markets.  

• Industry convergence: A huge competitive intensity is a result of industry converging and 

overlapping. The collaboration with other companies seems to be a way to develop complex 

entry barrier for other players. Hence, the competitive intensity is reduced (Bartlett and 

Ghoshal, 2000). 

• Economies of scale and reduction of risk: Bartlett and Ghoshal (2000) have explained that in 

collaboration partners can pool their capital and resources which can help raise the rate of 

activity. It can also result in mutual gain and save the cost of duplication. Since everything is 

based on sharing method, none of the partner is bearing full risk (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2000). 

 

1.4 The notion of co-creation 

What make co-creation different from collaboration? Is in a new way of thinking? Yes it is. Table 1 

is showing spectrum of definitions of collaboration. Tables 1 presenting the different type of 

collaborations, all of them are dealing with the sharing of resource in some extent both tangible and 

intangible resources. However, the sharing even if actively sharing alone is not enough to use to 

explain the term co-creation. Co-creation is going beyond collaboration, it is involving trust and 

knowledge about your partners.  All of these aspects are synergized together with other partners. 

Co-creation is an innovative practice, innovative strategic, new marketing strategy and new customer 

relationship management. The other aspect that makes co-creation distinctive from the collaboration is the actively 

engagement behavior of each partner in order to create something together. The co-creation is mainly dealing with the 

quality of relationship among partners and how to sustain it.  
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Table 1-1: Spectrum of definitions of collaboration 

 

 Definition Example 

Networking ‘Exchanging information for mutual 

benefit’ 

Two (or more) organizations meet to 

share information about their missions, 

goal, etc. 

Co-ordination 

‘Exchanging information for mutual 

benefit and altering activities for 

mutual benefit and to achieve a 

common purpose’ 

Two (or more) organizations share 

information about their respective 

activities and then decide to change 

these in order to better serve their 

common client or customer base 

Co-operation 

‘Exchanging information for mutual 

benefit and altering activities and 

sharing resources for mutual benefit 

and to achieve a common purpose’ 

Two (or more) organizations share 

information about their respective 

activities, decide to change these in 

order to better serve their common 

client or customer base, and share 

physical space and transportation 

resources 

Collaboration 

‘Exchanging information for mutual 

benefit and altering activities and 

sharing resources and enhancing 

capacity of one another for mutual 

benefit and to achieve a common 

purpose’ 

Two (or more) organizations share 

information about their respective 

activities, decide to change these in 

order to better serve their common 

client or customer base, share physical 

space and transportation resources, and 

offer a series of staff training workshops 

to one another in areas in which the 

organization has special expertise related 

to their common purpose 

Source: Himmelman, 1996 (cited in Fyall & Garrod p.154) 

 

People have worked together since the beginning of human time and they have a natural desire to 

join together around common interests, needs and experiences (Mankin et al., 2004; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004). Traditionally, companies collaborate with others combining known resources 

and often share known risks. Co-creation, in contrast, faces much greater uncertainty, both resources they bring 
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together and external turbulence they confront (Doz & Hamel, 1998). Co-creation means creating something 

together. Thus partners with mutual benefits are required to form such collaboration. On one hand, 

within co-creation concept many leaders realize that inside their firm they still lack of crucial 

knowledge, skills, and resources to compete in a complex economy. Thus forming co-creation with 

other companies or with their customers is a solution to bring a complementary strength to create 

value in their business. On the other hand, value can create when resources are co-specialized; it 

becomes substantially more valuable when those resources from different company bundle together 

in a joint effort than when kept separate (Doz & Hamel, 1998). 

 

It is also difficult to ignore the changing role of customers. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) 

conclude that it difficult for company to perform their activities of product development, 

production process and controlling sale channel without interfering from their customers. Since now 

every customer want to be part or have influence in business system, they want to interact with 

company and co-create value together (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

 

The development of technology accelerating more information about products, services and 

companies to be available online and thus, customers can learn more. As a result customers can 

better distinguish when they make a choice (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Recent developments 

in technology especially interactive technology as well as the changing role of customers have 

heightened the need for forming the collaboration with customers and together creating value or co-

creation from customers’ point of view. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) also explain more about 

the quality of co-creation does not only lie in the products and processes, it is also lie in the quality 

of experiences that customers may perceive. 

 

Co-creation usually involves multiple partners, the more partners, the greater the risk of discrepancy 

and the development of sub coalitions between them (Doz & Hamel, 1998). Thus co-creation 

involves with a complex system which is difficult to manage. However, the benefits of co-creation 

are greater than the difficulty which leads many companies try to form the co-creation. The term 

collaborative capital has been defined as how well people work together toward a common goal and 

outcome (Beyerlein, Beyerlein & Kennedy, 2005). The more effective partners work together the 

more successful the co-creation is. Thus two of collaborative capitals which are knowledge sharing 

and empowerment will be briefly discussed in chapter four. 
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1.5 Leadership in co-creation 

Leadership is important in co-creation. Like any other business management, leadership is vital to 

the success of an organization. ‘Leadership consists of pattern of behavior of a person that 

influences other entities such as individuals and teams’ (Zhang & Sims, 2005). Leaders’ roles are to 

lead people in an organization to perform in order to achieve the goal that they have set. Bennis and 

Nanus (2007) explain that there are many reasons why leaders are important to an organization by 

looking at an environment surrounding leaders. Those reasons are commitment, complexity and 

credibility. 

• Commitment of employees is important for the outcome of the company. The studies from 

Public Agenda Forum (cited in Bennis & Nanus, 2007) have showed that the commitment 

of employees to the company is declined from when they started working. In co-creation 

commitment from employee is a driving force behind the successful of implementing co-

creation strategy. 

• Complexity of the market and world business affects how companies operate 

• Credibility affects how company and its leader should operate. 

In order to form a co-creation strategy to cope with the challenges that companies are facing leaders 

are important input from the company.  Co-creation involves many different parties and processes, 

thus it is important to take into consideration that forming the collaboration means sharing control 

(Ohmae, 1999). The success of co-creation required the participation of all partners and other 

stakeholders not only customers. Among partners they also have to share mutual benefits, mutual 

respect, having knowledge about your partners is crucial; since they also need commitment and trust. 

Thus leaders in co-creation are people who sense to the change, have ability to lead the complex 

processes of co-creation 

 

1.6 Research question and purpose 

This thesis concerns the concept of co-creation both co-creation from company’s point of view and 

co-creation from customers’ point of view. Recently, many business forums (e.g. Bloomberg) have 

published that companies are implementing a co-creation strategy either with their customers or 

with other companies. Customers are not considered as an end user of products and services 

anymore. Suppliers are not just a part of value producer as well as employees are not just only 

intermediary who deliver the company’s value to customers. All of those stakeholders need to work 

to create value together. This is also the same case for co-creation from company’s point of view, 

competitors in same business or other companies are viewed as a source of complementary 
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resources for the company either tangible or intangible resources. They collaborate, combine their 

resources and create value together. 

 

The fruitful achievement from co-creation seems to be the factor that attracts many companies to 

implement this strategy. However, to be successful in implementing is a challenging task for the 

leaders. Bringing together other stakeholders and all relevant parties is one of the challenges. 

Another challenge is to sustain the ongoing process of collaboration. Leaders also have to bear in 

mind that like in any collaboration, co-creation requires glue that help bond partners together. Based 

on this we identified two research questions as: 

 

1. How to implement a successful co-creation strategy? 

2. What are the attributes and leading style of co-creation leaders? 

 

Since the leader is important to an organization regardless of what business your company is in. 

Knowing what type and traits of leadership work best in co-creation could help us understand why 

those companies that implemented a co-creation strategy are ahead compare to their competitors. 

 

1.7 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis began the first chapter with the background of an issue, where the concept of co-

creation and general theoretical concept has been discussed. We ended chapter one with our 

research questions and purpose. 

 

Chapter two, three and four will be discussing the theories related to our area of investigation. In 

chapter two, we will discuss about theories supporting the success of co-creation from company’s 

point of view. Theories used in this chapter are from reliable sources of literature and we will finish 

this chapter by the research question and a conceptual framework of success co-creation from 

company’s point of view. The framework in this chapter will serve as one wing of our whole picture. 

 

Chapter three will discuss the theories supporting the success of co-creation from customers’ point 

of view. This chapter will end by the research question and a conceptual framework. The second 

wing of the framework will be presented. 
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Chapter four will discuss traits and leading style of leaders in co-creation. How the traits and leading 

style affect the success of co-creation will be presented. Furthermore, the complete picture of the 

conceptual framework will be presented in the end of this chapter. 

 

In chapter five, the methodology of how the work has been done will be discussed. Selections of 

research methods, data collection methods and so forth are discussed. This chapter will be a bridge 

between the theoretical chapter and empirical chapter. 

 

Chapter six will present empirical data from our case studies. In this chapter various case studies of 

co-creation will be provided. 

 

Chapter seven will discuss our analysis from data provided in chapter six. An analysis in relation to 

the earlier described theories will be discussed. This chapter aims to provide the reader with our 

findings and analysis which will present in three parts. The first examines and discusses the 

relationship of factors influence the successful of co-creation from company’s point of view. The 

second part examines and discusses factors influence the successful of co-creation from a customer’ 

point of view. The third part examines and discusses the influence of leadership attributes and 

leading style to the success of co-creation as a whole. 

 

Chapter eight will present the conclusion and suggestions for further research are also stated. In the 

first section we will discuss conclusion of our research from previous chapters. The last section will 

discuss the suggestions for further research. 
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Chapter 2 

Co-creation from company’s point of view 

 

Chapter one discussed the starting point and background of co-creation. The 

aim of chapter two is to discuss the theories supporting the success of co-

creation from company’s point of view. Our interest takes off from the level of 

collaboration then we continue by theory base on factors influencing the success 

of co-creation from company’s point of view and we will end this chapter by 

presenting our conceptual framework. Chapter two serves as one wing of our 

conceptual framework. 

 

 

2 CO-CREATION FROM COMPANY’S POINT OF VIEW 

2.1 Collaboration continuum 

Not every firm engages the same level of collaboration. As we have described earlier alliance has 

different level of engagement and collaboration itself has also different level of engagement. Austin 

(2000) proposes the collaboration continuum which is showing three level of collaboration.   

 

Table 2-1: Collaboration continuum 

 

Relationship stage 

Philanthropic stage: 

The engagement 

between organizations 

is generally limited. 

 

Transactional stage: 

Organizations carry 

out their resource 

exchanges through 

specific activities. 

Integrative stage:

Partner’s mission, 

people, and activities 

begin to experience 

more collective action 

and organizational 

integration. 

Level of engagement Low                                                                                         High 

Importance to mission Peripheral                                                                            Strategic 
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Magnitude of resources Small                                                                                          Big 

Scope of activities Narrow                                                                                  Broad 

Interaction level Infrequent                                                                         Intensive 

Managerial complexity Simple                                                                              Complex 

Strategic value Modest                                                                                  Major 

Source: Austin, 2000 p.35 

 

Table 2-1 is quite relevant to table 1-1. It is presenting the different level of collaboration ranging 

from the least interaction among member which is the engagement and interaction are still low and 

the final stage of the collaboration is to the engagement and interaction of team are high. This is 

important to explain the nature and context of co-creation since co-creation context are involving 

with actively interaction among team members; other collaborations that are not dealing actively 

engagement of team members to create something are not able to call co-creation. 

2.2 Factors influence successful co-creation from company’s point 
of view 

Each partner might have different purpose when they form the collaboration but the starting point 

for the success of collaboration is each partner has to share mutual benefits and mutual respect. 

Having knowledge about partners could be another factor that helps the company to know more 

about the strengths and weaknesses of their partners and yet effective co-creation could be reached. 

After that, commitment is another factor that will help bind all partners to work through until the 

project is done. Most importantly is trust, especially when co-creation is a mean to work with a 

competitor. 

 

2.2.1 Mutual benefit 

The reason why companies collaborate with each other is because they foreseen the benefits that 

they could achieve together or is difficult to develop by themselves. Moreover, collaboration is a 

vehicle for achieving each partner’s mission (Austin, 2000). However, working with others is never 

easy. Different companies have different culture, procedures and perceived power. While co-

creation work best when companies have similar or at least compatible aims (Huxham, 1996). One 

of the assumptions underlying the relationship management perspective is mutual benefits 

(Ledingham cited in Bruning, DeMiglio & Embry p.33). A study from Bruning, DeMiglio and 
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Embry (2005) shows that mutual benefits link positively to the satisfaction and behavioral intend 

among partners. Austin (2000) stated that it is important that each partner is clear about their mutual 

goals and possible benefits that each partner will gain. 

Mutual benefits that companies achieved do not necessarily be the same benefits. Certainly 

companies will achieve the same benefit when they develop something together. Nevertheless, what 

companies might gain from co-creation are beyond the expected result. The benefits could vary 

depending on the learning result and each firm seeks from their partners. Companies could learn 

new skills especially in their deficiency area. Furthermore, companies could gain more 

environmental control. While single firms have less power to control over their environment and 

market, joining with other firms could strengthen their negotiating power to an external 

environment (Kleymann & Seristo, 2001). Kleymann and Seristo (2001) propose the benefits of 

collaboration in three categories which are market-presence related, resource-utilization related and 

learning of practices. Benefits are factor that companies foreseen prior forming collaboration with 

any firm. Some might be unexpected benefits however these are factors that unite all partners to 

work together because they expected to get something out of co-creation.  For example, when 

nonprofit organizations joined with profit organizations, the benefits that nonprofit organizations 

could gain might be financial resources, services or goods, technological expertise and so on. While 

the benefits that profit organizations could gain might be improved corporate image, higher 

employee morale and increased consumer patronage and market share (Austin, 2000). Moreover, 

Austin (2000) also states that stronger and more enduring collaboration would occur when partners 

balance their value exchange since the imbalance exchange of benefits could erode the partners 

motivation and collaboration relationship.  

 

2.2.2 Knowledge about partner 

Knowing what resources other company has is a starting point for you to select the right partner. 

Working with other companies is one kind of relationship. The success of this relationship depends 

on how well you know your partner. Compare with personal relationship, people start from dating 

someone until they get marry, they learn their significant other from the first day and even learn how 

to manage an ongoing relationship. People spend time and learn each other’s daily life, preference 

and lifestyle. It could be difficult in the beginning since everyone has little knowledge about each 

other. However, after day by day you know more about your significant other. Forming relationship 

with another company also need time to understand your partner. Firms need to learn what 

knowledge, skills, resources and competence your partners have in order to be able to combine the 
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strength and co-create value together. It is beneficial to know about strengths and weaknesses in 

order to co-ordinate with your partner effectively. 

Knowledge is long lasting source of competitive advantage rather than technology or financial 

resources. To be most efficient is to share new knowledge throughout your company. Hill (2005) 

has explained in his article that collaborative capital has been defined as how well people work 

together. Moreover, knowledge sharing is one important manifestation of collaborative capital in a 

team (Hill, 2005). Knowledge has been defined into many different aspects which are task-related 

knowledge (knowledge about carrying out task at hand), social knowledge (knowledge about 

individuals and their relationship), and contextual knowledge (knowledge about environment where 

individual and task are embedded) (Cramton & Orvis cited in Hill p.186). Task-related knowledge 

can be defined as explicit and tacit knowledge where explicit is easier to argue and share with other 

while tacit is more difficult to share (Von Hippel cited in Hill p.186). Nokata (cited in Hill pp.186-

187) proposed several mechanisms where tacit knowledge can be shared including individual 

observation or working alongside with another over a period of time. Collaborate with other 

companies could be an avenue for learning and internalizing new skills, especially those that are tacit, 

collective and embedded (Doz & Hamel, 1998). Hamel, Doz and Prahalad (1989) also state that  

Successful companies view each alliance as a window on their partners’ broad capabilities. 

They use the alliance to build skills in areas outside the formal agreement and 

systematically diffuse new knowledge throughout their organization. 

Moreover, learning about your partners does not always mean learning new skills. It can be a new 

and precise source to benchmark with internal performance (Hamel & Doz & Prahalad, 1989). 

Thus, the quality improvement program can be easily developed. As we stated in the first chapter 

that usually the collaboration is made due to the desire to develop new products and technologies 

rather than distribute an existing one thus, new knowledge is usually generated during co-creation as 

well as intensive knowledge sharing among partners will occur. Sambasivan et al. (2011) explain that 

communication is important to facilitate knowledge about your partner. It is a channel for your 

company to learn more about your partner. Communication allows information flow and exchange 

among members in co-creation. 

 

2.2.3 Mutual respect 

Many factors resided within a firm for instance deep historical, cultural and organizational 

differences have influence in different working culture, organization structure and perceived power. 

The more partners in co-creation, the greater the differences and difficulties that companies have to 

face. In addition, trust and respect will ensure that members’ interests are heard when different 
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opinions are introduced (Huxham, 1996). One of the benefits of working with many different 

partners is different points of view will be present during the collaboration. These different ideas 

could help broaden your point of view. In order to fully utilize useful idea from other partner, 

companies must respect the differences. Flexibility should come along during the process of 

working and learning about your partner. Circumstances and the market could change during the 

time of co-creation. After finding out the reason why your partners act in a particular way, you 

should be flexible with it if that action does not affect the collaboration’s aim (Ohmae, 1999). 

 

2.2.4 Commitment 

Co-creation is difficult to manage as well as the relationship and commitment. Relationship is 

something to be discovered rather than determined at the beginning (Doz & Hamel, 1998). The 

quality of the relationship also affects the commitment. An interesting study from Holm, Eriksson 

and Johanson (1999) has shown that the building of managerial contacts and learning about each 

other’s needs and capabilities imply strong commitment to the relationship in collaboration. An 

ongoing interaction can signal to the partner that you are interested in developing relationship and 

raise their dependence on each other. Figure 2-1 shows a study from Holm, Eriksson and Johanson 

(1999) the influence of business network connection to value creation through mutual commitment 

and mutual dependence. Furthermore, Holm, Eriksson and Johanson (1999) also explain more that 

the mutual commitment that exists from the relationship among firm allows them to develop mutual 

dependence associated with the coordination of interdependence activities in a way that increases 

the level of joint activity. Thus value is co-created. 
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Figure 2-1: Structure model of relations between value creation, mutual dependence, mutual commitment and 

business network connection 

          

Source: Holm, Eriksson and Johanson (1999) 

Obviously, commitment facilitates the success of co-creation. Usually, conflicts between partners are 

common and unavoidable; it can weaken the commitment of individual partners (Doz & Hamel, 

1998). The faster and better conflict can be resolved, the more easily the commitment can be 

maintained. Sometimes, co-creation partners themselves are source of instability. Each partner may 

want to keep its option open, so any given commitment is never secure (Doz & Hamel, 1998). 

However, the collaboration must balance the need for commitment with the desire of partners to 

keep their options open (Doz & Hamel, 1998). A study from Doz and Hamel (1998) found that 

partners in successful collaboration make increasingly significant and irreversible commitments. 

Commitment is occurring after mutual expectation has been set. It is important that firms choose 

their partners based on similarity of expected results as well as a level of commitment and ability to 

deliver the results as your firm do (Austin, 2000). The successful of value creation or the 

transformation of expectation into results depends on commitment and execution ability. 

 

2.2.5 Trust  

According to Shurtleff (1998), ‘trust is having faith that people and the organization as a whole will 

do what they say they will do’. Furthermore, Sabel (cited in Barney & Hansen p.176) state that trust 
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is the mutual confidence that no party to an exchange will exploit another’s vulnerabilities. Trust is 

very important in alliance or any form of collaboration especially when the collaboration is made 

with a competitor. While trust is an attribute of relationship between partners, trustworthiness is a 

characteristic of individual partner (Barney & Hansen, 1994). Barney and Hansen (1994) have 

proposed three types of trust which are weak form trust, semi-strong form trust and strong form 

trust. Weak form trust is likely to emerge to specific kind of relationship with limited opportunities 

for opportunism and no cost of vulnerability. Like weak form trust, semi-strong trust is emerging 

out of a structure in a particular exchange. However, the structure in semi-strong trust is different; it 

involves fewer direct costs of vulnerabilities. In strong form trust, trust emerges in the case of 

significant exchange of vulnerabilities. 

‘Trust cannot be guaranteed before a relationship is established. Unless one collaborates repeatedly 

with the same partner, or unless a partner’s reputation is very strong, trust must be earned’ (Gulati 

cited in Doz &Hamel p.28). To be successful in co-creation partners must understand and trust each 

other enough to work together to achieve their common goal (Shurtleff, 1998). Trust creates a 

greater willingness to share knowledge, and to listen to, and use the knowledge provided (Lenvin & 

Cross, 2004). Mutual trust enhances collaboration between partners. Furthermore, Austin (2000) 

stated that communication and interaction are central in the trust building process while the more 

points of connections within collaboration; the stronger the relationship between the partnering 

firms will be established. 

Huxham (1996) states that trust and respect will ensure that member’s interests are heard when 

different opinions are introduced. Companies realized that their partners have different perspective 

to the problem and it must be considered. Mutual trust between leaders and employees is an 

important element in empowerment especially in self-managing team (Zhang & Sims, 2005) while 

effective communication occurs in an environment in which trust and commitment are established 

(Xue, Bradley & Liang, 2011). 

 

Another aspect that dealing mainly with trust that firm joining co-creation needs to be concerned is 

the intellectual property rights (IPR). Since the co-creation main purpose is to create new product 

and technology rather that delivering existing one (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2000). There is always lot of 

knowledge and technology transfer. In different country the IPR law is very strong however, there 

are some country that the IPR law is still weak. Helpman (1993) stated that some countries the 

tighter IPR law is benefit somehow he also argued that the tight IPR only strengthen the monopoly 

power in large company. However, Zhao (2006) argued that weak IPR has result in low innovation 

while tighter IPR are attract more companies to collaborate with the world from the other side of 

the world such as between Western and Eastern firms. Thus the rate of innovation is higher and this 
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increases an opportunity for firms to find more variety of competence, knowledge, skill and resource 

that they can synergize with. So trust alone is not enough in co-creation. Prior the work of co-

creation a tight contract should develop to cover the IPR in order to prevent some of unexpected 

event that might occur in the future. 

2.3 Research question and conceptual framework 

To find out what sorts of factor is influencing the successful co-creation from company’s point of 

view can be beneficial to the utilization of a co-creation strategy. We selected this area of study 

because co-creation is another source of companies’ competitive advantage and this twenty-first 

century is an age of alliance (Austin, 2000). 

Our first question is to find out how to implement a successful co-creation strategy? Along with 

the first phase of our research we have a tendency to find out the factors that influence the success 

of co-creation from company’s point of view in which co-creation from company’s point of view is 

one aspect of the co-creation strategy in our area of interest. 

One aspect of co-creation is co-creation from company’s point of view and our aim in this chapter 

is to find the elements that firms need to develop and sustain during the process of co-creation. As 

explained earlier in this chapter, we consider five factors that influences the success of co-creation 

from company’s point of view which are mutual benefits, knowledge about your partner, mutual 

respect, commitment and trust. The model of the relationship of above five factors to the success 

co-creation in company’s point of view is present in figure 2-2. 

 

          
     Figure 2-2: Elements of successful co-creation from company’s point of view 
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Chapter 3 

Co-creation from customers’ point of view 
 

 

Chapter two discussed the theories supporting idea of successful co-creation from 

company’s point of view. Chapter three aims to discuss the theories supporting an idea of 

successful co-creation from a customer’ point of view. Our interest takes off from customer 

involvement, then employee involvement and we will end the theory part by discuss supplier 

involvement. This chapter will end by our research question. Chapter three serves as 

another wing of our conceptual framework. 

 

 

3 CO-CREATION FROM CUSTOMERS’ POINT OF VIEW 

3.1 Factors influence successful co-creation from customers’ point 
of view 

Companies today are forced to enhance their competitive advantages in order to stay competitive in 

the global market. Therefore customers and other stakeholders are becoming a vital and central part 

in the process of competitive advantage. Moreover customers, suppliers and employees are demanding a 

higher interaction and experiences, knowledge exchange and engagement in the value process of 

company products and services. In sharing knowledge, companies are fostering a stronger 

relationship with customers and stakeholders, bringing their competitive advantage to a new level 

and increase mutual value (Ramaswamy, 2010).  

 

3.1.1 Customer involvement 

According to Von Hippel (2005) co-creation from customers’ point of view requires two essential 

types of key factors which need to be fulfilled. First and foremost (1) knowledge about customer needs 

must be understood by the company before the next step can be exploited. When this occurs, 

companies then need to generate a solution for (2) how to solve customers’ needs. Step (1) and (2) are the 

primary steps in sharing and generating co-value with customer involvement. Customer involvement 

or customer collaboration is a process where customers develop a new product along with the 

company. Customer involvement discusses the opportunity for customers to fully engage 

themselves in the process of developing a new product which will suit their needs, as well as 

portraying the company’s image. However Kalaignanam and Varadarajan (2006) argues that even 
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knowledge in order to help the company understand their customers and their market. It is an issue 

of interest both for the customer and the company (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).  

 Access  

In the past, firms have only focused to transfer ownership of the products from the company to the 

customers. The customers were given a tangible product without any value attached. Nowadays 

ownership of a product is not the major part, customers want something beyond tangible indicators. 

Intangible factors such as experiences and lifestyle attached to the products is more attractive to the 

customers. In other words, the term access deals with the issue of giving customers more than a 

product. Other intangible factors play a bigger part. By applying experience to a product the 

company can broaden their business opportunities since they give customers value in form of 

experience (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).  

 Risk assessments 

According to Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) risk assessment is a notion dealing with uncertainty 

within co-creation. If customers get involved in the co-creation with a company, the firms fear that 

the customers will demand more information of products and services. Most of today’s companies 

are protective of the amount of information they can share. However if companies and customers 

share information and knowledge together the risk can be minimized and they can co-develop trust 

(Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004).  

 Transparency 

The last piece of DART is the capital T justifying transparency. It deals with the same topic as risk 

assessment, sharing information among the parts involved and creating openness. In doing so 

companies take a step toward creating trust. Trust, according to Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) 

plays a big role in the process of co-creation. Therefore transparency of information is of great 

importance to create trust. Also without trust an enduring and qualifying relationship cannot be 

created and the process of co-creation will fail (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).  

Combining the four blocks creates a greater understanding for the customers’ wants and needs. The 

company can better grasp customers’ thoughts and truly understand their wishes.  

 

3.1.2 Employee involvement 

Besides customers, other stakeholders are also involved in the process of co-creation. Ramaswamy 

(2009) argued that employees come in first hand and customers in second hand in the process of co-

creation. This is due to the importance of starting co-creation first internally. Moreover Ramaswamy 
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(2009) discusses that sustainable co-creation with customers cannot be accomplished unless value is 

created for the employees. Oliver (2007) argues that focus should be highlighted on the employees 

since they portray the frontline of the company. Employee involvement in the process of co-

creation is rather a process of creating value between company and employees. In order for 

companies to involve employees in co-creation it is of great importance to first generate value for 

employees. This may be done through empowerment and motivation. Ramaswamy (2009) discusses 

empowerment in a form of value creation for the employees, giving them an opportunity to grow at 

the workplace. Meaningful value creation for the employees can be anything from being treated with 

respect to get involved in decision making process within the company. This will generate in trust 

for the companies and the employees will be hungrier for work. By starting with internal co-creation, 

trying to reform the company, knowledge and ideas will emerge creating competitive opportunities. 

According to Ramaswamy (2009) sustainable value within a company can only be achieved if 

employees are satisfied. By satisfying the employees excellent product and services can be produced 

since the company is encouraging and motivating their staff. Moreover by giving chance for 

employees to put their idea in the designing process may generate into knowledge exchange. This 

due to companies trusts to let go of the control and secrecy. In order to achieve successful co-

creation with the customers, one must first change the behavior and environment for the employees. 

However a barrier which needs to be overcome, from the companies’ side, is the barrier of letting go 

of control. Ramaswamy (2009) explains that most of the leaders within the companies are protective 

and have an issue of letting other stakeholder gain information. Internal co-creation gives the 

impression that by letting other stakeholder be part of the different decision making processes and 

exchanging experience could lead to economic destruction and anarchy for the company. This is not 

the case if all the involved create a stable platform and share necessary information among each 

other. Creating chaos and anarchy will appear if information is withhold and not shared. In doing so 

misinterpretation, mistrust among the employees is higher. With this said it is better if information is 

shared among all the stakeholders in order to generate ability for co-creation.  

 

3.1.3 Supplier involvement 

As a further part in the process of co-creation, suppliers are another key piece within the process. 

Many of today’s companies face the increase of the global competition, which leads to customers 

higher needs and demands. Therefore it is of great importance for the company to have a good 

relationship with the supplier since they provide the company with necessary material. According to 

King (2004) suppliers have a great role in the decision making process. They are a fundamental core 

since doing business with important suppliers gives the company advantage to provide customers 

with quality products. Moreover most of the companies start now to involve suppliers in the 
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product design and development since the supplier have knowledge of how raw material can be used 

(Wagner & Hoegl, 2004). McIvor, Humphreys and Cadden (2006) argues that today’s industrial 

structure is complex and competitive, this due to open market as a result of globalization. Therefore 

it is of great importance to appreciate and nourish the relationships one have with the suppliers. 

Thus, suppliers may be involved in the process of creating products, producing certain components 

necessary for the company. To which extent the supplier is involved in the process of co-creation 

depends on the relationship between company and supplier. However if the partnership is to work 

both parts need to consider openness among each other.  

 

3.2 Research question and conceptual framework 

In chapter two, the first question about how to implement successful co-creation from company’s 

point of view has been present. In this chapter we have presented another aspect of co-creation 

which is from customers’ point of view. 

Chapter three was devoted to figure out how our first research question which is how to implement 

successful co-creation strategy? And co-creation from customers’ point of view is another aspect 

that we were explaining in this chapter.  We have discussed earlier in this chapter about the 

involvement of customer, employee and supplier with the company are leading to the success of co-

creation from customers’ point of view. The impacts of those stakeholders are also discussed. Figure 

3-2 presents the picture of factors influencing the success of co-creation from customers’ point of 

view, another wing of our whole picture of the conceptual framework.   

             

Figure 3-2: Elements to the successful co-creation from customer’ point of view 
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Chapter 4 

Leadership in co-creation 
 

 

In chapter two and three, the theories supporting the notion of co-creation from company’s 

point of view and co-creation from customer’ point of view have been presented. In this 

chapter, the last theories about leadership in co-creation will be discussing. Chapter four 

will serve as the last piece of jigsaw that will give a complete a picture of co-creation that we 

have been discussed the previous two chapters.  

 

 

4 LEADERSHIP IN CO-CREATION 

4.1 Leadership influencing the success of co-creation 

‘Directing the followers toward a common goal and visioning the pathway to furnish it is key to 

gaining successful portfolio of leadership skills’ (Lee-Davies, Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2007). The 

central task of leadership in co-creation is to work with different parties and direct them toward a 

common goal-oriented action (Schieffer, 2006). Leaders in co-creation are those who foreseen the 

need to collaborate with other parties to develop something new which is difficult to develop it 

alone. They see an opportunity to combine capability from others with their own capability and 

staying competitive in the market. From our own understanding leaders in co-creation are those 

who foreseen an opportunity to synergize the capability with others to develop something new that 

they might not be able to develop alone. Thus team and collaborative environment need to be 

developed. Cisco CEO, John Chambers state that ‘……network was capable of changing 

everything’ (Ramaswamy, 2010). 

 

Doz and Hamel (1998) state that the leaders in co-creation have to sense and respond to what is 

happening within the collaboration as it is an ongoing activity. They must understand the cause of 

instability and anticipate and react to the events and forces that weaken consistency and purpose of 

co-creation. The ability to manage the complex processes of co-creation is important such as 

ongoing relationship, knowledge transfer among team, leadership role and etc. A study by Dozz and 

Hamel (1998) found that to be successful in collaboration, the most important starting point is the 

leaders should adopt the mindset and set of attitudes that allow them to function in environments 

characterized by instability, few fixed objectives, ambiguity, and evolving partner relationships. Co-
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creation need ongoing management, everything needs to be planned and coordinated. ‘The 

capability to collaborate efficiently and effectively becomes even more important in an increasingly 

interconnected world’ (Koch, 2005). A perfect leadership trait for co-creation would only appear in 

an ideal state. Thus combining many possible leadership attributes from many different leadership 

archetypes that will work best in co-creation would be a good option. 

 

4.1.1 Empowering leadership 

‘In the past few decades, a complex set of socio-economic pressure, such as the intensifying global 

economic competition, advances in technology and the shift to service-oriented economy, have 

forced organizations to shift toward more decentralized structure where employees are encouraged 

to take on more responsibilities’ (Dewettinck & Ameijde, 2011). As a result there is more focus in 

studying empowering leadership and its related area. Previously, transactional-transformational 

paradigm was a very popular paradigm that used to explain the leadership archetype in many works. 

However, the two-factor theory has been criticized for oversimplifying and was not adequate 

enough to explain the nature of leadership (Zhang & Sims, 2005). Pearce et al (cited in Zhang & 

Sims p.213) proposed four-factor leaderships which are directive, transactional, transformational and 

empowering leadership. Empowering leadership emphasizes followers’ self-influence and self-

management by encouraging them to act on their own instead of telling them what to do because 

followers play an active role in the work process. Furthermore, the ultimate goal of empowering 

leadership is to help followers to establish self-leadership (Zhang & Sims, 2005).  

 

The successful of co-creation depends on how well people work together. Godwin and Rennecker 

(2005) defined the term collaborative capital as ‘the capacity to work with others toward shared 

goals and outcomes’. In co-creation, an effective collaboration is an important element and 

collaboration could enhance by empowerment through the process of decentralized team decision-

making (Zhang & Sims, 2005).   Bennis and Nanus (2007) state that empowering leadership 

‘empower others to translate intention into reality and sustain it’. They also proposed four 

dimensions of empowerment which are significance, competence, community and enjoyment. 

• Significance has been defined as a state when the employees have a feeling that they could 

create something different to an organization. An effective leader is able to create vision 

that gave their employees the feeling of being at the active center. 

• Competence related with the development and learning on the job. 

• Community is an employees’ feeling joined in some common purpose. This could be a 

bond that ties employees together with the leader. 

• Enjoyment could derive from response toward satisfying basic needs.  
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Ramaswamy (2009) support an idea from Bennis and Nanus and state that empowering leadership 

empower in a form of value creation for the employees, giving them an opportunity to grow at the 

workplace. Empowerment increases collaboration across hierarchy through sharing of decision-

making authority because empowerment requires people at different level to cooperate (Zhang & 

Sims, 2005). When team members are empowered to make decision on job-related by their own they 

need adequate information thus knowledge sharing among team members is vital. Leaders in 

empowerment team can enhance these processes by making knowledge sharing possible among the 

team (Xue, Bradley & Liang, 2011). Arnold et al. (cited in Xue, Bradley & Liang p.302) state the five 

dimensions of empowering leadership which is presented in table 4-1. 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

   Source: Arnold et al. (cited in Xue, Bradley & Liang p.302) 

4.1.2 Shared leadership 

Many studies focus on vertical leadership where the leader is an individual who downward 

influences a whole entity or a traditional form of leadership where authority derives from position in 

an organization. While a study from Pearce and Sims (2000) focus on leadership that emerged as a 

shared group level and share influence between and among individuals. ‘Share leadership is a 

leadership phenomenon within a group where responsibility for leadership activities is shared 

between group members’ (Hill, 2005). The notion derived from the desire to create collaborative 

capital and to do that, intentional effort from team members is required (Hill, 2005).  In the past two 

decades the study of teams and team leadership has increased (Pearce & Sims, 2000). Shared 

leadership could be considered a new way of thinking; it is an extension rather than replacement of 

vertical leadership (Pearce & Sims, 2000).  

• Leading by example: this is referring to a set of behaviors that 
represent a leader’s commitment to his or her own work as well as 
his or her own team. 

• Coaching: this is referring to a set of behaviors that educate team 
members and help them to become self-reliant. 

• Participative decision making: this is referring to using team 
members’ information and ideas when making decisions. 

• Showing concern of team members’ well being. 
• Informing the company’s vision, mission, and philosophy to team 

members. 

Table 4-1: Empowering leadership’s five dimensions
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Knowledge sharing is important in co-creation. The assumption in knowledge sharing is that 

individual in the team brings different perspectives and information which, if shared and utilized, 

will bring a great development to the team (Hill, 2005). Information exchange is vital to knowledge 

intensive collaboration. To be able to fully utilize information, each individual idea must be heard 

and shared between and among team members. With shared leadership enhances that process. 

Leaders should not only listen to others idea but they should go beyond that, they should actively 

seek for knowledge from others. 

 

However, shared leadership only exists when members of a team are actively engaged in the 

leadership process (Pearce & Sims, 2000). ‘Shared leadership may be characterized by team members 

sharing some leadership function or different people performing a particular leadership function at 

different times’ (Yukl cited in Hill p.193). Hill (2005) proposed the direction of influence model 

(Figure 4-1) that showing the differences among vertical, shared and integrated leadership. Lock 

(cited in Hill p.194) explains the integrated leadership as a combination of vertical and shared 

leadership with certain tasks should be done by a top-down management such as setting a vision for 

the team. Furthermore, vertical leadership can also facilitate the development of shared leadership 

within the team. However, Pearce, Conger and Locke (2007) state that even the vision setting, core 

values and selection of management team should be done by top management or the CEO but they 

still have to listen to everyone, inside or outside company. 

 

A study from Hill (2005) found that shared leadership has more influence than the vertical 

leadership for team effectiveness and outcome. Another study supporting the positive influence of 

shared leadership to reach team effectiveness found that shared leadership is a significant predictor 

of team potency, social integration, problem solving quality and perceived effectiveness while 

vertical leadership did not predict these outcomes (Pearce et al. cited in Hill p.195). Hill (2005) 

further explains that shared leadership is important in virtual teams because leaders of virtual teams 

cannot monitor or interact with their team members closely so they need to create self-managing 

team by distributing leadership function among themselves. In a team where members are sharing 

leadership role, there is more opportunity for them to exchange knowledge because when leadership 

roles are shared, team members are likely to have a higher level of communication (Hill, 2005). 
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Figure 4-1: Directions of influence in vertical, shared, and integrated leadership models. (a) vertical 

(top-down) leadership, (b) horizontal (shared) leadership, and (c) integrated model. 

Source: Hill 2005 p.194 

 

Shared leadership could be explained in another perspective, that the power is shared between two 

leaders or co-leadership, in other words. Arnone and Stumpf (2010) explain the context of shared 

leadership where two heads are better than one thus power is shared between two leaders. An 

interview study with 19 co-heads leaders from Arnone and Stumpf (2010), found that the reason for 

co-leadership was to provide an organization with broader range of leadership styles, skills and 

competencies.  ‘Two people can see the same thing and draw entirely different conclusions’ (Arnone 

& Stumpf, 2010). Moreover, ‘successful co-heads develop a clear understanding of their distinct 

roles and responsibilities’ (Arnone & Stumpf, 2010). In shared leadership, sometimes power is 

shared with former competitor, especially in co-creation where your firm might have to work with 

competitors. Working with someone from the same corporation might be easier than working with 

competitors since organization culture, procedures, perceived power, etc. are more similar and most 

importantly you do not have to protect core value and try to hide business secrets from your 

competitor. While working with competitors it is involving a high risk thus the rate of failure is high. 

In table 4-2, the challenges to the success of co-heads with a competitor are presented. Table 4-3 

presents top 5 common pitfalls from the study of Arnone and Stumpf (2010). 
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Source: Arnone & Stumpf (2010, p.18) 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Arnone & Stumpf (2010, p.19) 

 

More experienced co-heads state that those pitfalls are easy to avoid from the negotiation prior 

accepting the role. While the first time co-heads find it is difficult to avoid those pitfalls. They 

struggled most with perceiving unfair recognition, disagreements over issues and lack of 

communication. Experienced co-heads recognized distrusts of intention as pitfall, while newly co-

heads are less likely to discuss it openly (Arnone & Stumpf, 2010). 

 

4.1.3 Co-creative leadership 

Co-creative leadership is a term that Schieffer (2006) use to call leaders in an organizations that 

engage in collaboration activity. According to Schieffer (2006) co-creative leadership is the ongoing 

• Not establishing sufficient trust with former rivals and their 
subordinates. 

• Not effectively integrating the views of one’s counterpart into 
decision making. 

• Limited self-awareness, particularly the untested aspects of 
leadership. 

1. Distrust of the other’s intentions without verifying or discussing 
them. 

2. Failure to establish or maintain an open, two-way communication. 
3. Disagreements over issues based on personal experiences or 

perspectives without challenging their relevance to the issue at hand. 
4. Fear of unfair recognition for the other co-head. 
5. Lack of respect for the other co-head. 

Table 4-2: Challenges undermining the success of co-head with former rival 

Table 4-3: Common pitfalls to avoid 
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formation of creative and communicative contexts that ease the cooperative process for developing 

solutions for the organization as a whole.  

 

An important aspect that we can see from co-creation is relationship management. To be able to 

work well with others especially competitor, team members must get along well and develop sense 

of us instead of you and me. Thus developing and maintaining relationship in co-creation is another 

important job for co-creative leaders. Austin (2000) stated that co-creative leaders expand an 

opportunity for their employee to have direct involvement in team relationship. They also support 

for deep personal relationship across organizations. The quality of relationship in co-creation much 

more depends on leaders in co-creation. Leaders have a greater influence on how employees in co-

creation interact with other team members from other organizations. Thus collaborative 

environment and supportive from leaders is crucial since the commitment and good relationship 

from leaders can be sensed by their respective employees.  

 

Team leadership is extremely difficult to manage when there is a large differentiation within the 

team. Another important aspect in team is human aspect. The successful of team leadership requires 

the participation of team member (Schieffer, 2006). ‘It requires leadership approach that allows each 

relevant perspective to be included, in a practical way, in the development of a common position, 

which can then be implemented collectively - which co-creative leadership creates this possibility’ 

(Schieffer, 2006). In all management situations, problems are usually arising. In order to solve those 

problems all organizations tried to adopt the likeliest possible solution (Schieffer, 2006). Schieffer 

(2006) state that most of the time, this happens when someone with authority make a decision based 

on his or her preferred solution. Co-creative leaders will not only find the single correct solution to a 

problem instead they will deliver a solution that team member as a whole agree upon since the 

success is depending on how well organizations as a whole develops a greater degree of participation 

from team member (Schieffer, 2006). Figure 4-2 shows how co-creative leaders manage different 

perspective within their team. In an individual perspective, it is important to be aware that not 

everyone in the team shares the same experience and perspective. Everyone came up with their own 

interpretation and perspective. Thus there is always an issue due to different interpretations of 

reality. However, differences are a sign of varieties of ideas. The next stage for co-creative leaders is 

to bring various ideas into consideration. This will help improve participants understanding a 

problem. Furthermore, co-creative leaders should be aware that a single correct answer does not 

exist; only various perspectives do. In the last stage, system perspective, from the common 

understanding that team members are sharing, now they develop a system perspective that allow its 

organization to focus on one direction (Schieffer, 2006).  
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Figure 4-2: Co-creative leadership 

Source: Schieffer, 2006 p.4 

 

Co-creative leadership concerns a leadership approach that relevant to all organizational situations 

and enables the organization to develop cooperatively formulated visions, strategies, structures, 

processes and organizational guidelines (Schieffer, 2006). 

 

4.2 Research question and conceptual framework 

As we have discussed research question in chapter two and three which are  

1. How to implement a success co-creation strategy? 

2. What are the attributes and leading style of co-creation leaders? 

 

In this section the complete picture of the conceptual framework are presented below in figure 4-3. 

The purpose of providing a picture of the conceptual framework is to provide the readers with the 

picture of relationship and relevant factors to co-creation that we will do further investigation in 

later chapter. As discussed earlier, the success of co-creation depends on many factors. The 

successful of co-creation from company’s point of view depends on trust, mutual respect, mutual 

benefit, commitment and knowledge about partner. All of these aspects are vital to the success of 

co-creation from company’s point of view which firms need to build, maintain and define it clearly 

in the initial stage. While the successful co-creation from customers’ point of view greatly depends 

on the involvement between companies with their customers, employees and suppliers. Where 

companies need to create an environment that all stakeholders willing to step in and share their ideas 

to create value together. Furthermore, an element that the success of co-creation from two 

perspectives shared is leadership. Leadership is a driver force behind the success of all form of 

collaborations and business management as well as co-creation. 
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Figure 4-3: Elements influence the successful of co-creation 
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Chapter 5 

Methodology 
 

 

The methodology chapter will discuss and provide different research approaches and 

techniques used in our thesis. Moreover we will provide motivation for all the techniques 

used, supported by our research processes. Sampling techniques, validation of the 

techniques and the trustworthiness of the techniques will be evaluated.   

 

 

5 METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Choice of method-Qualitative approach 

The qualitative approach generates, according to Merriam (2009), a form of verbal information 

rather than numerical values, which is normally used in a quantitative view. Moreover instead of 

using statistical analysis, qualitative research gives us, as researcher, more experience with the 

phenomenon we are studying. Bryman and Bell (2005) argues that the main point of qualitative 

research is to conduct valid and reliable data which can be confirmed and utilized in order to 

understand a certain phenomenon.  

In our thesis we have chosen to use qualitative approach since it obtains significant advantages. 

Qualitative data gathering gives us the advantage of being open to changes as the research of our 

thesis processes proceeds and implies the advantage of flexibility. Moreover qualitative approach is 

concentrated on the understanding of a specific phenomenon at a significant and naturally occurring 

state. Along with mentioned advantages, qualitative approach is known to give the researcher a rich 

and well-grounded knowledge as well as new and undiscovered finding for new theory 

constructions. Thus, this provides another strength to qualitative instruments since the work evokes 

more realistic feeling of the thesis researches (Merriam, 2009).  
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5.2 Grounded theory 

As previously mentioned, our thesis will be conducted by qualitative approach, however a sub 

content to our qualitative research is the method of grounded theory. In the next following pages 

the method of grounded theory will be further explained.  

Grounded theory is a research method developed by Glaser and Strauss in the 1960’s. The concept 

of grounded theory has its root in an inductive approach, indicating that data is systematically 

gathered and analyzed (Glaser & Strauss, 2009). Moreover Glaser and Strauss (2009) argues that 

grounded theory is the method evolving around data collection where the core of the researched 

theory is developed. Furthermore data collection and analysis of data are consciously combined; 

providing the researchers with the ability to increase the density and saturation of the occurring 

research area (Goulding, 2002).  

According to Glaser (1978) certain steps need to be taken into consideration when applying 

grounded theory. These steps will be discussed and explained below.  

 

5.2.1 Research question 

The process of grounded theory has its beginning in a research question which the researcher wants 

to investigate. The aim of the research question is to state the concept and context of the project 

and to elaborate the research aim (Glaser & Strauss, 2009).  

 

5.2.2 Data acquisition 

As in all methodologies, data collection in grounded theory is done in the same way, using the same 

techniques and same approaches. The purpose of data acquisition is for the researcher to find 

relative data which suits the research question (Glaser, 1978). The process of data collection is, 

according to Glaser and Strauss (2009) labeled as ‘coding’. Moreover Glaser and Strauss (2009) 

explain that data is coded differently depending on the stage of the project. Grounded theory uses 

three types of coding, ‘open coding’, ‘axial coding’ and ‘selective coding’.  

 

5.2.3 Open coding 

‘Open coding’ is the primary stage in coding. The process of ‘open coding’ is to construct 

groundwork of categories and sub- categories from the data analysis which is relevant to the 
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research question. Labeling, naming and categorizing are core concepts used in order to relate data 

with the theory (Glaser & Strauss, 2009).  

 

5.2.4 Axial coding 

The next step in the process of grounded theory is ‘axial coding’. In short description, the purpose 

of ‘axial coding’ is to make relevant connections between categories and sub-categories, developing a 

‘paradigm model’ (Glaser & Strauss, 2009). The aim of connecting categories and sub-categories is 

to find a relationship between these factors, generating explanation and knowledge to the research 

phenomena (Glaser & Strauss, 2009).   

 

5.2.5 Selective coding 

‘Selective coding’ is the last step in the process of coding. This step, according to Glaser and Strauss 

(2009), involves identifying and selecting the main and the core category. The core category is the 

central phenomenon which the research study is based upon. Once the core category of the research 

study has been identified, the researcher can further proceed with the development of the project. 

 

5.2.6 Memoing 

Once coding is done and a core category is identified, the issue is to deal with the process of 

‘memoing’. In the short term, memos are notes which the researcher has gathered parallel with data 

acquisition. These notes contain thoughts, questions, hypothesis and ideas which are relevant to the 

research process. When sorting out the memos, process of writing can begin.  

The different processes in grounded theory works simultaneously from the beginning of the process 

until the end, it is an overlapping progression. In short, it is notable to mention that grounded 

theory study works from coding, to memoing, to writing the study, simultaneously from the 

beginning of the process to the end.  
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2. DSM Nutritional Products 

 

Since co-creation within company or with different stakeholders is rather secretive it was difficult to 

find respondents answering our questions. However our primary data is supported by several case 

studies explaining and further developing the concept of co-creation.  

 

5.5 Secondary data 

Secondary data is, according to Bryman and Bell (2005), pre-existing data gathered by another 

source than the completion of a research project. According to Bryman and Bell (2005) secondary 

data is useful, not only in finding information to answer research questions, but also to better grasp 

and explain the research problem. It also helps to interpret and understand the primary data. Some 

of the research questions may be answered by only using secondary data sources (Patel & Davidson, 

2003). However, secondary data sources may provide data that has been collected for different 

purposes; therefore, it can only partly correspond to the main research purpose. That is why it is 

more advised to use secondary data as a complementary source of information for primary data. 

Advantages of secondary data are time and resources saving. It also helps to better formulate and 

understand the research question; provide historical data; it can be also helpful in segmentation and 

sampling of the target group. A major drawback related to secondary data is the reliability of the 

secondary information. The authenticity and accuracy of such information must be checked before 

using it. Responsibility of the credibility of secondary information is held by the researchers 

themselves and should be taken seriously (Bryman & Bell, 2005).  

 

5.6 Validity 

Carmines and Zeller (1979 p, 17) defines validity as: 

... “Validity as the extent to which any measuring instrument measures what it is 

intended to measure”. 

According to Kirk and Miller (1986), it is important to frequently review the study with critical 

questioning to find unclear facts, which is done through validity. The term validity shows the 

accuracy of a measurement representing the true state of a phenomenon. According to Wainer and 

Braun (1988), validity discusses the issue of which extent the findings of the thesis are generalizable 

and applicable on other cases. The validity is seen to be increased if data is reflecting the real system 

from many angles as possible generating the same outcome.  
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5.7 Reliability 

Kirk and Miller (1986, p.19) defines reliability as:  

…. “Reliability is the extent to which a measurement procedure yields the same answer 

however and whenever it is carried out”.  

In a qualitative research the concept reliability needs to be tested and evaluated which can be 

considered as testing the trustworthiness of the study or project (Kirk & Miller, 1986). The idea of 

evaluating qualitative research is to investigate if the procedure of generating data is of good quality 

and if it can be trusted. It is therefore of great importance to confirm the findings by evaluating data 

in different perspective and circumstances. For instance, in order to overcome the researcher’s bias 

in the process of interpretation of data, a third party can verify ones findings by analyzing and 

discussing the study. Moreover Clont (1992) explains that credibility and trustworthiness of a study 

can be enhanced through the researcher’s ability to keep detailed notes, ideas, hypothesis throughout 

the processes of writing. This will add to the studies measurement ability and therefore also 

reliability.  

 

5.8 Literature review 

The primary purpose of the literature review for us is to frame the research problem, identify 

relevant concepts and facts and moreover fill the ‘gap’ in existing knowledge. In our literature 

review, we used up to date and state-of-art literature as well as older (classical) literature connected 

to our topic, in order to show how the theories support the notion of co-creation. Moreover we 

used a wide range of literature sources: scientific and commercial articles, books and journals. The 

purpose of the literature review is to provide us with information and knowledge which can be used 

in the thesis. Moreover the literature is to give us as researcher insight in factors influencing the 

success co-creation from company’s point of view and co-creation from the customers’ point of 

view. It is also significant to help us build our theoretical framework.  

 

5.9 Limitation and restriction 

In this thesis we only focus on co-creation from two specific aspects, co-creation from the 

company’s point of view and co-creation from the customer’ point of view. Therefore only these 

two subjects will be exploited and researched. We will not research the process of change, meaning 

how the company implements co-creation and the transformation of that process. Moreover we will 
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not discuss how different stakeholder within the company reacts to co-creation from the customer’ 

point of view.  

 

During the thesis process we have experienced and faced many condition restricting us from 

gathering primary data. Since the process of co-creation is seen as competitive advantage, companies 

are not keen on sharing the information and knowledge. Therefore several of our potential 

respondents canceled our interviews in order to keep their secrecy. Thus this is a limitation in our 

thesis and it restricts us to further exploit and elaborate the meaning of co-creation.  
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Chapter 6 

Empirical Illustration 
 

 

The previous chapter contained the methodology of how our works have been done. In this 

chapter the empirical data will be discussing and providing the readers with different case 

studies and interview data both with the success and failure co-creation. Chapter six begins 

with the case studies of co-creation from company’s point of view which is including the 

finding from interview. We will finish this chapter by the case studies of co-creation from 

customers’ point of view. With leadership in co-creation will be discussed along the way. 

 

 

6 EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATION 

6.1 Case study of co-creation from company’s point of view 

6.1.1 Bluetooth SIG – working with competitors is never easy 

In 1998, The Bluetooth Special Interest Group (SIG) is formed with five companies which are 

Ericsson, Intel, IBM, Toshiba and Nokia. Bluetooth SIG is a privately held associated and consisted 

of more than 14,000 member companies including telecommunications, computing, consumer 

electronics, automotive, industrial automation, and network industries (Bluetooth, 2011).  We have 

interviewed Marketing Director for EMEA (Europe, the Middle East and Africa) and he explained 

this co-creation as “It is Research and Development and marketing collaboration, no money exchange took place in 

this collaboration”. Bluetooth technology provides a way to exchange information 

between wireless devices such as mobile phone, laptop, and home appliances like speaker, 

microwave oven, refrigerator and washing machine (Pcworld, 2011) Bluetooth technology is now 

used in many different products by many different manufacturers and these manufacturers must be 

members of the Bluetooth SIG before they are licensed to use Bluetooth’s technology, trademark 

and logo (Bluetooth, 2011).  

Initially Bluetooth was developed by Ericsson and later on the ownership of trademark and 

technology were transferred to Bluetooth SIG. According to our interviewee, there were some 

conflicts in the beginning, regarding to the ownership of the technology, “Initially there was little 

problem and some discussions were held in regards to ownership of trademark for the technology that was initially 
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Ericsson’s ownership. However, the trade mark was handed over to the Bluetooth SIG without charge for it by 

Ericsson”. Our interviewee further explained that the major reason for bringing world leading 

companies in this collaboration is to create powerful alliance, “Together we could create a global standard. 

For a single company it is not possible”. Looking at the result from this co-creation, Bluetooth technology 

is now appearing in daily life products and everywhere. Our interviewee further stated that “every 

member making a lot of contributions to this collaboration and after we see the result we are proud since Bluetooth is 

the biggest wireless technology even outnumbering cell phone technology”. However, working with competitors is 

never easy. Our interviewee stated that “trust and commitment are vital to this collaboration because this 

collaboration combines many competitors together to develop technology and advance it and we believe that an outcome 

from our work will bring greater benefit to every member”. “We keep continuing learning about what others like, how 

they work and finally we create a common ground for everyone of how the work should be performed”. This is what 

our interviewee explains how they manage to work with people from different corporation and 

culture. 

 

6.1.2 Timberland and City Year – ongoing learning, strong commitment and 
mutual benefit are keys 

Timberland and City Year are demonstrating their partnership for more than 20 years, forming 

strategic alliance and interdependent alliance. City Year is a national service organization that 

consisted of hundreds of young adults volunteer between 17 to 24 years old. These volunteers are 

joining ten-month program of full-time community services for example urban public education, 

leadership and civic engagement. Which City Year sending these volunteer into the communities 

that are in need. Timberland support City Year’s services by providing apparel, gear and footwear as 

well as strategic management collaboration (Prnewsonline, 2011).  

The beginning of their relationship started out in 1989 from a simple message-‘we need boots. 

Please send some Love-City Year’ (Blog.timberland, 2011). Timberland is well known for its strong 

value and ethical services. All of these aspects are creating a strong bond between Timberland and 

their employees, stakeholder, customers, suppliers and investors (Caseatduke, 2011). At the same 

time collaborate with City Year to provide community services also brings many advantages to 

Timberland and crucial to Timberland’s success. They share mutual benefit from their relationship. 

An interview with City Year cofounder states that Timberland is helping build City Year, while City 

Year is helping build Timberland (Austin, 2000). From their collaboration, City Year help 

Timberland enrich and deepen the sense of share purpose among its stakeholders which Timberland 

always tries to promote it as well as good corporate image, diversity and good source for their 

project management and gain the government support from its community services (Caseatduke, 
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2011). At the same time, City Year received apparels and strategic management support from 

Timberland, employee volunteers and corporate relationship network (Austin, 2000). Their 

relationships are last for 20 years now because of their strong commitment. ‘Each partner may be 

held accountable for the behavior of the other’ (Austin, 2000). When Timberland was criticized for 

environmental damaging from improper waste disposal in an overseas factory, City Year’s leaders 

were criticized for their connection (Austin, 2000). Similarly, when one publisher published a 

criticizing article that highly critical to City Year’s reputation, many people questioning Timberland’s 

partnership with City Year (Austin, 2000). However, Timberland expressed that they were helping 

each other deal with the situation, protecting each other’s reputation, it is the commitment they were 

devoted (Austin, 2000). For the reason that Timberland and City Year have strong commitment that 

why their relationship for alliance is very strong.  The COO of Timberland also stated that to 

generate value for each other, one must learn the other partner’s organization in order to know them 

more and before you can ask for anything from your partner, you should learn what can you do for 

them (Austin, 2000). 

 

6.1.3 CARE and Starbucks – fighting global poverty and winning together 
CARE and Starbucks first worked together since 1992 on a community health project in Indonesia 

(Care, 2011). CARE is one of the world’s leading humanitarian organizations fighting global poverty. 

In 72 developing countries, CARE develops lasting solution projects to help poor communities 

fighting with their problems (Care, 2011). For nine countries in four continents that Starbucks has 

been working with CARE. The project included agricultural practices, to assisting health care, civil 

society development, and water and sanitation and they moving forward to finding way to better 

serve coffee-origin communities (Care, 2011). The value of their alliance emerged from their similar 

needs and complementary capability. Both of the companies want to convey their messages to the 

public (Austin, 2000). Starbucks was creating their image through coffee experiences, they sources 

their ingredient from unique sources all over the world with respectful to their suppliers which their 

consumer could be proud of. At the same time, their relationship provided CARE with new avenue 

to publish their message of how they help people in developing countries to the public (Austin, 

2000). Starbucks uses their core competencies helping CARE promoting name recognition by 

putting CARE on their banner and mug and help educating the public about developing countries. 

In turn, CARE supplies Starbucks with valuable knowledge from the countries that Starbucks 

sources coffee from, for example current political event, environmental, socially and economically 

(Austin, 2000). 
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6.1.4 Avebe and Noveon- what are you trying to hide from me? 

Avebe is a Dutch company specialized in marketing, production and development of potato starch 

that use in food, pharmaceuticals, textiles, papers and adhesives. Avebe is one of the leading potato 

starch supplier (Wahyuni, 2008). 

Noveon is s U.S producer and marketer of technologically advanced specialty chemicals for a 

consumers and industrial applications. In the textile industry Noveon has a broad line of textile 

chemical in preparation, printing, dyeing and finishing (Wahyuni, 2008). 

They formed an alliance in 1995 and were dissolved after four years later. Their aim were to joint 

develop the new high-performance thickener for textile printing applications by combining the two 

superior technologies from two firms (Wahyuni, 2008). The alliance did not state the end date of 

their work. They expected to have long term relationship. In the beginning of the alliance, there is 

no issue arising. All managers from both parties are enjoying the alliance; they operate their alliance 

with strong trust and shared vision among the team (Wahyuni, 2008). They work at each other 

laboratories, exchanging the samples and strive to find the best solution for their work compound 

(Wahyuni, 2008). They successfully invent high quality product and both parties were satisfied with 

the outcome of their joint product development (Wahyuni, 2008). They were signing an agreement 

prior the alliance that they will separate the market (Wahyuni, 2008). However, their product was 

facing with the difficulty because of high switch cost thus they are not successfully in selling them. 

The conflict started when Noveon acquired Diamalt, the direct competitor of Avebe that has same 

knowledge and offer in lower price, then Noveon stops buying material from Avebe (Wahyuni, 

2008). The presence of Diamalt stimulates the conflict of interest and benefit that both firms could 

generate for each other. Employees from each firm recognized the problem, the communication 

among them decreased because of lack of commitment (Wahyuni, 2008). However, Noveon 

management stated that the failure of their alliance was not because lack of trust and commitment 

but it was because the fail to maintain it (Wahyuni, 2008).  

 

6.2 Case study of co-creation from customers’ point of view 

6.2.1 DSM: Guys put your ideas in the box 

DSM is a global science-based company that specializes in Life Sciences and Materials Sciences. 

DSM is a Dutch company where its head quarter is in Switzerland. DSM’s strategies are to use its 

unique capabilities in Life Sciences and Materials Sciences to address three key global societal trends: 

Global Shifts, Climate & Energy and Health & Wellness. The main driver for these trends are global 

population growth, increase life expectancy and increasing global economic prosperity (Dsm, 2011).  
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With all of these trends, innovation is one of the growth drivers that DSM has set in order to stay 

competitive in the market. According to one of our interviewee in DSM Nutritional Products 

(DNP) (Life sciences Function), “We value an innovative idea of our employees so we have introduce an IDEA 

BOX program where our employees can suggest their idea for improvement and development of new product”.  IDEA 

BOX program opens for everyone in the company, one interviewee said “Employees are freely to put 

their idea in IDEA BOX and it will be considered by IDEA BOX team”. Another comment, “The idea 

should be compatible to company innovation strategy, Technical feasibility, Commercial attractiveness, Competitive 

landscape and Intellectual property (IP) situation”.  IDEA BOX’s team consists of program and project 

managers from existing and New Business Development (NBD) as well as R&D divisions. These 

teams are supported by scientist and specialists from the R&D competence centers. The Business 

Support department assists the innovation processes at DNP by conducting market research, 

competitive research and all other activities related to intellectual property for existing and new 

businesses. After ideas have submitted, special processes and dedicated teams have been established 

to evaluate employees’ ideas. After employees have submitted an idea, they will receive initial 

feedback within a few days. The team will always keep the employees update on the status of their 

idea. The evaluation team (NBD and R&D) will evaluate and clarify important questions with idea 

proposer along the way and check the feasibility in DSM research labs. One of interviewee said “It 

will be exciting for all of us to see the proposal rising from the initial idea to a real project”. The steps for 

evaluating new idea are as follow and in figure 6-1: 

• Gathering the ideas  

• Filtering the ideas  

• Supporting the ideas (with resources, grants, etc.)  

• Bringing ideas to the market 
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Figure 6-1: Idea link to project management process 

 

 “Any ideas that have been implementing, the idea proposer will get financial reward from the company”, one of our 

interviewees said. According to our interviewee, after the launch of this program within DNP 

function, 233 of ideas are in implementing process and 101 of ideas have been hold.  “Now we are 

better served our customers with the help of our employees, their innovative and brilliant ideas are vital to our 

development and growth, our sale volume is increase even during the (financial) crisis”, said one of our 

interviewee.  

 

6.2.2 P&G: Girls let talk 

Beinggirl.com is online social network for preteen and teen girls that was launched from Proctor and 

Gamble in 2000 (Wilson, 2010). Its objective is to create trust and increase brand awareness. The 

concept of BeingGirl is since everyone only wants to talk about their own problems and when they 

feel like you understand them they will create trust and start talking about the products (Wilson, 

2010). The site was created for Tampax, a feminine care’s brand from Proctor and Gamble. The site 

contains information that girl want to know ranging from PMS, dating, their body and even serious 

subject like addiction and abuse (Blog.junta42, 2011). The target groups for Beinggirl.com are 

preteen girls and teen girls (Ramaswamy, 2009). Beinggirl.com is a site where girls log on and 

interact with other girls to discuss the topic that difficult to discuss in the social (Wilson, 2010). The 

site does not contain only topic of body changes and hygiene’s care, it also include music, video, 

concert and user can also share their picture. Ramaswamy (2009) stated that what Proctor and 

Gamble has learned is customer interaction and word of mouth is a powerful channel to market 

their brand and educate their customer. According to Proctor and Gamble, BeingGirl is four times 
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more effective than traditional communication media (Ramaswamy, 2009; Blog.junta42, 2011). 

Ramaswamy (2009) stated that in conventional consumer product company the value is lie in 

product while in co-creation the value is lie in experience from interaction with company. Which 

Proctor and Gamble creates that environment for their customer to interact with them. 

 

6.2.3 Orange: Social Network, what can you do more for me? 

The development of interaction technology and emergence of social network have opened an 

opportunity for company to co-create value with their customer. Orange, France Telecom has also 

developed interaction network where their customers can discuss about products and services. With 

the engagement portal that company has developed, now information and communication are 

opened to everyone, their customers are empowered (Ramaswamy, 2010). Their customers are 

discussed, talked, rated and challenged all information that the company has launched and shared 

with them (Ramaswamy, 2010). Ramaswamy (2010) further stated that with the interaction among 

their customers, now Orange’s daily businesses are influences by them for example when bloggers 

spread the news about latest promotion or offers that Orange just launched, an adoption rate will 

increase by 10-16 percent. Orange also founds that if the first five review or comment entries in 

search engine are bad, it is possible that particular products will not succeed (Ramaswamy, 2010). 

Orange also developed long-term relationship with Facebookers and Bloggers. According to 

Orange’s Social Network Specialist, the best way to interact with them is to allow them to contact 

Orange whenever they want and not always when Orange wants something from them and since 

everyone is eager to know latest news and want to challenge new products then this is a successful 

strategy. This method also benefits the bloggers since they can access to premium information for 

their audiences and followers (Ramaswamy, 2010). During the final stage, usually two or three 

months before launching new products, Orange will publish the news on it interactive site called 

Lab’Orange. The interaction of their customers in this space helps Orange to refine and validate the 

market position for its products. Dream Orange is a web-based program that enables Orange to test 

its concepts with an early adopter population such as student of engineering or design school. 

Orange also engages in products and services co-creation through its web-base Livebox Lab 

engagement program. They open up their R&D process to the outside world which is providing 

information ranging from technical specifications to contact and connection. The idea opens up 

B2B partnership which new product proposal are submitted which is benefit Orange to gain new 

partnership to develop complementary product such as LiveRadio and a Wi-Fi device (Ramaswamy, 

2010). The Social Network Specialist stated that the risk of sharing home recipe with competitor is 

concerned but the benefit is exceeding the risk (Ramaswamy, 2010). All of these program increase 
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customers for Orange from lead users and early adopters as well as increase audience which is lead 

to increase user in the future (Ramaswamy, 2010). 

Orange also launched employee engagement program which is called idClic. This program allows 

employees to summit their idea for improvement. Among the idea that Orange has received, over 

2,300 programs have already implemented which help Orange generating over 400 million Euros of 

savings and revenues (Ramaswamy, 2010). 

 

6.2.4 Ferrari Auto and its partner supplier 

Ferrari was found by Enzo Anselmo Ferrari in 1929 as a sponsor of racing driver and in 1947 first 

Ferrari car was built (Ferrari, 2011). Ferrari’s mission is to build unique sports cars destined to 

represent the excellent of Italian cars, whether on the road or on racing circuits (Baglieri, Secchi & 

Croom, 2007). An achievement from car racing in Formula one has triggered sale volume and 

attracted many followers. Ferrari started the Partner Supplier project in 2001 with the aim of 

bringing all suppliers for direct material as a group (Baglieri, Secchi & Croom, 2007). The project 

was inspired by a desire to create a community that help strengthen relationship with supplier, 

increasing trust among partner and create sense of belonging to Ferrari world (Baglieri, Secchi & 

Croom, 2007). With the last goal, all suppliers were allowed to share value with Ferrari and 

understanding Ferrari’s vision and mission (Baglieri, Secchi & Croom, 2007). Ferrari CEO, Amedeo 

Felisa stated that “one of the defining strengths of a great company is the ability to choose the right 

partners: those with the vision and technology to embrace our core values and safeguard the DNA 

of our products” (LuxvelocityOnce, 2008). The suppliers have been gather, they started moving 

toward the development of management function such as logistics, production and product quality 

development thus the efficiency in purchasing process was improved (Baglieri, Secchi & Croom, 

2007). Baglieri, Secchi and Croom (2007) stated that a strong support from Ferrari’s top 

management is a vital key to the success of this project as well as the dissemination of information 

and training program that they have arranged for the suppliers and lastly is the close monitoring of 

supplier’s satisfaction. Since 2001, five different awards have been presented to their suppliers which 

are Ferrari Technology, Ferrari Innovation, Italian Excellence, the President’s Award and Special 

Award for Sustainable Energy. According to Ferrari, choosing the best possible partners in term of 

excellent and highest quality was always its goal in order to produce best road car (Ferrari, 2011).  
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Chapter 7 

Analysis: factors influence the successful of co-creation 
 

 

In chapter six, various case studies related to co-creation have been discussed. In this 

chapter the analysis will be made in relation to the theories that have been discussed in 

chapter two, three and four. Chapter seven contains three different parts. The first part of 

analysis discusses the influence of various factors to the success of co-creation from 

company’s point of view, then analysis of co-creation from the customer’ point of view will 

discuss in the second part. The analysis of the influence of leadership to the success of co-

creation will be made in the last part. 

 

7 ANALYSIS 

7.1 Factors influence successful co-creation from company’s point 
of view 

From various case studies that we have presented in chapter six, we can interpret that the very first 

reason that companies join co-creation is because of the benefit that they could achieve together. 

Moreover, not all resources and competences can generate internally as our interviewee from 

Bluetooth SIG states “Together we could create a global standard. For a single company it is not possible”. Co-

founder members of Bluetooth SIG joined together on R&D and marketing purposes because they 

foreseen great achievement for their firms to stay ahead from their competitors from this co-

creation. CARE and Starbucks develop their relationship because of mutual benefit that they can 

generate for each other partners. CARE achieve its goal of helping people in developing countries 

and with the help of excellent marketing capability from Starbucks, CARE’s objectives are spread to 

the world.  Starbucks gains good corporate image and inside country’s knowledge and situation after 

joined with CARE. City Year helps Timberland enrich and deepen the sense of shared purpose 

among its stakeholders as well as good corporate image and gain the government support from its 

community services.  At the same time, City Year received apparels and strategic management 

support from Timberland, employee volunteers and corporate relationship network (Austin, 2000). 

Sambasivan et al. (2011) explain that despite the high rate of failure, the great achievement from 

working with another firms are still considered as a powerful tool for firms to remain competitive in 

today’s market. Mutual benefit glue partners companies to stay and work together from the initial 
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process of co-creation.  From the theory about mutual benefit and various case studies that we have 

presented, mutual benefit is a very first reason for firms that joined co-creation. The desires to stay 

competitive in the marketplace together with lacking vital resources have triggered many firms to 

find the right partners with the same desire to synergize their resources and co-create value together. 

Once they have decided to join together, as we can interpret from the case of Bluetooth SIG, 

Timberland and City Year and Starbucks and CARE, one reason that bind them together to go 

through the conflict, obstacle and maintaining their desire to stay together is mutual benefit.   

Sambasivan et al. (2011) further state that successful co-creation required not only choosing the 

right partner, the focus of how to maintain ongoing relationship is also important. 

Ohmae (1999) explains that when the relationship of each partner is strong, trust and commitment 

are built, then each partner will realize that it is no longer make sense to remain two separate entities 

thus every parties will want to finish work in combination. As we can interpret from the case of 

Timberland and City Year, they have established their relationship for 20 years and during the past 

20 years, there are many scandals from both sides and commitment keeps them together.  Also with 

the case of Bluetooth SIG, every co-founder member put strong commitment in their co-creation 

since they believe that an outcome from their effort will bring greater benefits to their organizations 

even if working with competitors exposed their companies to high risks. We believe that, from the 

case in chapter six, commitment is another vital element for the success of co-creation from 

company’s point of view. It makes partner want to work together until they have reached their goal. 

As we have mentioned in chapter two, one way that trust can be earned in the beginning of 

collaboration is because the partner’s reputation is very strong (Gulati cited in Doz & Hamel p.28). 

Sambasivan et al. (2011) explain that trust and commitment are interrelated, partners are willing to 

commit if they trust each other, vice versa the more committed the partners are the more willing 

they are to trust their partners. As we can interpret from the case of Bluetooth SIG, the co-founder 

members of Bluetooth SIG are well known global corporations. Every member can be sure that 

none of the member will deceive this co-creation. Since betrayal means company’s reputation and 

trustworthiness are destroyed. Moreover, the co-founder members of Bluetooth SIG are formerly 

rivalry and still are so trust is very important for them to be able to keep on their relationship and 

collaboration. As in the same case for Starbucks and CARE, trust makes CARE to be sure that 

Starbucks will keep funding CARE and support coffee suppliers from developing countries as well 

as CARE will keep providing Starbucks with country’s information. 

Mutual respect should come along with trust. Huxham (1996) explain that trust and respect will 

ensure that member’s interests are heard when different opinions are introduced. Co-founder 

members of Bluetooth SIG are from different companies in various industries. They are from 
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different culture, have different opinions toward things, hold different perceived power but their 

different ideas are heard and put into consideration because of mutual respect that they have toward 

each other members. They sit down, discuss and have set the common ground for their tasks. Even 

when they face with the ownership issue, they are willing to sit and discuss with other members to 

solve the issue because of mutual respect that they hold. Mutual respect is another vital element in 

successful co-creation, it is ensure that every idea will be valued since the varieties and useful of 

ideas are important to create value in co-creation. Moreover, mutual respect also helps to ensure that 

each partner will be respectfully and equally treated thus the strong relationship can be maintain. We 

believe that mutual respect is another key factor that helps company succeeds in co-creation. 

As discussed earlier the successful of co-creation also depend on good relationship and ongoing 

management to sustain it.  Sambasivan et al. (2011) explain that communication is vital to achieve 

good relationship among partners. They further state that communication facilitates the learning 

processes in co-creation. Hill (2005) explains that knowledge sharing is one important manifestation 

of collaborative capital in a team. Collaborate with other companies could be an avenue for learning 

and internalizing new skills, especially those that are tacit, collective and embedded (Doz & Hamel, 

1998). Our interviewee from Bluetooth SIG support this notion by state that “We keep continuing 

learning about what others like, how they work and finally we create a common ground for everyone of how the work 

should be performed”. After having knowledge about other partners, the next stage of working together 

is easier. COO of Timberland also stated that to generate value for each other, one must learn the 

other partner’s organization in order to know them more and before you can ask for anything from 

your partner, you should learn what can you do for them (Austin, 2000). Knowledge about partner is 

the last vital element for the success of co-creation that we could interpret from our case studies. 

Since knowing how to treat each others in co-creation could sustain their relationship. Moreover, 

the success of co-creation does not only depends on the achievement that firms have developed 

together, it depends on how well one firm could learn from their partners and dispute that 

knowledge throughout their organizations and combine that knowledge with existing one and 

staying competitive in the marketplace. 

However, when firms joined co-creation fail to maintain the important elements they could not 

survive the co-creation even if they were presented strong trust and commitment as we can interpret 

from the case of Avebe and Noveon. They show strong commitment and trust in their co-creation. 

However, after lacking of communication about the changing in mutual benefit that they were 

supposed to generate for each other then it is hard for them to maintain trust, commitment in their 

co-creation. 
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As presented in chapter six, companies seek to join co-creation where they can combine skill, 

resource and competence and stay competitive in the marketplace. However, we also share the same 

opinion believed that one cannot reach the success of joint venture, alliance or co-creation unless trust, 

commitment, mutual benefit, mutual respect and knowledge about partner are achieved.  

7.2 Factors influence successful co-creation from customers’ point 
of view 

Von Hippel (2005) explains that in co-creation from customer’ point of view, companies need to 

learn two important aspects which are knowledge about customer needs and how to solve 

customers’ needs. Proctor and Gamble has shown us that preteen and teen girls are groups of 

people who face with many issues that they have never experienced before. The best way to serve 

their needs is to open a channel for them to discuss their problems with expertise and sharing their 

experience with someone who is in the same situation. This strategy creates trust between brand and 

customers as well as self-esteem for customers themselves since they can share their experience with 

others which might benefit them. Thus a strong bond between brand and customers is created. 

Beinggirl.com is a marketing strategy that allows customers to co-create experience with Tampax by 

using the social network strategy which considered as one of the main activity of people in the 21st 

century, the age of technology and information.  

According to Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) customers now want to have an influence in every 

part of the business system. They want a greater control of what they are going to buy and use.  At 

Orange, they have shown that the best way to succeed in products launching and to be sure about 

market positioning is to involve Facebookers and bloggers into their work processes. Moreover, 

testing new products with early adopters is another idea to improve and market their products. 

According to Orange’s Social Network Specialist, the best way to interact with them is to allow them 

to contact Orange whenever they want. Above two cases have shown that understand customer 

needs and serving their needs are not enough to succeed in today’s business, to be succeed let the 

customer involve in the products and services development process and co-creating experience with 

them, are keys. 

However, customer involvement is not the only key to succeed in co-creation with customer 

Ramaswamy (2009) argues that sustainable co-creation with customers cannot be accomplished 

unless value is created for the employees. DSM’s case supported this notion and has proved that 

employee involvement is another key for success. Since employee will not fully participate in co-

creation with customer unless the change activities create value for them too. Value could be 

considered in two different aspects. One is psychological aspect, for example greater job satisfaction, 

feeling of appreciation, or higher self-esteem, another aspect is economic, for example higher 
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earning, opportunity to advance or acquisition of skills (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010). IDEA 

BOX from DSM gives an opportunity for their employees to propose innovative ideas for new 

product development as well as ideas for improving work processes. In turn, if their ideas are 

implemented, the idea proposer will get financial reward from company. IDEA BOX is a tool from 

DSM to prove to their employees that DSM is value their idea and concern about their well being. 

Giving a chance for their employees to speak out their idea brings greater job satisfaction and feeling 

of appreciation to their employees. Thus making the employees happy and satisfy with their work, 

DSM is now better serve their customer needs with the help from their employees. As we stated in 

our thesis, in order to involve customer in the process of co-creation, the companies first need to 

start internally. By satisfying their employees we believe that this will facilitate the co-creation 

process with the customers. This due to satisfied employees will generate a better image externally 

and therefore customers can feel more related to the company. Moreover, employees are fully 

devoting their effort into work process.  

 

Moreover most of the companies start to involve suppliers in the product design and development 

since the suppliers have knowledge of how raw material can be used (Wagner & Hoegl, 2004). 

Supplier is another stakeholder that affects day-to-day operation. Before co-creating value and 

experience with customer and employee, now companies have to consider co-creating value and 

experience with their suppliers. Ferrari is another example that shows us that to be able to show the 

world with their highly innovative cars, qualified supplier is vital. Choosing excellent and qualified 

supplier are important to their development. Moreover, Ferrari choose to share value with their 

suppliers,  educate them to be more understanding of core value of the company and create sense of 

belonging with their suppliers, these co-creating of experience have result in excellent in quality of 

direct materials for their car production. 

As discussed throughout the previous sector customer involvement in product and service 

development is becoming more important for a company to stay competitive in the global market. 

To implement co-creation with customer, we propose that companies need to take the step towards 

to exploit customer’s knowledge, let them involve in the products and services that they will use in 

order to better serve their demands. However, company need to start the process of co-creation 

internally with their employee and supplier since the better company organized internally, the more 

success company can implement co-creation externally with their customer. As we have discussed, 

employee and supplier are another two key elements to the success of co-creation from customer 

point of view and they will not fully participate in co-creation with customer unless it is create value 

for them too. 



 

Chareonkul & Lukic │ Master’s Thesis 52 

7.3 Leadership’s attributes and leading style that influence the 
success of co-creation 

As we have discussed various leadership theories in chapter four together with various theories of 

factors influence the success of co-creation in chapter two and three, various connections could be 

drawn from previous presented theories. The success of co-creation from company’s point of view 

needs trust, commitment, mutual benefit, mutual respect and knowledge about your partner as the 

components to influence. However, to be able to achieve those as the components, leadership is 

vital. It is also in the case of co-creation from customers’ point of view. To be able to get 

involvement from customer, employee and supplier, leader is in a key role to bring those 

stakeholders into the processes. 

In co-creation from company’s point of view, leaders have to sense and foreseen an opportunity to 

synergize the capability with others. After that ongoing management is necessary. In co-creation 

from company’s point of view, innovative ideas as well as knowledge sharing from team members 

are vital to the productive result. ‘Share leadership is a leadership phenomenon within a group where 

responsibility for leadership activities is shared between group members’ (Hill, 2005). Hill (2005) 

further explains that in a team where members are shared leadership role, there are more 

opportunities for them to exchange knowledge because when leadership roles are shared, team 

members are more likely to have higher level of communication. However, participative decision 

making is related to one of the characteristics from empowering leadership. Zhang and Sims (2005) 

explain that empowerment increases collaboration across hierarchy through decentralized decision-

making because empowerment requires people at different levels to cooperate. One of characteristic 

of five dimensions of empowering leadership in table 3 from Arnold et al. (cite in Xue, Bradley & 

Liang p.302) is supporting this notion, that is participative decision making refers to use team 

member information and ideas when making decision. All of these characteristics are important not 

only to co-creation from company’s point of view but also with the co-creation from customers’ 

point of view where employee involvement is another key to succeed.  

Bennis and Nanus (2007) state that empowering leadership is able to make their employee feel that 

they are significant to the company, make them satisfy with job, allow them to grow and able to 

direct them to act toward common purpose. As well as Ramaswamy (2009), he explains that 

empowering leadership empowered in a form of value creation for the employees, giving them an 

opportunity to grow at the workplace by making their own decision that related with their task. As 

we could see from the case of idClic from Orange and IDEA BOX from DSM, these two 

companies creating value for their employees to grow at work place, to have greater job satisfaction, 

higher self-esteem and creating a bond between their employee and company by allow them to 

suggest their ideas that related to the company’s goal. DSM and Orange are examples that support 
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the notion of empowering and shared leadership where decentralize participative decision making is 

vital to succeed in co-creation and every useful idea should value.  

Another aspect that important to the leaders in co-creation is ability to collaborate efficiently and 

effectively with other team members as well as direct their employees toward that purpose. Zhang 

and Sims (2005) explain that an efficiently collaborate is an important element and collaboration 

could enhance by empowerment through the process of decentralized team decision-making. Again 

we talk about participative decision making. When team members need to work together toward a 

common purpose, a good relationship can be developed. Moreover, when people have worked 

together for a period of time, they will know their partner’s preference and their working style thus 

understanding the differences can be achieved. When people understand the differences and find 

best possible ways to work together then efficient and effective collaboration can be achieved as a 

result. From the previous reasons, leader in co-creation need to create collaborative environment for 

their employees where their employees are feel free to suggest their ideas. Schieffer (2006) explain 

that co-creative leadership forming creative and communicative contexts that ease the cooperative 

process for developing solutions for the organization as a whole. Austin (2000) supports this idea by 

states that co-creative leadership allows their employee to have direct involvement in team 

relationship. 

Furthermore, leader in co-creation need to be efficient in problem solving. Conflicts are usually 

arising when work with people from different background. Everyone holds different implications 

toward the same thing thus the faster the conflicts can be resolved, the more efficiency in co-

creation. Schieffer (2006) explain that co-creative leaders are leaders that will not only find the single 

correct solution to a problem, instead they will deliver a solution that team member as a whole agree 

upon since the successful is depending on how well organizations as a whole develop a greater 

degree of participation of team member Leaders from Bluetooth SIG have shown us that conflicts 

can arise during the collaboration but to solve the conflict, the solution that every member in team 

can agree upon is the best solution since we are in the same team. Another case from Avebe and 

Noveon have shown the failure of leadership role in maintaining the ongoing management that 

needed in co-creation since the lack of communication about the change that happened in their 

benefit and relationship can destroy the co-creation even if both parties have presented strong trust 

and commitment. 

In summary, each leadership archetype has its own distinctive characteristic that benefit to the 

success of co-creation. A distinctive trait from co-creative leadership is the consideration about good 

relationship among team members. This is important to work smoothly in co-creation. A distinctive 

trait from empowering leadership is decentralized decision making. Decentralize decision making 
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achieve the willingness from employee to suggest their ideas and it also creates a strong bond to 

employee to the company since they feel significant to the company. A distinctive trait from shared 

leadership are quite similar to empowering leadership which is participative decision making. This 

characteristic value every idea, and solution to any problems are from common acceptance of team 

members. However, the degree of autonomy between shared and empowering leadership is 

different. The ultimate goal of empowering leadership is to create self-leadership for their 

employees. That why empowering leadership implement decentralize decision making. While the 

degree of autonomy in shared leadership is lower. However, which extent is suitable depends on the 

situation and task related. We are not suggesting which leadership archetype will work best for co-

creation. Instead our focus is to study what are the aspects that leadership in co-creation need to 

concern to reach their goal and the ability of the leader who can lead the complex processes of co-

creation such as focusing on knowledge sharing and communication among team to involve 

stakeholders into co-creation from customers’ point of view and ability of lead their team members 

to achieve trust, mutual respect, mutual benefit, knowledge about partner and commitment. 
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Chapter 8 

Conclusion and implication for further research 
 

 

In chapter seven, the analysis is drawn based on theories previously presented. In chapter 

eight we will draw a conclusion and suggest for further research. 

 

8 CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATION FOR FURTHER 
RESEARCH 

8.1 Summary 

We started our journey from the background of the complex market competition. Firms are now 

trying to implement best possible strategy to stay competitive and ahead from their competitors. 

Many firms perceived competitive strategy as to find right partners to synergize their skills to 

develop new technologies, products or services and advance it. These are new source of competitive 

advantage that many firms try to implement in order to stay ahead from their competitors, as a new 

source of knowledge or new source to enter new market. There are also many firms that perceived 

competitive strategy as to co-create value with their customer, employee and supplier. The 

discussions continued with the notion of two types of co-creation. In co-creation from company’s 

point of view, the notion was discussed in term of the desire to co-create value with other firms 

since within one firm they might not have enough skills, resources and competence to develop it 

alone. While the notion of co-creation from customers’ point of view was discussed in term of new 

strategy of customer relationship management while everyone that interacts with company is 

considered as the customer to the companies for example employee and supplier. The result of value 

co-created with their customer could be new source of revenue, cost saving from employee and 

from supplier interaction, ensure the quality of raw material from supplier, reduced employee 

turnover rate and increate loyalty both with customer and employee.   

The discussions then continued with theories support elements influence the success of co-creation 

from company’s point of view, elements influence the success of co-creation from the customers’ 

point of view and leaders’ traits and leading style that influence the successful of co-creation. Then 

the analysis was made base on theories previously presented. 
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8.2 Conclusion 

From the research we found that to be able to implement co-creation from company’s point of view 

successfully, partner companies need to create trust, commitment, mutual benefit, and mutual 

respect among partner as well as learning their partners. To be able to succeed in co-creation, good 

relationship among partners is a starter element. Have knowledge about your partner helps 

facilitating the development of relationship among partner. Hence, when partnership constitute with 

good relationship, trust is developed as a consequence. Moreover, mutual benefit is a very first 

reason that attracts firms to join in co-creation. However, the conflict or lack of communication 

about the benefits can destroy strong trust among partners, thus firms joining co-creation have to 

discuss and a tight contract need to be developed in an initial stage of how they can share benefits, 

how they can generate benefits for each other. Commitment is something that can develop after 

each partner knows what they will receive in return from sharing their knowledge, resources and 

competences since relinquish from any partner means lose of significant resource. Furthermore, 

mutual respect ensures that each partner idea will be heard thus resource and knowledge pooling in 

co-creation are fully utilize to maximize value for each partner in co-creation. We can also draw the 

conclusion that without the key factors, trust, commitment, mutual benefit, knowledge about 

partner and mutual respect co-creation from company’s point of view may not succeed. Therefore it 

is of great impotence for companies to put energy and focus on these key factors to succeed in co-

creation.  

Moreover, the success of co-creation from customers’ point of view needs involvement from their 

customer, employee and supplier as we have presented in figure 3-2. Previously, customers 

perceived value as something resided in product. However, this notion has changed due to the 

complex customer requirements. Now customers perceived value as experience that they have 

received from interact with the company offering products or services. Moreover, in the age of 

information technology customers are more educated and want to be involved in everything that 

they will buy and use. Many companies respond to the shift of demand wisely by creating various 

channels for their customers to interact with them and involve in development of product, service 

and experience. The development of interactive channel base on the reliance of customer on social 

network has result in customer loyalty and more revenue generated. However, to be able to succeed, 

the cooperation and involvement from employees and suppliers are important. To serve customer 

with excellent products and services, the quality of materials is vital. Working with supplier that 

understands your core value and requirements well has resulted in qualified material and cost saving. 

Furthermore, employee is in the focal point of interaction among customer and supplier. Allow 

them to get involve in decision making and let them grow in an organization result in higher self 

esteem and self-leadership can also develop. 
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 Last but not least, the successful of co-creation like any other business management need leadership 

as we have presented in figure 7. Each leadership archetype has its own distinctive aspects that 

benefit for leading the complex processes of co-creation successfully. Since co-creation needs 

involvement of various parties both partners and stakeholders. Thus leaders that concern about 

good relationship among partnering parties, value various idea and lets their employee has their own 

autonomy, flourish the knowledge transfer and communication among the team members are vital 

to the success of co-creation. 

8.3 Implication for further research 

In our research we focus on the factors and leadership attributes that influence the successful of co-

creation. Our aim is to find the factors that influence the success of co-creation as well as what are 

the leader’s traits that work best in co-creation. Also in the background part we discussed an out 

come from successful co-creation. The success of co-creation from company’s point of view has 

been discussed its benefits in term of new products and technologies development, new source of 

knowledge as well as business connection. Our concern continued with how companies reach its 

goal of successful co-creation. We have discussed the elements what leaders in co-creation have to 

concern and establish to co-create with other partners successfully. In co-creation from customer’ 

point of view, we started our research from the benefits to the company and its stakeholders. The 

discussion was continued to the elements that influence the success of co-creation from customers’ 

point of view.   

Both types of co-creation were discussed in general and broad term. We have not discussed and do 

further research on different type of collaboration as we have shown in Table 1. Moreover, we have 

not discussed and studied how other stakeholder perceived co-creation from customer’ point of 

view since we only focus base on company’s point of view in co-creation. It will be benefits if we 

know how each stakeholder perceived and interact to the co-creation especially customer, employee 

and supplier’s perception. Moreover, the processes of changing to co-creation were not discussed. 

In figure 10 and 11 we present how our area of concern begin and end. However, as we have shown 

in these two figures, the circle area of both types of co-creation is the area that we have not do deep 

research about it. 
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Figure 8-1: Direction of research is in co-creation from company’s point of view 

 

Figure 8-2: Direction of research is in co-creation from customer’ point of view 

 

Furthermore we suggest a future research on how a company goes from a ‘traditional company’ 

(indicating no co-creation activities, internally or externally) to a co-creative company and the 

process of change that involves. A research conducted which shows how companies handle the 

process of change and which barriers need to be overcome.   

Company A (‘Traditional’)             Company A (Implementing co-creation) 

   

 Analyzing the process of change and the factors involved.  
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10 APPENDIX 

10.1 Co-creation from company’s point of view 

Reasons to deploy co-creation strategy 

1. Why were you collaborated with other companies? (what are the reasons) 

Together we could create a global standard. Fort a single company that is not possible 

 
2. How would you characterize this collaboration? (type of collaboration e.g. R&D, financial) 

It was R&D and marketing no money exchange took place 

 

Ability to handle the challenges 

3. Were there any difficulties concerning during collaboration? (any problem) 
 

Initially there was very little problem although some discussions were held in regards to ownership of 
trademark for the technology that was initially Ericsson’s ownership. Eventually the trade mark was 
handed over to the Bluetooth SIG inc. without charge for it by Ericsson. 

 
4. If yes, can give us an example and how did you solved the problem(s)? 
• Who (what position) are involving during the processes? 

We were sitting down and discuss with all members 

Benefit of co-creation strategy 

5. How was the collaboration benefit to your company? 
 
Not for Bluetooth SIG but it benefit a lot to the companies that implement this technology to their 
products. 
 

6. Do you think what types of resources (e.g. knowledge, financial) are most important to this 
collaboration?  
 
This has mainly been a technical collaboration to create a new global standard 
 

7. Do you think that the knowledge, skills, competence or financial support that each member 
contribute benefit to this collaboration? 
 
Yes since the members are making all contribution 

Factors influence successful of co-creation 
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8. Do you satisfy with an outcome from this collaboration? 
 

Yes a lot, after we see the result we are proud since Bluetooth is the biggest wireless technology even 
outnumbering cell phone technology 

 
9. Do you think TRUST is an important factor to the successful of this co-creation? Why? 
10. Do you think KNOLEDGE ABOUT PARTNER is an important factor to the successful 

of this co-creation? Why? 
11. Do you think MUTUAL BENEFIT is an important factor to the successful of this co-

creation? Why? 
12. Do you think MUTUAL RESPECT of each other is an important factor to the successful 

of this co-creation? Why? 
13. Do you think COMMITMENT of each partner is an important factor to the successful of 

this co-creation? Why? 

Yes trust and commitment are vital to this collaboration because this collaboration combines many 
competitors together to develop technology and advance it and we believe that an outcome from our 
work will bring greater benefit to every member. We keep continuing learning about what others 
like, how they work and finally we create a common ground for everyone of how the work should 
be performed 

 

10.2 Co-creation from customer’ point of view 

1. How does the company work with their employees in products/services development? 
• How does the management team bring employees in their work processes? 

 
We value an innovative idea of our employees so we have introduced an IDEA BOX program where our 
employees can suggest their idea for improvement and development of new product. The idea should be 
compatible to company innovation strategy, Technical feasibility, Commercial attractiveness, Competitive 
landscape and Intellectual property (IP) situation 
 

• Who (what position) are involving during the processes? 
Employees are freely to put their idea in IDEA BOX and it will be considered by IDEA BOX team. 
IDEA BOX’s team consists of program and project managers from existing and New Business 
Development (NBD) as well as R&D divisions. These teams are supported by scientist and specialists 
from the R&D competence centers. The Business Support department assists the innovation processes at 
DNP by conducting market research, competitive research and all other activities related to intellectual 
property for existing and new businesses. After ideas have submitted, special processes and dedicated 
teams have been established to evaluate employees’ ideas. After employees have submitted an idea, they 
will receive initial feedback within a few days. The team will always keep the employees update on the 
status of their idea. The evaluation team (NBD and R&D) will evaluate and clarify important 
questions with idea proposer along the way and check the feasibility in DSM research labs. It will be 
exciting for all of us to see the proposal rising from the initial idea to a real project 
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• Are there organizational policies or instruction guiding how these processes should be 
conduct? 
 
We have published the policy on IDEA BOX platform of how the process should be done. We 
gathering the ideas, filtering the ideas, supporting the ideas (with resources, grants, etc.) and bringing 
ideas to the market. as you can see from the picture that I’ve sent you.  
*we have modified figure 6-1 since we are not sure if we are allow to use this picture in our thesis but 
the content remains the same. 
 

• What tools are utilized during the processes? 
 
We basically use intranet to communicate the message to our employee and within IDEA BOX itself 

we allow employee to submit their ideas and use email. 

 

2. How does the company work with the employees in change management? How does the 
company inform their employees if there are changes in their work processes? 

• Who (what position) are involving during the processes? 
• Are there organizational policies or instruction guiding how these processes should be 

conduct? 
• What tools are utilized during the processes? 

As we have explained, after ideas have submitted, special processes and dedicated teams have been 
established to evaluate employees’ ideas. After employees have submitted an idea, they will receive 
initial feedback within a few days from program and project manager. 

 

3. Does your company create any channel for your employee to submit their idea for improving 
work process, new product proposal? 
• Who (what position) are involving during the processes? 
• Are there organizational policies or instruction guiding how these processes should be 

conduct? 
• What tools are utilized during the processes? 

Same answer as question 1 

4. According to question 3, how many ideas that your company already implement? Can you give 
an example of the benefit after introducing this channel? (e.g. save some cost, increase revenue, 
new innovation) 
 

After the launch of this program within DNP function, 233 of ideas are in implementing process and 101 

of ideas have been hold. Any ideas that have been implementing, the idea proposer will get financial reward 

from the company. Now we are better served our customers with the help of our employees, their innovative 

and brilliant ideas are vital to our development and growth, our sale volume is increase even during the 

(financial) crisis 
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5. How does the company work with their employees in measurement and monitoring?  How 
does the company keep track of the development of products/services with their employees? 
• Who (what position) are involving during the processes? 
• Are there organizational policies or instruction guiding how these processes should be 

conduct? 
• What tools are utilized during the processes? 

 
Through IDEA BOX and same explanation as previous question. 
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Linnaeus University – a firm focus on quality and competence

On 1 January 2010 Växjö University and the University of Kalmar merged to form Linnaeus University. This new
university is the product of a will to improve the quality, enhance the appeal and boost the development potential of
teaching and research, at the same time as it plays a prominent role in working closely together with local society.
Linnaeus University offers an attractive knowledge environment characterised by high quality and a competitive
portfolio of skills.

Linnaeus University is a modern, international university with the emphasis on the desire for knowledge, creative
thinking and practical innovations. For us, the focus is on proximity to our students, but also on the world around us
and the future ahead.
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