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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study has been to contribute to greater awareness, understanding and 

knowledge on Co-Creation. By focusing on the aviation supply industry which is very familiar to the 

author, the aim with the study and research is to better understand how airlines view Co-Creation 

and the benefits or potential drawbacks of using Co-Creation to drive more integrated collaboration 

between customers and suppliers. 

This is a study with data collection utilizing a Mixed Method Design Survey that captured both 

Quantitative as well as Qualitative information and input. The participants in the study are all from 

the aviation industry.  In total 43 study objects participated in this research. 

The results illustrate that there is currently only a limited level of Co-Creation activity in the aviation 

supply industry, however the vast majority of participants’ assess that there are significant benefits 

with Co-Creation. The result indicate that airline respondents believe that Co-Creation is imperative 

to drive innovation, create a more collaborative environment and a tool for suppliers to better 

understand both the airlines needs and requirements as well as the needs and requirements of the 

airlines passengers. 

This study will benefit both supplier and airlines by collaborating and partnering can be based on 

common values, understandings and goals. The result can be further extrapolated to represent 

supplier customer relationships as a whole and further benefit anyone who would like to better 

understand how Co-Creation can be used in improving and expanding supplier and customer 

engagement. 

Keywords: Co-Creation, innovation, collaboration, customer loyalty, customer engagement, value creation, 

understanding customer needs, customer satisfaction, customer knowledge management, customer experience 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The introduction provides an overview of the concept of Co-Creation. The introduction will be followed by a background that will 

contribute to the readers obtaining a more detailed and comprehensive overview of co-creation and how it is applied when 

engaging with customers and other key stakeholders. The background will lead into the purpose of the dissertation, and what 

delimitations have been applied. 

 

 

1.1. Background 

There is a famous quote by the distinguished Economist Peter F. Drucker (2006, p.1) “the purpose of 

business is to create a customer, the business enterprise has two–and only two–basic functions: marketing and 

innovation”. 

 

Parandker and Lokku (2012) stress that without any customer you simply don’t have a viable 

business. According to Ramaswamy (2008) Co-creation is an activity that combines the innovation 

and marketing processes by inventing fresh concepts and develops new competencies together with 

customers in order to maintain customer relationships and loyalty. 

 

It should be in the best interest of every company to create as much loyalty as possible with its 

customers (Cossío-Silva, Revilla-Camacho, Vega-Vázquez, & Palacios-Florencio, 2015). The more 

loyal the customers are the more likely they are to continue to use a company’s product or service. 

This type of loyalty then further cements the business relationship and can become a genuine 

competitive advantage (Cossío-Silva et al., 2015). Every company strives or should strive to reach 

such a position at which customer loyalty is created through better understanding of the customer 

needs and requirements. In today’s competitive landscape it has gone even further as customers now 

expect suppliers to fully understand their needs, and based on this proactively create solutions and 

products to fulfill these needs (Blocker, Flint, Myers, & Slater, 2010). 

Bergman and Klefsjo (2012) highlight how as far back as in the 1930s Shewhart argued that quality is 

based on two aspects. One part being information that is objective and measurable, and a second 

part with emphasis on characteristics that are more subjective and relates to the customer experience 

of the product or service. Bergman and Klefsjo (2012, p. 23) conclude that “quality of a product is its 

capability to satisfy, and preferably surpass, customer needs and expectation”.  

In an ever increasingly competitive world, there is a need for companies to focus both on delivering 

quality as well as to innovate in order to create new and better products and services (Bueren, 

Schierholz, Kolbe & Brenner, 2004).  

Specifically, satisfaction, and how to achieve customer satisfaction is what will be explored in this 

thesis and research. The study will focus on how Co-Creation can explore and uncover what 

stimulates customer satisfaction. Oliver (2012) argues that still today satisfaction is a secondary 

measurement compared to primary criteria’s such as quality, value, service and bottom-line 

contribution for most companies. Furthermore, Oliver concludes that because of the relationship 
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between satisfaction and profits, customer and consumer satisfaction is an area that can benefit from 

further empirical study and research.  

 

 

1.2. Problem Area 

According to OHern and Rindfleisch (2015) The Marketing Science Institute has identified Co-

Creation as a top research priority. Nonetheless according to Sjodin and Kristensson (2012) much of 

the existing empirical studies and data on Co-Creation is focused on Business to Consumers (B2C) 

and during the consumption of product or service. Sjodin and Kristensson further point out that 

there is a need for additional research on Co-Creation during the development stage and from a 

customer’s perspective. 

 

The general global trend of moving away from product- to service related transactions, requires 

suppliers to obtain a deeper and better understanding of how to engage with customer and other 

stakeholders. As we transition towards a service base society companies would be wise to pay more 

attention to customer experience during the service transaction. Parandker and Lokku (2012, p. 46) 

“argue that the “Quality of Experience (QOE) during the service transaction is the critical attribute that decides the 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the customer “. As an example, Coates (2013) highlight how several major 

economies such as the UK (77.7 per cent), France (78.9 per cent) and the USA (76.7 per cent) are 

dominated by services. Sang, Lee, Olsen & Trimi (2012, p. 820) further underlines this trend by 

stating that in the US less than 13% of the jobs are in the manufacturing sector while most new jobs 

created, are in so called “knowledge-intensive service industries”. 

 

According to DeFillippi and Samson (2013) pure product transactions no longer provide value for 

customers, instead customers now require value through co-creation and relationship.  

 

 

1.3. Problem Discussion 

Co-Creation is considered one of the key drivers to support a change in approach from company 

internal focus to a more inclusive, proactive and collaborative process that brings together different 

people and stakeholders (Coates, 2013). However, Hatch and Schultz (2010, p. 591) conclude that 

co-creation studies have are still limited in a Business-to-Business (B2B) environment as “much of the 

research in the field has been conducted with consumers and marketers rather than other stakeholder groups”. 

 

Overarching the shift from an internal to external perspective, Martin (2010) suggests that 

organizations must be willing and capable to transcend from a strategy that focuses mainly on 

creating shareholder value to instead one that maximizes customer value.  
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Using the Aviation Supply industry as an example, this research has explored the benefit of Co-

Creation and how it leads to better and more in-depth collaboration between the various 

stakeholders, especially between a supplier and customer. Furthermore, there is a hope that the 

research will be used as stimulation for others to conduct similar studies in other industries, to 

further our common knowledge and understanding of Co-Creation.  

The Co-Creation concept is widely used in many other industries and by leading global corporations. 

Using some of the corporations as reference case, for example Nike, Starbucks, Apple and BMW, 

the study aims to illustrate how Co-Creation can be the platform in the Aviation Supply industry to 

increase collaboration, cooperation, innovation and efficiency like other industries.  

 

Bendapudi and Leoni (2003) highlights that there are extensive studies on Co-Creation during the 

consumer consumption of a service or products stage but only limited research has been conducted 

on Co-Creation during creation and innovation stage of a process. This study is on mainly focused 

on the latter, how customers view Co-Creation collaboration and engagement with suppliers in the 

early stages of development, creation and innovation.  

 

 

1.4. Research Question & Hypotheses 

This research is focused on identifying how Co-Creation can be a platform to create more loyal 

and long-term customer relationships in the aviation supply industry. 

 

Once an umbrella questions has been defined, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2010) assert that it will likely 

lead the researcher into further sub-questions. The sub-questions for this research are formulated in 

a serious of Hypotheses that aim to further validate and support the overarching research that Co-

Creation can be a platform to create more loyal and long-term customer relationships in the aviation 

industry. 

 

The sub-questions are formulated in Hypotheses and support to explore, study and analyze the 

above-mentioned research topic. 

- Hypotheses 1: Co-creation can increase collaboration between suppliers and customers 

- Hypotheses 2: Co-creation can increase customer satisfaction 

- Hypotheses 3: Co-creation can help suppliers better understand customer needs 

- Hypotheses 4: Co-creation can generate an improved customer experience 

- Hypotheses 5: Co-creation can help drive innovation and a creative process  
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1.5. Research Focus & Delimitation 

The research and study is limited to the aviation supply industry which is a subset of the global 

transportation and aviation industry. The global transportation industry was estimated by Global 

Airlines Market Research (2016) at US$ 709.0 billion in 2016. With continuous strong annual 

projected growth rate, it is estimated to almost double by the year 2027 (Marketwatch, 2017). A 

subset of the global transportation industry is the global airline catering industry. The survey has 

been targeted towards airline representatives from the airline catering industry and related on-board 

products and services that have an impact on the on-board customer experience. 
 

The global aviation catering market itself is project to reach an annual revenue of US$ 18.0 billion by 

the year 2021 (Business Wire, 2017). Furthermore in its analysis on trends and development in the 

Airline Catering Industry, Business Wire (2017, p.1).conclude that one of the “Primary drivers of the 

global in-flight catering services market include the rising expectations of all the passengers irrespective of class of seating 

to want to have healthy nutritious food and growing number of flyers”.  

Especially the rising expectation of the passengers are causing airlines to focus on creating new 

concepts and services and innovative products and services that can meet and exceed new passenger 

demand that previously did not exist in the industry. In order to be able to do so the airlines should 

consider work in collaboration and partnership with their suppliers.  

The airline industry is a highly competitive business.  Due to this competitiveness and increasing 

choice for passengers, airlines have to find new ways of retaining and attracting passengers and 

differentiate from its rivals (Business Wire, 2017). 
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2. THEORY 
The theory commences with a section on co-creation. The following sub-sections are all centered on co-creation, customer focus 

and orientation as well as value creation. The chapter further makes references to how co-creation is applied and measured. It 

concludes with a summary of the question formulations.  

 

 

2.1. Co-Creation 

It is claimed by Gronroos (2012) that Co-creation as a concept dates as far back as the 1970s. 
However, according Coates (2013) the term Co-Creation and its arrival as a business concept was 
only first invented in 2004.  

 
Ramaswamy and Gouillart (2010) maintains that Co-Creation was born out of few companies (such 
as Cisco, Dell, Procter & Gamble, Sony, Starbucks and Unilever) venturing into a more collaborative 
and open engagement with customers in the product development processes.  

Coates (2013, p. 86) defines Co-Creation as a phrase that “has become a widely-used term to describe a shift 

in thinking from the organization as a definer of value to a more participative process where people and organizations 

together generate and develop meaning”.  

Gouilllart (2011); Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2002) argue that companies have no choice but to co-

create with customers. The reason for this is that each customer is unique and creates their own 

experience during the interaction process with the company. Therefore, a company can no longer 

rely on just market research but must actively engage in a real-time exchange with customers via Co-

Creation to fulfill each customers’ unique experience expectation (Gouillart, 2011). A further 

important element of Co-Creation is the achievement of joint and collaborative outcomes, and the 

ability to open the scope of works to generate a multitude of concepts. Ebner, Leimeister and 

Krcmar (2009, p. 343) refer to this process as “we is smarter than me”.  

It is further argued by Gouillart (2011) that Co-Creation spurs interaction and with interaction 

comes better understanding of the needs and requirements of the customers. As an example, 

Gouillart highlights how it took eBay several years to realize that its customers rather bought and 

sold new products than used ones. Without interaction and engaging with customers how will 

organizations otherwise understand what they desire and expect? 

From a quality perspective, Co-Creation also plays a critical and important role. One of the key 

elements of the Toyota Production System (TPS) and the philosophy behind it, which is very much 

centered on collaboration and building partnership across the entire supply chain from suppliers to 

the end customer (Fane, Vaghefi, Deusen, & Woods 2003). Fane et al further argues that the 

integrated form of production with a seamless link between the suppliers and manufacturers as 
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applied by Toyota is its main competitive advantage.  It is further maintained by Fane et al (2003, p. 

57) that one of the key elements behind the Toyota Lean Production philosophy was the “coordinated 

and collaborative” approach across the entire value and supply chain of Toyota. This type of approach 

is summed up by Fane et al as a way for a company to implement a “system of strategic alliances with 

suppliers”.  

A coordinated and collaborative approach that channels the joint capabilities, know-how and 

expertise across the entire value chain is very much what Co-Creation is about; a process and 

concept that companies can use to increase collaboration and partnership with key stakeholders and 

suppliers, and to create more mutual and meaningful value. 

 

2.2. Definitions of Co-Creation 

2.2.1. Four Types of Co-Creation 

In their study on Co-Creation, OHern & Rindfleisch (2015) concludes that four different types of 

classifications cover most Co-creation activities.  

 

The four different Co-Creation types according to OHern & Rindfleisch are: 

Collaborating 

Tinkering 

Co-designing 

Submitting 

 

The basis for OHern & Rindfleisch’s classification was to identify and measure if Co-Creation is led 

either by the Firm (company) or the Customer and if it is taking place in Fixed or Open environment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Four Types of Customer Co-Creation – Based on OHern & Rindfleisch, 2015, p.89 
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Collaborating 

Collaborating as the name suggest is the classification that involves the most collaboration and active 
engagement by the customer out of the four classifications. It is defined as a totally open 
environment, with a seamless engagement and cooperation between a firm and the customers 
OHern and Rindfleisch (2015, p. 92) points out that “collaborating appears to be a highly effective means of 
generating innovative and successful new products”.  
 

From the perspective of OHern and Rindfleisch, collaborating is most common in open software 

activities such as Linux, Apache and Firefox. However, allowing customers to alter the underlying 

products or services can also be found in initiatives by world leading companies such as Apple, Lego 

and Nike. Beyond the ability to generating deeper and longer lasting customer relationships 

collaborating can help drive down the cost of New Product Development (NPD). According Von 

Hippel (2005), in addition to reducing the NPD, collaborating is an ongoing initiative and process 

without a finite end and thus supports companies to continue to stay ahead of competition as well as 

drive innovation.  

 

The openness of collaborating and the dilemma of how much control vs. openness to grant to external 

stakeholders is what creates the main obstacle for companies exploring this level of collaboration. 

Von Hippel (2005) highlight how traditional organizational structures and corporate cultures that are 

centralized and rigid will hinder this sort of thinking and approach. Thus, companies should 

consider not just their NPD process and engagement with customer and stakeholders but also their 

overarching structure and strategy to be successful with collaborating. 

 

 

Tinkering 

Tinkering consists of some similar elements as collaborating in that it is an approach that permits the 

customer a relatively high degree of independence in the NPD process. However it differs from 

collaborating in that the company implements a much higher degree of control, structure and 

boundaries on what the customer should collaborate on (OHern and Rindfleisch, 2015). Tinkering is 

an attractive proposition for companies as it provides a level of control and restriction for the 

customers whilst the firm still to obtains valuable and critical insight from the customers on their 

preferences and expectations. This type of controlled cooperation can according to OHern and 

Rindfleisch (2015) be a key differentiator compared to competitors that are not engaging in any 

form of Co-Creation activities with customers and other stakeholders.  

 

OHern and Rindfleisch (2015) alludes to another benefit of the tinkering approach is that it can be an 

effective tool for soft launching of products and services or as test market.  By utilizing the tinkering 

Co-Creation approach, pitfalls and potential issues can be identified before products or services are 
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brought to market in a wider scale, during which product modifications and amendments are much 

more costly and prohibitive to the customer experience. 

 

 

Co-designing 

Co-designing similarly to tinkering, draws parallel with collaborating. Co-designing is a narrower and more 

targeted cooperation between the company and a smaller group of customers. As collaborating, it 

relies on significant input from the customers free of significant boundaries but the customer group 

that engages with the firm is much smaller, making the management and steering of the process 

easier (OHern & Rindfleisch, 2015).  

 

The closer relationship with certain customers can provide a company the opportunity to develop a 

very integrated and intimate relationship with certain customers. The mutual and constant 

communication as well as a sense of community between a company and the customers are integral 

to ensure co-designing is successful. On the contrary, the obvious pitfall is that a company can become 

reliant on a selected group of customers to provide innovation, feedback and insight which may 

pose a risk should they not be in tune of the expectation and requirements of the wider customer 

target group and market (OHern & Rindfleisch, 2015). 

 

 

Submitting 

Submitting is the Co-Creation classification according to OHern and Rindfleisch (2015) which is 

most like the more traditional company/customer engagement process that most organizations are 

accustomed to. These traditional methods of engaging and communicating with customer normally 

transpires via some sort of customer inquiry, focus groups and surveys. Submitting is a Co-Creation 

activity along these lines however it requires more commitment, time dedication and energy from 

the customers to actively provide feedback and input to the firm. Submitting furthermore requires 

participation from the customers at a much earlier stage than with traditional methods which usually 

is an interaction with customers only once a product or service has been defined and is in the final 

evaluation stage (OHern & Rindfleisch, 2015). 

Submitting in comparison to the three previous forms, collaborating, tinkering and co-designing is one in 

which the customers have much less autonomy.  

The result from the OHern and Rindfleisch Co-Creation classification provides a pragmatic and 

structured categorization for how, at what level and with how much control an organization can 

engage with customer and other stakeholders and use Co-Creation to drive innovation, 
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collaboration, engagement and to better understand customer expectation and require to ultimately 

improve the customer experience as well to differentiate from competitors. 

OHern and Rindfleisch (2015) do not argue for one classification over another but emphasize that 

for Co-creation to occur organizations must be willing to consider customer involvement and 

engagement in the new product offering process. OHern and Rindfleisch however claim that 

traditional and historical way of product development that are Firm-led & Fixed is losing effect and 

that there is a paradigm shift towards a Collaborative & Open relationship between firms and 

customers.  

With their classification and categorization, OHern and Rindfleisch (2015, p. 102) in their research 

state that “we hope this typology and research agenda fosters greater appreciation for and investigation into this 

important phenomenon”.  

 

 

2.2.2. Scandinavian Design (Participatory Design) 

According to Coates (2013) Co-creation has its heritage from the Scandinavian Design Industry in 
the 1970s. Coates (2013, p. 88) further highlight that the concept behind Scandinavian Design (also 
sometimes referred to as Participatory Design) is that “if you want to create usable services, spaces, products 
you should involve the people who are going to have to use them”.  

Coates points out that one of the elements borne out of Scandinavian Design is that you will be able 

to create an environment that facilitates trust and cooperation. Coates (2013, p. 89) further illustrates 

that “that there is a powerful democratizing element in co-creation that can also be used to involve citizens and 

influential groups”. 

Frauenberger, Good, Fitzpatrick and Iversen (2014) conclude that Scandinavian Design has 

experienced a noteworthy level of interest in recent years. This seems to follow overarching trends 

in society with the sharing of ideas and the rise of social media as facilitators for increased 

involvement and ability to influence by various stakeholders in the product and service design 

process.  

 

 

2.3. Integrated Value Chain 

Ramaswamy and Kerimcan (2013) have explored how the overall value chain and the relationship 

between the various stakeholders involved in the NPD process has progressed. The evolution has 

transcended companies from operating as standalone business units to competence centers that 

pools resources, talents and capabilities from a variety of sources, including its suppliers. 
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From the perspective of Ramaswamy and Kerimcan (2013) suppliers are not independent from the 

customers but part of an integrated value chain that seamlessly interacts and collaborates to jointly 

create products and services. With this approach value creation can be accelerated and a deeper 

collaboration is forged. If managed properly, this will ultimately result in a reduction of capital 

requirements, required resources and overall operating expenses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The shift in perspective on resources, opportunities, and value creation– Based on Ramaswamy, V., Kerimcan, 

O, 2013, p. 6 

 

 

2.4. Value Co-Creation 

Agrawal and Zillur (2015) reasons that value Co-Creation occurs when there is collaboration 

between a customer and a firm. Value creation through a collaborative process is what co-creation 

aims to generate. Agrawal and Zillur (2015, p. 144) further asserts that if there is no value creation in 

exchange and collaboration then the value creation is purely from a company’s perspective and risks 

missing out on “incorporating the voice of their customers for co-creation of value to achieve customer satisfaction and 

loyalty”. Furthermore Ritzer and Jurgenson (2010) emphasizes that there are no longer clear 

separations and demarcations between production and consumption and the two aspects are 

evolving into an integrated value chain. 

Agrawal and Zillur (2015, p. 147) has created a model that clearly illustrates the importance of the 

“customer as an active player” in the “value co-creation process”.  

The key element in the “Value Co-Creation Process” from Agrawal and Zillur (2015, p. 147) is the 

“integration of customers”. Rather than functioning as the end recipient in a company internal focused 
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design and creation process, the customer is an active and engaged participant thought the entire 

value chain.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Value Co-Creation Process – Based on Agrawal and Zillur, 2015, p. 147 

 

 

2.5. Quality 

According to Kotler (1997, cited in Bergman & Klefsjo, 2012, p. 43) “only 25% of all new products are 

successful in the market place”. This statement alone illustrate the importance to proactively engage 

proactively and at an early stage engage with customers to understand what it exactly that they 

require and want and to avoid significant product quality and deviation from customer expectation. 

This is now especially important since the progression of quality is evolving just like other aspects of 

customer engagement.  Shin (2015) emphasizes that the key parameter for measuring quality has 

evolved into assessing the Quality of Experience (QOE or QX). QOE compared to previous quality 

measurements focuses on measuring the quality from a customer standpoint rather than from an 

organizations’ internal perspective (Shin, 2015).  

 

Chang and Horng (2010, p. 2403) argue that the measurement and perception of quality is no longer 

just in regards to the product or service, but also in regards to the quality of the experience. Their 

definition of experience quality is how “customers emotionally evaluate their experiences as they participate in 

consumption activities and interact with the service surroundings, service providers, other customers, customers’ 

companions, and other elements”. According to O’Sullivan & Spangler (1998, cited in Chang & Horng, 

2008) business no longer revolves around products and services but around the customer 

experience. 
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Bergman and Klefsjo (2012) proclaims that poor product and/or service quality can lead to impaired 

customer relationships, which results in a 40% probability of losing the business. Obviously avoiding 

and limiting quality issues is critical for any company’s success.  Sjodin and Kristensson (2012) 

asserts that in order to improve the success rate with new products and services the customers have 

to be involved as co-creators in the innovation process of new products and services. This is 

underlined by Alam and Perry (2002) by involving the users a superior product and services can be 

achieved.  

 

Oliver (2010, p. 457)) pinpoints that there is a direct correlation between quality and profits and in 

his Profitability Sequence, quality is the foundation to achieving loyalty, profitability and ultimately 

shareholder value. 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Profitability Sequence – Based on Oliver, 2010, p. 457 

 

 

2.6. Swedish Quality Management Academy (SQMA) 

According to the Swedish Quality Management Academy (SQMA) (2012) from the top 10 

challenges that companies are going to be faced with in the future, two are specifically in regards to 

customers and the development of customer relationships.  

The two SQMA challenges related to customer management are: 

- To build long-term relationships with customers 

- To involve and include customers in change management and improvement initiatives  

The research topic; Co-Creation: A platform to create more loyal and long-term customer relationships fits in 
very well with both key challenges. Ramaswamy & Ozcan (2013) pinpoint that if Co-Creation is 
applied correctly it can be an influential instrument and approach to creating long-term customer 
relationships and more meaningful collaboration.  

 

 

2.7. New Product Development (NPD) 

In recent years, with the emergence of more empowered and engaged customers, it is argued by 

OHern and Rindfleisch (2015) that customers are demanding a more active and integrated role in 
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companies product development process. OHern and Rindfleisch (2015) further maintains that 

customers are now frequently the main driving force in New Product Development (NPD). With 

the acceleration of the Internet and social media, customer and consumers have a much broader 

understanding and access to information than before. OHern and Rindfleisch (2015) believes this 

forces companies to be more in tune with understanding the needs and requirements of their 

customers.  

  
According to Thomke and Hippel (2002) customers have the best comprehension of their own 
requirements and needs, whilst suppliers are more focused and better at solving those needs and 
requirements. Thomke and Hippel asserts that this leads to a misalignment between the customers 
and the suppliers and one way to solve this inconsistency is to enable the customers to have a more 
active role in the NPD process. 
 

 

2.8. Customer Loyalty & Collaborating 

Cossío-Silva et al (2015) proclaims that a loyal customer is one of the most important aspects for the 

success of any company. Cossío et al (2015) further states that because of the critical importance of 

loyal customers and the continuous business they generate, the cost of acquiring new customers is 

significantly higher than repeated transactions with a loyal customer. Stevens (2006) supplements 

that loyalty of customers also plays a significant role on the bottom-line as the longer they extend 

their relationship the more profits increases for companies. 

 

Increased collaboration with customers builds and forges stronger relationships for companies. It 

will also increase trust, and trust is one of the foundations for building relationship, not just in 

business but in life in general as well. With more collaboration you open up and share ideas and 

thoughts.  

Leavy (2012, p. 25) highlights how Michael Dell, the founder of Dell, and one of the most well-

known business men and entrepreneurs of our generation views innovation as process that involves 

a wider stakeholder group: “I am sure there are a lot of things that I can’t imagine, but our customers can 

imagine. A company of this size is not going to be about a couple of people coming up with ideas. It’s going be about 

millions of people and harnessing the power of those ideas”.  

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2002) highlights that when companies’ partner with their customer in the 

value and Co-Creation process a better balance is struck between the topline growth and the bottom 

line cost and investments. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2002) further asserts that should companies 

fail to collaborate with their customers they risk being overtaking by competitors.  
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2.9. The Customer Experience 

Zineldin and Philipson (2007) illustrate how traditionally companies have marketed their products 

and services towards customers as per the 4Ps: 

 Product Planning 

 Pricing 

 Place 

 Promotions 
 

Mascarenhas, Kesavan and Bernacchi (2006) highlight how in today’s competitive world it is no 
longer sufficient for organizations to compete only base on the traditional 4 Ps, instead the focus is 
shifting toward creating lasting impressions and unrivalled customer experiences.  
 
With intensified competition and in a society shaped by social media and an accelerated flow of 
information, it is critical for all organizations to truly understand what experiences their customer’s 
desire and how they best create customer experience that stand-out and are different and better than 
those from their competitors. Not so long ago innovation was mainly referred to as innovation to 
products but now innovation is equally or maybe more focused on driving innovation in service and 
the related experience for customers. “For many business, innovation, particularly in relation to the customer 
experience has become a top priority. (Leavy, 2012, p. 25).”  
 
According to Leavy (2012) IDEO, a global design company is said to be one of the most innovative 
firms in the world. IDEO is highly focused on Co-creation and the joint development of concepts 
and ideas with its customers. Tim Brown the IDEO CEO refers to design as “beginning to explore the 
potential of participation – the shift from a passive relationship between the consumer and producer to the active 
engagement of everyone in experiences that are meaningful, productive and profitable” (Leavy, 2012, p. 26). 
 
In this active engagement between consumer and the producer it is no longer sufficient for 
organizations to measure how productive and profitable they are but also to consider it from the 
consumer and the customers perspective and how meaningful, productive and profitable it is for 
them to have a relationship and engagement with that particular firm and its products and services.  
 
The shift from the traditional marketing of the 4 P’s to a more customer service oriented approach 
is underlined by Jeff Bezos, probably the most influential CEO right now as Amazon is very much 
leading the way in creating new service, product and experiences on global scale: “In the old world, you 
devoted 30% of your time to building a great service and 70% of your time to shouting about it. In the new world, that 
inverts” (Anders, 2012). 
 
Another example of how devote Amazon are about the customer experience and satisfying 
customer needs and expectations is that Amazon tracks its performance against about 500 
measurable goals. Anders (2012) states that nearly 80% of these relate to customer objectives. Such 
relentless customer focus is according to Jones (2017) one of the main reasons that Amazon is the 
3rd most valuable company measured by stock market value (as of 2nd Feb, 2017). 
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2.10. Creative Process 

Costa (2014, p. 1) illustrates how Satya Nadella, The CEO of Microsoft, one of the leading global 

companies over the last decades made the following statement on his first day at the job: 

- “The day I took on my new role I said that our industry does not respect tradition – it only respects 

innovation”. 

With increasing competition across all markets and industries, companies must continuously 

innovate and make it central to their strategy. In addition, innovation has often been considered in 

association with technology and Internet related companies. Costa (2014) however asserts that 

innovation hast to happen in all industries and be central for all companies.  

 

 

2.11. Co-Innovation 

It is clear from the statement by the Microsoft CEO, Satya Nadella, how imperative Innovation is. 

This is echoed by Sang, Lee and Olson (2012 p. 818) in that “innovation is directly tied to value-creation” 

and that companies no longer simple can innovate on their own and in their own silo but must 

involve and include other stakeholder such as customers, suppliers and the community in large in 

the process. 

Sang et al further points out that innovation has evolved significantly from closed innovation to co-

innovation (2012, p. 824), and that co-innovation is a platform that can serve as the basis to create 

new ideas and concepts from a variety of sources.  

At its core co-innovation draws on the combined experience of a multitude of stakeholders and their 

joint engagement, experience and co-creation of value is difficult to replicate and thus leads to a 

competitive advantage (Sang et al, 2012).  

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Innovation 4.0: co-innovation – Based on Sang et al, p. 825 
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The integrated and dynamic co-innovation platform from Sang et al (2012) draws on all the critical 
stakeholders for the firm and converge the different ideas, objectives and requirements into one 
holistic approach. Sang et al (2012) refer to this as Convergenomics, which creates synergies that 
service the needs of all stakeholders, not just the firm itself. This type of co-innovation is better able 
to deal with and facilitate new customer requirements beyond traditional values such as price, quality 
and service, “today’s sophisticated and well-informed customers seek value beyond these. They want the experience 
from the use of certain products or services.” (Sang et al, 2012, 822).  
 
 

2.12. The benefit of Co-Creation to Companies 

As a relatively novel concept it is understandable why some companies would be hesitant and 

cautious to engage in a co-creation process, it after all forces a different way of thinking and 

approach to business, especially in the engagement process with customers and other stakeholders.  

 

Petavy, Cere, Tan and Roth (2011, p. 6) describe Co-Creation as “transformational”.  In order to 
transform you require a culture and leadership that embraces and collaborates and can influence 
across a wider spectrum. Any business that wants to remain successful must be able to transform 
and adapt to new market requirements and demands. In the following chapter a select of companies, 
all arguable market leaders in their respective industries, have been highlighted that apply Co-
Creation.  

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000); Prahalad (2004); Vargo and Lusch (2004) goes as far as arguing 

that Co-Creation is one of the fastest growing concepts for change and transformation, and due to 

the paradigm shifting in thinking it represents it is becoming increasingly popular by organizations.  

Petavy et al (2011) highlight the following as key five benefits that can be gained from applying and 

engaging in Co-Creation: 

1) Customer experience: Improvement in pre- and post- purchase experiences 
2) Product and services: Improvement on current offerings and developing of new 

opportunities 
3) Markets: With innovative insight explore new opportunities and expand market reach 
4) Business Model: Refining and or exploring a total change 
5) Strategy: Re-definition of approach and strategy 

 
These benefits illustrates the diversified and extensive impact Co-Creation can on companies in a 
multitude of business areas, not just relating to customer engagement and product development but 
also on the overall business model and strategy conceptualization. 
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2.13. Companies that Apply the Co-Creation Concept 

Ramaswamy (2008) pinpoint that customers are today more than in the past informed and in tune 

with what is happening in the market place and the world in general. The Internet and social media 

platforms in general has significantly accelerated communication and the flow of information. In this 

new environment companies must find new ways in engaging thru co-creation with customers to 

create value. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2002) argue that companies must adapt to a business 

environment in which it is vital to be proactive and receptive their customers and their expectations.  

 

As an example of understanding customer expectation Ramaswamy (2008, p. 9) highlight Nike, as 

one of the companies that has adapted to this new environment and is a leading example of a “best 

practice of value co-creation with customers”. Nike transformed how it communicates and interacts with 

customers, and created communities and connected platforms that allows customers to interact with 

both Nike and one and another and by doing so sharing experiences as well as supporting in shaping 

future products and concepts (Ramaswamy, 2008). There are many examples how Nike uses the 

advantage and benefits of Co-Creation. The best example is Nike +, a Co-Creation collaboration 

with Apple that incorporates wireless technology into the Nike running shoes to provide the 

consumers an interactive platform to engage and interact with both Nike and Apple, as well as other 

users (Levy, 2012). Apple’s Co-Creation activities span far beyond their collaboration with Nike. As 

one of the most recognizable brand in the world, a key success for Apple was its ability to foresee 

and capitalize on new consumer expectations and experiences. Critical to Apple and its various 

products is its ecosystem of apps that are the result of a Co-Creation and co-innovation between 

Apple and a wide variety of stakeholders.  

 

There is probably no company that has their success and transform so closely related to Co-creation 

as Lego. Petavy, et al (2011) underscore how in 2004 Lego was on the brink of bankruptcy. Realizing 

that they needed to engage more and deeper with its customers, Lego in several stages engaged in a 

very detailed Co-creation process with its customers that allowed them to use a Lego platform and 

in effect help create, design and develop future Lego products (Petavy et al, 2011). By involving 

customers at an early stage and truly co-create, Lego has managed to turn around its business in 

2004 from near bankruptcy to today being one of the most successful and flourishing toy makers. 

 

Arguably one of the most famous brands in the world, Starbucks relies heavily on customer 

interaction to evolve and improve the customer experience. Starbucks has an online platform, called 

My Starbucks Idea, to cultivate and nurture the customer touch points. This virtual interaction with 

customers all over the world allows for significant idea generation but also for customers to feel a 

part of the product development. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2002) pinpoint how essential Co-

Creation is to Starbucks, because the experience they co-create with their customer is at the core of 

what the Starbucks product and service represents. 
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3. METHOD  

The empirical method section illustrates the approach and structure of the data collection, reliability and credibility. A Mixed 

Method research to examine, investigate and explore the hypothesis has been applied.  

 

  

 

 

Figure 6. Scientific Approach – Authors own interpretation 

 

 

3.1. Scientific Approach 

Figure 6 above is an illustration of the thought process and scientific approach applied for this 

research. The process commenced with understanding the purpose of the research as the starting 

point, followed by the application of a pragmatic worldview and mixed method research. Data 

collection was conducted utilizing a targeted respondent group survey that combined both 

qualitative and quantitative data and results. The combined results are presented with the final step 

being the interpretation of the data and results.  

 

 

3.1.1. Philosophical Worldview 

Creswell (2014) conclude that in the planning stages of a study, the researcher should design their 

study with consideration to philosophical worldviews. By considering the philosophical worldview 

aspect it is easier to explain the chosen research methodology. The philosophical worldview 

approach is referred to in different terms by different scholars such as paradigms (Lincoln, Lyndham 

& Guba, 2011; Mertens 2010) epistemologies and ontologies (Crotty, 1998) and broadly conceived research 

methodologies (Neumann, 2009) (cited in Creswell, 2014, p.6).  
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Creswell’s Worldviews (2014, p. 6) are categorized into four sections, Postpositivism, Constructivism, 

Transformative, Pragmatism. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Four Worldviews – Based on Creswell, (2014, p. 6) 

 
By using this overview it can be established what type of characteristics are at the core of the 
research. This research is based on a Pragmatic Worldview.  From a pragmatic perspective, the key 
attribute is that it allows the researcher freedom of choice in regards to what type of methodologies 
should be applied with the study (Creswell, 2014). The focal point for this research was primarily 
centered on a Pragmatist Worldview of problem centered, consequences of actions as well as a real-world practice 
oriented (Creswell, 2014, p. 6). 
 
 

3.1.2. Mixed Method Research 

Morgan (2007), Patton (1990) and Tashakkori & Teddie (2010) (cited in Creswell, 2014, p.10) argue 
that the “philosophical underpinning” from a mixed method study is the pragmatic worldview. 

A mixed method research should not only consider the contribution to scholarly research and 
information but also consider “how philosophy fits into the design of a mixed methods study” (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2011, p. 38).  Furthermore Creswell and Plano Clark argue that mixed method research 
should consider the philosophical context and especially from a worldview (2011, p. 38). 

With a mixed method research, Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) suggest to utilize a convergent 

design, which collects both quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously. Creswell and Plano 

Clark further highlights that it is imperative in a mixed method research to clearly define and decide 

on the participants for the study. Another important decision criteria is the decision if the same 

participants or not should be used for both the quantitative and qualitative data collection (Creswell 

and Plano Clark, 2011).  

From the viewpoint of Creswell and Plano Clark the preferred approach is to use the same 

individuals for both the quantitative and qualitative data collection process (p. 183, 2011). 

Furthermore, they maintain that the author must decide if the quantitative and qualitative data 

collection should occur from the same procedure or with different processes (p. 185, 2011). 
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Teddlie and Tashakkori (2010) state that Mixed Methods Research is a flexible approach that 

incorporates the best applicable procedures from Qualitative (QUAL) and Quantitative (QUAN) in 

order to explore and study a particular area of interest. 

Teddlie and Tashakkori (2010) further argue that Mixed Method Research is best applied when a 

research question can be defined that facilitates both a structured quantitative approach as well as 

incorporates elements of more universal qualitative information that provides a broader perspective. 

Creswell (2014) further proclaims that a Mixed Method Research should contain both a qualitative 

question as well quantitative hypotheses. 

 

The aim with this research is to obtain both quantitative data on the understanding, usage and 
acceptance of Co-Creation as well as qualitative data and input that provides a Hermeneutic insight 
into the thinking, feeling and viewpoint of the respondent on Co-Creation. The Hermeneutic 
research approach aims to uncover peoples lived experiences (Wilson & Hutchinson, 1991). With a 
certain amount of opened-ended question this research aims to explore the respondent’s 
experiences, preferences as well as propositions on how best to apply Co-Creation. On this basis 
neither a quantitative nor a qualitative data alone can provide a holistic analysis on the 
understanding, know-how as well as experience with Co-Creation. This research as illustrated in 
figure 7, employees a simultaneous collection of both qualitative and quantitative data as well as use 
the same individual test objects.  
 
 

3.1.3. Convergent Parallel Mixed Methods Design 

With any type of research, it is important to consider key decisions points that will define the study. 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2011, p. 68) points out that some of these key elements with Mixed 

Method Research are interaction, priority, timing and mixing. 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) defines six major mixed method research designs. One of these is 

the Convergent Parallel Design.   

 
 
 
 

 

 

Figure 8. The Convergent Parallel Mixed Methods Design – Creswell (2014, p.220) and Creswell & Plano Clark (2011, p. 

69) 
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In a Convergent Parallel Mixed Method Design the aim of the research is to analyze both Qualitative 

(QUAL) and Quantitative (QUAL) data and then to compare the result and information to 

distinguish if the findings either confirm or disconfirm with one and another (Creswell, 2014, p. 

220). This process is referred to by Creswell as “convergence or divergence between two sources of information” 

(2014, p. 220). 

 

Creswell (2014) conclude that in Mixed Method research it is beneficial to highlight the relationship 

and emphasis between QUAL and QUAN data. By displaying on or the other in lower case it 

indicates that a lower priority has been given to a particular method. “A plus sign -+- indicates a 

convergent or merging integration of the data collection – with both quantitative and qualitative data collected at the 

same time” (p.229). 

 

This research has placed a greater emphasis on Qualitative (QUAL) data and information. Co-

Creation is a concept that centers on engagement, communication and collaboration. Therefore it 

was deemed to be more important for the study to prioritize the input, feedback and thoughts from 

a QUAL perspective and use the QUAN information to support and further underpin the QUAL 

result. 

 
 

3.1.4. Level of Interaction Between Quantitative and Qualitative Strands 

There are two different approaches to defining the level of interaction between the quantitative and 

qualitative strands (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 64-65); 

- The independent level of interaction 

- The interactive level of interaction 

The study is based on a single format survey with both quantitative and qualitative questions which, 

although independent, are all related and interact to derive at an overall assessment and 

interpretation. The direct relations between the quantitative and qualitative strands result in this 

study to being an interactive level.  

A further important element in the distinction of the two strands is the timing of when the data is 

collected: Three different classifications of the timing have been defined by Creswell and Plano 

Clark (2011, p. 66); 

- Concurrent timing, implemented during a single phase 
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- Sequential timing, implemented during two distinct different phases 

- Multiphase combination timing, implemented using multiple phases 

 

In this study, a concurrent timing approach was applied as both the quantitative and qualitative 

strands occurred simultaneously and using the same source and format.   

 

 

3.2. Inductive and Deductive 

Creswell (2014) maintain that quantitative studies generally use deductive theories and build the 

research around the testing of particular theory. Qualitative studies on the other hand shape the 

theory around the information gathered during the data collection process and from their form the 

direction, pattern and themes for the study. 

 

However Creswell (2014) further argue that in qualitative research although the process commences 

from the inductive approach, deductive rational also is a contributing factor in the overall analysis.  

 

According to Chang and Horng (2010, p. 113) “Mixed research is a synthesis that includes ideas from 

qualitative and quantitative research”. This study follows this viewpoint with deductive elements focused 

on testing certain Hypotheses whilst the overall pragmatic worldview explores how in real-life 

scenarios the research question and focus can be applied. 

 

 

3.3. Subject Selection 

The author’s viewpoint is that you get the best results from a research thesis if you select a subject 

that you are generally interested in.  

 

Regardless of what type of business, industry or field, a successful organization must have satisfied 

and loyal customers in order to be successful and flourish. Loyal customers are critical to any 

business and according to Cossio-Silva et al (2015, p. 1) “customer loyalty is one of the best intangible assets 

that an organization can have”. 

When considering the approach for this research paper, the author decided to focus on a topic that 

relates to customers, and how the relationship and collaboration between an organization and 

customers can improve.  

Co-Creation is a global phenomenon in that it is not just something that is applied in specific region 
or a specific industry but is applied very much from a holistic and worldview perspective. As such 
both the topic selection as well as applied methodology was from the viewpoint that touches not just 
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on business but also which delves into philosophy, psychology and more broadly how we as human 
beings interact and engage with each other.  

 

 

3.4. Knowledge Gathering 

The author’s knowledge gathering has been a continuous development throughout the thesis 

processes. The primary source of information and knowledge has been collected from Scholarly 

journals and articles obtained from Mid Sweden University’s library as well as the Google Scholar 

search engine.  

 

The primary keywords applied in the search were: Co-Creation, Value Co-Creation, Co-Innovation, 

Innovation Customer Experience, Customer Relationship, Customer Satisfaction, Customer Engagement, and Value 

Chain 

 

 

3.5. Authors Preunderstanding 

The author has worked most of his career in sales or sales related activities, having gained significant 

experience working with customers. Throughout this tenure the author has been fortunate to have 

lived in Sweden, United States, Germany, New Zealand, Hong Kong S.A.R (twice), Bahrain and 

United Arab Emirates. This has provided a comprehensive understanding of aviation supply 

industry. Throughout that tenure a deep passion for customer engagement and relationship building 

has been forged. With over 15 years’ experience in the aviation supply industry and engaging with 

customers, the author was intrigued and interested in exploring and uncovering how Co-Creation 

can be: A platform to create more loyal and long-term customer relationships in the aviation supplier industry. 

 

Therefore the author has a good preunderstanding on the Co-Creation concept as well as how it can 

be applied together with customers and other related stakeholders. This preunderstanding has 

helped the author in shaping and forming the survey to obtain both quantitative and qualitative data 

as well as how it can be considered from a wider perspective.  

 

 

3.6. Reliability and Validity 

For both quantitative and qualitative data gathering, the validity of the data, the results and 
interpretation should be verified (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011, p. 210).  
 
Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006) highlight that validity in Mixed Method Research is currently only 
in early stages due to the newness of this form of study. Maxwell and Mittapalli underline this 
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perspective by highlighting that validity has been rejected by certain fractions of the mixed methods 
scholars who argues that it is something which applies to solely quantitative research.  

Even though there are not set standards for how to apply reliability and validity in mixed methods 
research Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) argue that some form of validity checks and controls 
should by applied in order to verify the data. 

Creswell and Plano Clark have created a set of validity issues and potential strategies on how to 
ensure these are averted. A number of these have been applied to ensure validity of the data, analysis 
and interpretation. 

According to Kuckartz (2009, cited in Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011) one of the most effective 

means to analyze qualitative data is to link words, text and attributes into compatible categories. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Validity Approach – Based on Creswell and Plano Clark (2011, p. 240) 

In this study, the qualitative data was an analyzed by extrapolating key phrases and statements and 

then combining and linking then into categories. In the result section an overview of the key 

categories identified are presented. 

 

 

3.7. Presentation of the Study Object 

The study was conducted with the support of participants from the aviation industry. All 

participants are active employees with an airline at the time of the survey. In addition all participants 

are in a position at their respective airlines in the areas of Inflight Management, Procurement, 

Customer Experience or Marketing.  

Potential Validity Threats When Merging Data Strategies for Minimizing Threat

Data collection issues

Selecting inappropriate individuals for the 

qualitative and quantatitive data collection.

Draw quantitative and qualitative samples from the 

sample population to make data comparable.

Obtaining unequal sample sizes for the 

qualitative and quantitative data collection

Use large qualitative samples or small quantitative 

samples so that the same number of cases can be 

selected

Collecting two types of data that do not adress 

the same topics

Address the same question (parallel) in both 

quantitative and qualitative data collection

Data analysis issues

Use inadequate approaches to converge the data 

(e.g., uninterpretable display

Develop a joint display with quantiative categorical 

data and qualitative themes or use other diplay 

configurations

Making illogical comparisons of the two results of 

analysis

Find quotes that match the statistical results

Interpretation issues

Not interpreting the mixed methods results in 

light of advocacy or social science lens

Return in the interpretation of a transformative 

study to the lens used in the beginning of the study, 

and advance a call for action based on results

Giving more weight to one form of data than the 

other

Use procedures to present both sets of results in an 

equal way (.e.g., a joint display) or provide a 

rationale for why one form of data provided a better 

understanding of the problem
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Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) mention that in qualitative research participants are identified and 

strategically selected in order to provide the best possible foundation for the study. For this study 

the participants have been selected that fit within the set parameters.  

 

 

3.8. Selecting Interview Participants 

The author has selected the survey participants based on 15 years’ experience in aviation supply 
industry. They author believes that the survey participants are all relevant contributors for this study 
as the prerequisite for participation in the survey is that the participants possess a level of experience 
and know-how in the targeted industry. By holding a position within the research field the 
participants all have a certain level of expertise when it comes to supplier customer relationships in 
the aviation supply industry.  
 

Selection criteria: 

- Must be employed by an airline or act as a consultant on behalf of an airline at the time of 

completing the survey. 

- Must work in inflight services, procurement, marketing or related products and services. 

 
The participants received the survey via email or via a web link. The web link was sent to these 

participants via LinkedIn. LinkedIn is one of the primary resources to manage relationships 

especially in a professional sales environment (Huffington Post, 2014). With a survey sent out via 

email or click-through link you have to expect a certain number of non-responses. In total 120 

participants were invited to participate in the survey, with 43 participants responding. That 

represents a response rate of 35.8%, which is considered relatively good. According to Survey 

Gizmo (2015) for external surveys and studies a response rate of 10% - 15% is expected. 

 

 

3.8.1. Ethical Consideration 

Participation in the survey was conducted with anonymity for the participants. No information was 
used that could divulge an individual participants’ identity. In order to ensure anonymity no social 
demographics questions where included in the survey such as gender, age, religion, ethnicity, 
household composition or income. 
 
Although this type of demographic information could have provided further insight and different 
type of information, analysis and interpretation capabilities, (e.g. such as if there is a different 
perception of Co-Creation amongst various age groups), it was refrained from doing in order to 
ensure the highest level of anonymity. 
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3.8.2. Research Ethical Principles 

Ethical principles were adhered to throughout the survey. 

- All survey participants were informed that the study was part of a Masters Research Thesis 

- All survey participants were informed that the study part of Masters Research Thesis at Mid 
Sweden University 

- All survey participants were informed that any information obtained from the study will be 
handled with confidentiality.  
 
 

3.9. The Survey Structure 

The survey was conducted with the support of the online survey platform, SurveyMonkey. 

SurveyMonkey is a common online platforms for creating and managing online surveys 

(WordStream, 2017). The structure of the survey was set-up to with intention of making it as user-

friendly and seamless as possible for the respondent so that responding to the survey could be 

completed with 15 to 20 minutes. 

The survey was not modelled after an existing survey or format (Kindly refer to the survey and the 

individual questions in Attachment A on page 52). The survey questions were created to offer both 

qualitative as well as quantitative feedback and information and with a higher weight put on 

qualitative information. Furthermore the questions where structured in such a manner that it would 

provide sufficient feedback and information to test the Research Question and Hypotheses. 

Some of the questions contain descriptive information to help the participants further understand 

the background of Co-Creation and how to interpret the questions asked. The thinking behind this 

and potential implications is further brought up under the Discussion chapter.  

 

 

3.9.1. Survey Categories 

The survey itself was structured into 8 categories and in total compromised of 22 questions. Each 

category was set-up in a manner to create a seamless survey category-by-category and questions-

to-question. All the questions related to Co-Creation and related fields (except a few questions on 

basic background information) with the aim to avoiding repetitiveness. Another important factor 

was to combine both quantitative and qualitative elements.  

Survey Sub-Section 

Introduction of the Author 
Background Information 
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1) Sub-Section: Co-Creation 
2) Sub-Section: Collaboration 
3) Sub-Section: Type of Co-Creation 
4) Sub-Section: Understand Customer Needs 
5) Sub-Section: Creating Value, Customer Loyalty & Innovation 

 
Conclusion & Thank You 

 

 

3.10. Explanation of the Survey Result 

The survey consisted of 21 different questions with a mix of quantitative and qualitative questions. 

The questions were organized into 5 different categorizes and subsections. In total 43 participants 

contributed to the survey result.  
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4. RESULT AND ANALYSIS 

Under this section the authors presents the analysis of the collected data from the empirical study. It was conducted by analysis 

of the Mix Method Research by combining quantitative and qualitative data and information. 

 

 

4.1. Overview & Compilation of the Survey Result 

The main body of the survey was divided into five sub-sections: 

- Co-Creation 

- Collaboration 

- Type of Co-Creation 

- Understand Customer Needs 

- Creating Value, Customer Loyalty & Innovation 
 

 The result is presented individually for each of these sub-sections, which cover different topic and 

perspectives of Co-Creation. There is a separate Attachment for each of the Survey Sub-Sections to 

easily refer between the results the correlated attachment which contain more detail information as 

well as graphs and illustrations to support and display the result and analysis.  

 

The detailed Survey Questionnaire can be found in Attachment A on page 52.  

 

 

4.1.1. Quantitative Data Collection & Analysis (QUAN) & Qualitative Data Collection 

& Analysis (QUAL) 

The Quantitative information has been presented with numbers and percentages in text format in 

the respective analysis sections for the individual categories and subsections mentioned above.  

 

The quantitative and qualitative information and analysis is intertwined and co-dependent and the 

author has aimed to use the more detailed qualitative responses to support and underline 

quantitative findings and results.  

 

The individual respondent’s feedback and input in most of the questions illustrates a cohesive 

viewpoint across the majority of the respondents 
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4.1.2. Sub-Section: Co-Creation 

Analysis & Result 

On a scale from 1 to 5 (with 5 being the greatest) the weighted average of all respondents (39) was 

2.54 in regards to their familiarity with Co-Creation. This indicates a certain lack of familiarity and 

understanding of Co-Creation. In conjunction only 46% of the respondents believe that Co-

Creation is currently happening in the aviation industry. 

 

However, the absolute overwhelming majority of respondents believes that Co-Creation and the 

collaborative process between the customer and the supplier will result in more value creation and a 

more beneficial outcome than working independently from each other. 94.87% of the respondents 

supports this view whilst only 1 respondent does not and 1 was unsure.  

 

The qualitative feedback and result supports the outcome of the quantitative result.  

 

Selected comments from participants 

- “Co-Creation is very limited in the customer travel experience. It is something that when done properly and 

personalizes the journey of the customer would add tremendous value to the customer and the brand” 

- “Limited occurrences (I've driven a number) but I think growing in awareness and importance” 

- “Not enough, but more and more we will see the joining of forces with individual strengths” 

- “Definitely. Customer have ideas around what they want but also rely on suppliers to present with new 

innovations and better, more efficient and cost effective ways of doing things.” 

- “Requires enlightened thinking. This depends on corporate culture” 

- “It needs to take place more.” 

- “Not enough need to be developed” 

- “It’s not taking place as there are many individual interests and not an interest in creating shared value” 

- “I think it is definitely taking place more frequently. Within our organization--depending on the project-- it 

can cascade from executive levels down or begin at middle/intermediate levels and permeate across the various 

stakeholders.” 

- “Only in select pockets and is generally enabled when organizations build trust between each other” 

 

Result - The result supports Hypotheses 1: Co-creation can increase collaboration between suppliers and customers +, 

Analysis results in: Hypotheses 1: Is not rejected! 

 

Complimentary result details can be found in Attachment B on page 61. 
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4.1.3. Sub-Section: Collaboration 

Analysis & Result 

On the question if suppliers should act as more strategic and connected partners to better 

understand the needs and requirements of customers, 18 out of the 19 participants agreed. The 

remaining respondent was unsure. This results in a 94.74% agreement rate. The near unanimous 

result is underpinned by many of the individual comments from the participants. 

 

Selected comments from participants 

- “Understand the customer and their customers; be innovative and help the customer to create value for his 

customers; Co-Creation leads to a better understanding of customer needs/limitations/boundaries” 

- “Bring in innovation and adaption” 

- “I would expect this from day 1, I believe that we should work together in a partnership to deliver on common 

goals” 

- “It is vital for our strategic suppliers to understand us and most of all our passengers as all we create aim to 

enhance the passenger experience.” 

- “It would depend on a project by project basis -- I don't think there is a one rule fits all. Every customer 

needs are different, every project is different. I think both parties need to be open and transparent about the 

problem they are solving, utilizing the expertise both bring to the table.” 

- “Shared understanding, stronger relationship and agreed common goals/benefits/values” 

- “As the suppliers deal with a range of customers in the market, the supplier would be able to bring forward 

latest market trends and innovations available, as well as providing essential information such as lessons 

learnt from other projects” 

- “Understand my customers need” 

- “I like a supplier to come and meet regularly to show me new ideas and test concepts, to discuss industry 

trends and find out my challenges and pain points. For this to be successful I as the customer need to invest 

time and trust my partner with often sensitive data and strategies” 

 

The participants were also asked what aspects are important for supplier to drive engagement and 

collaboration and how Co-Creation can support to create deeper collaboration. The result indicate 

that understanding the customers’ needs (33% of participants) and working in partnership (26% of 

the participants) are the most important factors to drive engagement and collaboration. Other 

important factors are innovation, identifying trends and creating trust and value.  

The participants were asked to select from 5 pre-given alternatives what they believe are the 

advantages and benefits from Co-Creation and collaboration between a supplier and a customer.  

The 5 pre-given alternatives were: 

- Builds trust 
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- Enhances collaboration 

- Allows us to better influence end product/service 

- Drives innovation and out-of-box thinking 

- Supports the supplier in better understanding our airline what we want/are looking for 

 

From 19 different participants, all 5 alternatives are considered to be better achieved through Co-

Creation and collaboration. The weighted averages range each of the alternatives is between 78.95% 

and 89.47% resulting in the clear majority of the participants viewing a multitude of positive 

outcomes from Co-Creation and collaboration. The result is reinforced by the strong validity that no 

participant was of the opinion that neither of the alternatives was applicable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Survey Result: Collaboration – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

Result - The result supports Hypotheses 1: Co-creation can increase collaboration between suppliers and customers +, 

Analysis results in: Hypotheses 1: Is not rejected! 

Result - The result supports Hypotheses 2: Co-creation can increase customer satisfaction 

+, Analysis results in: Hypotheses 2: Is not rejected! 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 3: Co-creation can help suppliers better understand customer needs +, 

Analysis results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected! 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 4: Co-creation can generate an improved customer experience +, Analysis 

results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected! 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 5: Co-creation can help drive innovation and a creative process +, Analysis 

results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected 

 

Complimentary results details can be found in Attachment D on page 67 
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4.1.4. Sub-Section: Type of Co-Creation 

Analysis & Result 

From the perspective of most participants, 64.1% (25 from 39) the customer (in this case the airline) 

drives the Co-Creation process. However, in this scenario a relatively high degree of control over the 

process, direction and outcome is retained by the airline.  OHern and Rindfleisch (2015, p. 93) note 

that although a high degree of control somewhat limits innovation it can in a competitive- and 

crowded market be an effective mechanism to create product differentiation.   

 

Only 23.08% (9 from 39) participants believe that Co-Creation in the aviation industry is occurring 

based on a true integrated & collaborative approach between airlines and suppliers. This is however 

supported by OHern and Rindfleisch (2015, p. 91) who argue that Co-Creation at this level is mainly 

taking place in the IT- and Internet related industries. The fact that Co-Creation is not occurring in a 

broader scale is echoed by some of the qualitative insight and feedback from the respondents:  

 

- “Co-creation currently seems limited within the airline industry between customer and supplier. I believe there 

are large opportunities to drive the customer journey forward if increased co-creation could be enhanced. In 

addition, I believe co-creation across suppliers (leveraging strengths of each) would also deliver much greater 

customer experiences.” 

- “Co-Creation, although important in the airline industry is important, is still not widely done. Due to the 

strong competition for market share both the Airlines and the suppliers work separately” 

- Generally, I would say the default is Submitting where the customer (airline) is leading in a fixed format, 

however we have been increasing our collaborating method to increase engagement and inspirational thinking.” 

 

Complimentary result details can be found in Attachment E on page 71 

 

 

4.1.5. Sub-Section: Understand Customer Needs 

Analysis & Result 

A strong consensus amongst the participants is that the changing market environments and 

changing demographics amongst the airlines customers is requiring a different approach, innovation 

and collaboration to adapt to new passenger expectations and requirements. It was viewed as very 

important that suppliers can not only understand the airlines own needs and requirements but also 

those of the airlines passenger (customers of the customer), on a scale from 1 to 100, the mean score 

of the participants on the importance of this was 83.03.  

 

The result illustrates a relatively high standard deviation since the individual scores ranges from 27 to 

100. However, an important outcome is that only one participant rated the importance of suppliers 

also understanding the needs of customers of the customer response below 50 (score of 27). This 
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should be compared to 8 participants who scored the importance at the maximum end of the scale, 

at 100. An example on how important adaptation is according to changing consumer and customer 

demand is illustrated by one of the participants: 

  

- “With end users (passengers) becoming more cosmopolitan and younger it is necessary to change and innovate 

to remain relevant. Other industries have seen significant change through disintermediation and innovative 

thinking (telecoms, retail, short haul travel etc) someone will do so... will it be us?” 

 

In addition, the participants voiced a very unified and aligned opinion on how Co-Creation is a 

platform that can support in delivering products and services that fits their particular needs and 

requirements. 

 

All 39 participants that responded on this question consider Co-Creation can facilitate this, on a 

scale from 1-5, either 4 (Positively) or 5 (Very Positively). No participants scored it below 4 

(Positively). Such an aligned standpoint is a clear indication on the potential benefit of Co-Creation 

to drive a better understanding of customer needs and requirements. The total weight average 

scored was 4.41 

 

A similar consensus had the outcome on the questions how Co-Creation can help suppliers to better 

listen and pay attention to what the airline customers want and expect. On a scale from 1-5, only 3 

participants scored it a 3 (Somewhat) whilst 16 participants scored it a 4 (Quite a bit) and 21 scored 

it a 5 (Very much). The total weight average scored was 4.49. 

 

 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 3: Co-creation can help suppliers better understand customer needs +, 

Analysis results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected! 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 4: Co-creation can generate an improved customer experience +, Analysis 

results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected! 

 

Complimentary result details can be found in Attachment F on page 73 

 

 

4.1.6. Sub-Section: Creating Value, Customer Loyalty & Innovation 

Analysis & Result 

The result from the survey points to Co-Creation being a platform that can create a multitude of 

value for the various stakeholders participating in the process. From 34 participants, 13 (38.24%) 

believe that Co-Creation can help in creating Shared Values and increase Collaboration. The importance 

of shared values is an important reflection as it is at the core of the Toyota Lean Production 



 

 34 

 

 

philosophy that considers suppliers as an extended and integrated part of Toyota. That model 

centers on shared values that all stakeholders must adhere to be successful not just Toyota but also 

its suppliers and other stakeholders. Toyota’s integrated supplier network is considered the key 

element behind the success of the TPS (Fane, et al., 2003, p.56).  

 

There are more recent examples of the shared values and collaboration in the car manufacturing 

industry. The author alluded to in the Method section how BMW is collaborating with small supplier 

and partner, Local Motors, and based on Co-Creation are jointly conceptualizing and developing the 

future city car for the year 2025 (Ramaswamy , V., Ozcan, K, (2013) p. 5). 

 

Several participants also believe that Co-Creation can lead to an overall better Customer Experience (8 

participants), facilitate Innovation (6 participants) as well as drive Efficiency (8 participants) and Reduce 

Cost (9 participants).  

 

The result indicates that an important element to generate better and more long-term customer 

loyalty is to create products and service that meet the needs and requirements of individual 

customers. The outcome demonstrates that personalization and customization are important factors 

for the participants to achieve loyalty. From 32 participants, 11 (34.38%) believes Co-Creation can 

help suppliers personalize and customize products and services according to the airlines needs and 

requirements and 9 considers Co-Creation a tool that helps meet expectations and needs  

 

Several of the participants alluded to the importance of considering these factors to generate loyalty:  

- “Unique and bespoke products and services and tailored solutions that are exclusive. Co-Creation is an 

optimal platform to achieve this which in turn will create greater loyalty.” 

- “Developing unique (bespoke) service and products” 

- “I think co-creation brings out much more tailored solutions which can bring more appeal to customers as they 

will be enhancing, or making more convenient, or providing exclusively or benefits to parts of their lives. This 

in return will foster loyalty.” 

- “Co-creation is a must for loyalty that’s where the trust factor comes in.” 

- “It helps in developing product or service factoring constraint of both parties to ensure maximize benefit” 

- “better user experience, loyalty” 

- “Increase loyalty” 

- “share of loyalty to brand 

- “More passenger focused products and services, at the same time practical to work in production.” 

- “Brand collaboration; trust” 

- “A better understanding of each other will reduce a lot of non-value adding activities (waste/inefficiencies). It 

will lead to better results the first time around” 
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-  “As mentioned earlier the co-creation/collaboration opportunity enable the customer to perceive the supplier 

as the expert, thus subconsciously giving the customer the permission to default to the "expert" when looking 

for solutions for their next projects” 

- “Real value, unique experience” 

 

The result of the survey also found a strong commonality from the participants regarding how  

Co-Creation can facilitate and spur on innovation, out-of-the-box-thinking and a creative process. 

On a 100-point scale, from 38 participants, the average (mean) result was 82 on how Co-Creation 

can help to spur on innovation. Only one participant scored their response below 50 (rating 34). This 

in comparison to 8 respondents who rated it at the maximum end of the scale at 100. 

 

The median is 80 and very close to the average rating of 82, validating that the clear majority of 

respondents view Co-Creation as a driver for innovation.  

Several individual participant statements reinforce the importance of Co-Creation as an enabler to 

facilitate innovation:  

- “Innovation is key to stay ahead of the game in fast changing and competitive world. The supplier should 

engage with customer during developing, testing and pilot phase of innovation to get engagement and 

commitment.” 

- “As the suppliers deal with a range of customers in the market, the supplier would be able to bring forward 

latest market trends and innovations available, as well as providing essential information such as lessons 

learnt from other projects.” 

- “Innovation, creativity, thinking out of the box, uniqueness, higher guest experience, value for money” 

- “Innovation is the driver for staying in front and on top of your game. In such a difficult industry customers 

are always looking for key differentiation when making their choices/decisions. Getting from A to B is 

everyone’s goal, the experience you provide is the differentiator.” 

- “Innovation is key.” 

- “Innovation is the game changer in today’s environment it can save costs or become USP for the industry” 

- “Co- Creation will make a huge difference to meet our needs and it will sure be a win-win” 

- “Innovation is key to stay ahead of the game in a fast changing and competitive world. The supplier should 

engage with the customer during development, testing and pilot phase of innovation to get engagement and 

commitment” 

“To consistently strive for new ideas and value creation” 

- “Innovation is vital to build competitive edge. It can only be done with efficient suppliers.” 

- “Innovation is thinking outside of the box and having courage to change or be radical.” 

 

 

Result - The result supports Hypotheses 1: Co-creation can increase collaboration between suppliers and customers +, 

Analysis results in: Hypotheses 1: Is not rejected! 
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Result - The result supports Hypotheses 2: Co-creation can increase customer satisfaction 

+, Analysis results in: Hypotheses 2: Is not rejected! 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 3: Co-creation can help suppliers better understand customer needs +, 

Analysis results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected! 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 4: Co-creation can generate an improved customer experience +, Analysis 

results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected! 

Result – The result supports Hypotheses 5: Co-creation can help drive innovation and a creative process +, Analysis 

results in: Hypotheses 3: Is not rejected 

 

Complimentary result details can be found in Attachment G on page 77 

 

 

4.1.7. Net Promoter Score 

The survey was concluded with the question: How likely is it that you would recommend engaging 

in Co-Creation to a friend or colleague? 

 

This question is a Net Promoter Score (NPS), which is widely used in business and management as a 

tool to measure customer satisfaction (Wikipedia, 2017). Using a scale from 1 to 10 NPS distributes 

customers into 3 categories: Detractors, Passives & Promoters. The NPS score scale is from -100 

(which would mean that all customers/respondents are Detractors) to 100 (opposite all 

customers/respondents are Promoters).   

 

A score above 0 is positive although a rating above 50 is desirable. The average NPS for 

recommending Co-Creation was 26. The Promotors (16 respondents) significantly outweigh the 

Detractors (6) with a large portion of Passives (16). Promoters are very likely to display a very 

positive association and act as advocates for Co-Creation. 
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The NPS can also be compared with a much larger pool of NPS questions from SurveyMonkey. In 

this comparison the NPS result of 26 is lower than the overall SurveyMonkey average of 39.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11. Survey Result: Co-Creation NPS – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 
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4.2. Overall Result 

In order to obtain a consolidated overall result, all qualitative questions and the associated feedback, 

were scanned for repeated statements, phrases and words. These were then categorized into 

Keywords. Certain keywords had a very high frequency. “Collaboration” and “Feedback” around 

collaboration was mentioned 30 times. This should be compared to a participation sample set of 

N=43. Other main keywords include “Customer Experience”, “Understand Needs” and “Innovation”.  

 

The below figure illustrates the most common Keywords.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Survey Result - Keywords: Collaboration – Based on Author’s own interpretation 

 

Von Hippel (2005) highlighted that collaborating across a wider stakeholder group is one of the key 

advantages with Co-Creation. In addition, by collaborating, companies will be able to better 

innovate, as well as reduce product development costs. This ties in with result and feedback from 

the participants who view collaboration, innovation and reducing cost as key benefits of Co-Creation.  

 

Another key element to consider essential by the survey participants is the customer experience. Leavy 

(2012) argues that for most companies innovating to create unrivalled customer experience is now a 

key priority. 

 

The result highlight the importance of personalization and supports Coates (2013) argument that 

companies who are successful with Co-Creation are able to personalize products and services for its 

customers in an improved manner.  

Although not mentioned with the highest frequency, loyalty was pinpointed in the feedback as an 

aspect that can be achieved thru Co-Creation. In conjunction to other keywords such as collaboration, 
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understanding needs and creating value the overall result supports the research question that Co-

Creation can be a platform to create more loyal and long-term customer relationships in the aviation supplier 

industry.  

 

The correlation and convergence between the quantitative and qualitative data jointly indicates that 

in the aviation supply industry Co-Creation is an activity that can drive, facilitate and expand deeper 

collaboration between customers and suppliers. 

The conclusion and findings (which will be discussed further in the next chapter) from the study and 

the result is considered as positive overall. It supports the Research Question and Hypotheses as 

well as has provided great insight and feedback from a diverse customer group within a specific 

industry. 

One main observation from the result is the conversations that it has facilitated and the overall very 

interactive and open feedback from the participants. The exchange has not only been limited to the 

survey itself but there have been several conversations and discussions around Co-Creation that are 

fueled by this research. One of the main objectives with this research was to instigate and accelerate 

the discussion on the concept of Co-Creation. The author believes that the comprehensive and 

multitude of positive feedback both qualitative and quantitative, and the engagement and discussion 

it has created post research, is to be considered as a positive indication. 
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5. CONCLUSION 
The conclusion will provide key findings and observations as well as recommendations.  The conclusion is kept brief the main discussion on the result is 

incorporated in the Discussion chapter.  

 

 

5.1. Findings 

One can argue that the aviation supply industry is a very competitive industry and that the offering 

across various airlines is mainly based on similar types of products and services. In such an 

environment, Co-Creation can be an effective tool for the airlines to engage with suppliers and draw 

on the suppliers expertize and know-how to support them create products that differentiation from 

their competitors. 

 

The NPS of 26 versus the average of 39 from the SurveyMonkey global average is not a surprising 

outcome as Co-Creation is a relatively new and foreign concept to many of the participants. 

However it points to the fact that additional focus should be put on creating a better understanding 

of Co-Creation as well as further empirical studies on how Co-Creation is used and applied both in 

the aviation industry as well as other industries.  

 

 

5.2. Observations 

After having conducted the survey several of the respondents have reached out with feedback, 

comments and thoughts on Co-Creation. The author views this as extremely positive as it has 

created a discussion, thinking and exchange of ideas around Co-Creation.  

The respondents have provided thoughts such as:  

- “The survey on Co-Creation has made me think about how we utilize Co-Creation activities in our airline 

and how we engage and collaborate with suppliers. The survey has been enlightening and provide me food for 

thought” 

- “Co-Creation sounds like a fascinating area” 

- “Quite an interesting topic which could be debated for hours” 

 

 

5.3. Recommendation 

Based on the result of the survey, and the experienced gained with Co-Creation in the industry and 

various discussions with customers around the topic, the author’s conclusion is that Co-Creation is a 

very relevant and valuable tool and process that can create long-term benefits both for the airlines 
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and suppliers. Probably even more important is how Co-Creation can be used to further improve 

the end consumer’s and onboard passenger’s experience.  
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6. DISCUSSION 

The discussion chapter intends to further discuss the results from the analysis and the conclusion. The aim is to link the result to the initial problem discussion 

as well as how this research can be contribute to further research and empirical studies. 

The author has a long standing professional experience in customer related roles in the aviation 

supply industry. In recent years the author has been involved in and experienced many different 

types of Co-Creation activities such as Co-Creation workshops, brainstorming sessions, customer 

deep-dive interviews and comprehensive customer feedback and survey meetings.  

The study has generated afterthought and deliberation. The author believes that the study has 

facilitated a discussion on Co-Creation and how the benefits of Co-Creation can help and support 

airlines and suppliers to better identify new products, trends and innovation, as well as intensify 

collaboration. All the participants are customers and peers active in the same industry as the author. 

It was important that this survey provided the participants and hopefully the airlines they represent 

insight and know-how on the Co-Creation concept.  

The result from the study highlights the opportunity for airlines and suppliers to increase and 

deepen collaboration, in order to create new innovative products and services that will improve and 

increase the customer experience for the onboard passengers and that Co-Creation can be a 

platform to create more loyal and long-term customer relationships in the aviation supply 

industry. 

 

In the survey, one of the respondents commented exactly on the need to understand the next 
generation of passengers and their unique needs and expectations:  

- “With end users becoming more cosmopolitan and younger it is necessary to change and innovate to remain 

relevant. Other industries have seen significant change through disintermediation and innovative thinking 

(telecoms, retail, short haul travel etc etc)” 

  
 

6.1. Method Discussion 

Liberman (1999, cited in Seidman, 2013) argues that a thesis research paper is more authentic if the 
researcher in question is motivated and inspired by the chosen topic. Both the topic of Co-Creation 
and Mixed Methods Research was in essence selected as it was the authors preferred choice and 
interest.  

 

The research was based on comprehensive survey targeted towards aviation supply industry 

professionals. The collection of data, information and feedback is considered to have contributed to 
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gain greater insight into Co-Creation, and particularly how customers view Co-Creation as a concept 

and in the engagement process with suppliers and other stakeholders.  

 

It is interpreted that the concerted outcome of both the QUAL + QUAN result indicates a concise 

convergence between the two information sets. 

 

Since the participants in this study are physically located all over the world, it was deemed that other 

forms of research such as interviews or focused group studies would not be feasible within the given 

time frame and logistically neither practical nor executable. However, it would have been interesting 

to have complimented the survey with interviews and it is perceived that this would have strengthen 

the validity.  

 

In retrospect face-to-face interviews with a selection of the participants could have given additional 

valuable insight, information and provided a better triangulation by validating the collected data and 

information at different time occurrences. 

 

However after the completion of the survey the author has met with some of the participants in a 

professional related capacity. At some of these meetings a conversation on Co-Creation and the 

study has taken place. These conversations has highlighted similar insight, thoughts and viewpoints 

as collected with the survey, which has provides a further level of validation and reliability of the 

data, information and result. 

 

 

6.2. The Study’s Reliability, Validity & Generalization 

A significant part of the study’s reliability is related to the authors pre-understanding of the aviation 

supply industry and the ability to select the appropriate participants for the study. With over 15 

years’ experience in the aviation supply industry and a good understanding of the intricacies of the 

business and the industry, the author places confidence in the capability of having selected 

appropriate and qualified participants for this research.  

Without conducting further and similar studies on different industries it is difficult to extrapolate 

and generalize the result to the greater population. However as is evident from much of the 

empirical data presented in the theory section, Co-Creation is an emerging concept and is applied 

across a multitude of industries and sectors with great success.  

Levy (2012, p. 28) argues that “The power of co-creation is applicable anywhere along the value chain and to any 
type of industry, new age or traditional”. 
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The example of Nike’s collaboration with Apple is just one of many, how a company from a 
traditional industry can Co-Create with a technology company to create completely new products, 
services and experience for its customers (Levy, 2012).  
 
There are no reasons why the Aviation supply industry, especially in a closer collaboration between 
suppliers and customers, also cannot use similar Co-Creation concepts and partnership to drive 
value creation, innovation, engagement and improves customer satisfaction and loyalty. 
 
Some of the questions contain descriptive information to help the participants further understand 
the background of Co-Creation and how to interpret the questions asked. The phrasing of the 
questions are structured from a positive viewpoint on Co-Creation. The author does not consider 
this to have had an impact on the reliability or validity of the feedback and result.    
 
 

6.3. Future Research 

In retrospect, the author concludes that combining the survey with in-depth interviews with selected 

participants would have add another element and further insight into the feedback, analyses and the 

result.  

 

Further future research could benefit from incorporating the perspective of the airlines’ passengers 

(the customers of the customer). The author hopes that the survey and the exchange and discussion 

around Co-Creation will spur on airlines to consider how they can actively use Co-Creation in their 

engagement not just with suppliers but with their own customers as well. This was something that 

was highlighted in the survey feedback from the participants: 

 

- “With end users (passengers) becoming more cosmopolitan and younger it is necessary to change and innovate 

to remain relevant. Other industries have seen significant change through disintermediation and innovative 

thinking (telecoms, retail, short haul travel etc etc) someone will do so... will it be us?” 

- “Understand the customer and their customers; be innovative and help the customer to create value for his 

customers; Co-Creation leads to a better understanding of customer needs/limitations/boundaries” 

Another interesting perspective would be if a similar survey or analysis was carried out in a different 

industry. This would add further research to Co-Creation and provide both references and 

comparison points as well as additional empirical information. 

One interesting element that author did not cover in the theory analysis as well as research, was how 

the corporate culture could be a critical component and potential barrier to successfully embark on 

Co-Creation activities. One participant highlighted that they felt that was possible missing link in the 

survey: 
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- “You didn’t ask about readiness and link to corporate culture... as individuals we might see the benefit but 

the organization might not understand the concept.” 

The author consider this as a very valid and important feedback and observation. Co-Creation does 

challenge traditional organizational cultures and structures. In order to be successful with Co-

Creation an organization must be willing to engage with stakeholders in a more open and 

collaborative manner then in the past.  

It would be an interesting future research topic to focus on and deep dive within one airline to 

analyze and explore their current organizational culture and how it might either be favorable or 

prohibitive in regards to engaging with Co-Creation activities. 

Using the Net Promoter Score (NPS) result, a future research approach could be to identify 

Detractors/Promotors for Co-Creation and conduct in-depth interviews with the aim to in greater 

detail uncover what leads to a Promoter/Detractor result. Then to use this information to conduct 

comparative studies on the two object groups and analyze what measurements and initiatives would 

have to be put in place to turn Detractors into Promoters. 
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7. SUMMARY AND DEDUCTIONS  
The final chapter summarizes this research thesis and Co-creation.  

 

7.1. Summary 

This Mixed Method Research aimed to explore and analyze how the concept of Co-Creation is 

applied in the aviation supply industry. The intent of the study was to understand if Co-Creation 

can be a platform to create more loyal and long-term customer relationships in the aviation 

supplier industry. 

 

The overwhelmingly positive feedback leads to the conclusion that the concept of Co-Creation can 

have a significant and lasting impact on how suppliers and customer increase collaboration and 

engagement.  

 

In general there is currently only a fragmented activity of Co-Creation taking place in the aviation 

supply industry. Many of the participants in the study only possess limited knowledge of Co-

Creation. However when presented with the potential benefits of Co-Creation there was an 

overwhelmingly positive response and viewpoint on the concept. The participants echoed a very 

cohesive and aligned position in terms of how they portray Co-Creation as an activity that can fuel 

supplier/customer collaboration and engagement. The result indicate that Co-Creation can be a very 

effective tool to spur innovation. In addition it was perceived by the participants that Co-Creation 

can help achieve a more customized and bespoke service to the end customer (the onboard 

passenger). 

 

By contributing and partaking in the study some of the participants will have obtained a better 

understanding of Co-Creation and broadened their own knowledge of Co-Creation, creating 

additional advocates for Co-Creation. Next to the stated research question, it was a secondary aim 

with this study to create further awareness and understanding of Co-Creation in the aviation supply 

industry. Based on the overall positive feedback and intent from several of the participants to 

further engage in Co-Creation the author believe this has been achieved. 

 

 

7.2. Reflections 

This study has certain limitations. The study is exploratory and was carried out on a limited sample 

set of participants (N=43). The study is one of few that focuses on a particular industry and how a 

relative new concept such as Co-Creation is implemented and utilized. Further research would help 

solidify the results and findings as well as delve deeper into the concept of Co-Creation and its effect 

on customer supplier relationships and collaboration 



 

 47 

 

 

The focus of the study was to investigate and explore the experience and understanding of Co-

Creation within the Aviation supply industry as well as how Co-Creation is currently applied and to 

obtain insight and feedback from the Aviation supply professionals on Co-Creation activities. With 

such a focused study, it limits extrapolation and application of the result and outcome to other 

industries.  

 

However much of the result and feedback is in relation to the engagement between a supplier and 

customer. How the participants view relationship and collaboration between themselves and 

suppliers is a universal and global experience. How suppliers engagement and cooperate with its 

customers are very similar across almost all industries and as such, the study and the result is not just 

limited to how Co-Creation can be applied to Aviation supply industry but to any supplier / 

customer engagement in general. 
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ATTACHMENTS – SURVEY SECTION GENERAL QUESTIONS  

 

Attachment A – Survey Questionnaire 
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Attachment B – Survey Category General Questions 
 

Question 1. – Quantitative 

In what country do you currently reside? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. Survey Result: Country of Residence– Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

Question 2. – Quantitative 

Which of the following best describes your current job level? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14. Survey Result: Job Level – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 
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Question 3– Quantitative 

What is the approximate number of employees at your organization? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category - Co-Creation 

 

Figure 15. Survey Result: Size of Organization – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 
 
Attachment C – Survey Sub-Section Co-Creation 
 

Question 4 – Quantitative  

How familiar are you with Co-Creation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Survey Result: Familiarity with Co-Creation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 
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Analysis 

From 39 respondents only 1 rated their familiarity with Co-Creation as very high on a scale from 1 

to 5 which only represents 2.56% of all the respondents. This is a very strong indication that there is 

lack of familiarity and understand of Co-Creation and the potential benefits of it within the airline 

industry. Considering the diversity of the respondents both from geographical perspective as well as 

position with their respective airlines this is judged to be a fair representation of the greater airline 

industry. This result is also consist with Question 7 which measure the level of Co-Creation activity 

in airline with Qualitative data with 46% of the Respondents being of the opinion that it is currently 

only taking place in the airline industry with limited activity. 

 

 
Question 5– Quantitative 

What does Co-Creation mean to you? (Multiple answers possible) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Survey Result: Meaning of Co-Creation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

Analysis 

The 8 given choices on what Co-Creation means to the respondents proved to align with their 

interpretation of Co-Creation. No respondent choice the option of select a different choice then the 

given alternatives. From this the conclusion has been drawn that 8 choices covers the majority of the 

range for what Co-Creation means. As relatively new concept it is critical that all involved 
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stakeholders have a consistent understanding and interpretation of Co-Creation. 74.36% of the 

respondents felt that Co-Creation is a creative processes between various stakeholders. For a selection range 

of 8 various choices this is deemed to be relatively high. Other choices that with a strong common 

interpretation for the meaning of Co-Creation was the choices a way to allow for greater engagement and 

cooperation between companies and suppliers (69.23%), the joint creation of value between stakeholders (66.67%) 

and a business approach that focuses on the customer experience and interactive relationship (58.97%).    

Question 6 – Quantitative 

In regards to the mentioned definition of Co-Creation, for me the key word is mutually. Meaning to 

be working in collaboration amongst various stakeholders especially between a customer and a 

supplier. Do you think that this type of approach can create more value and a better outcome, then 

if each party works and operates in silos from each other? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18. Survey Result: Value Creation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

Analysis 

The absolute overwhelming majority of respondents believes that Co-Creation and the collaborative 

process between the customer and the supplier will result in more value create and a more beneficial 

outcome than working independently from each other. 94.87% of the respondents supports this 

view whilst only 1 respondent does not and 1 unsure.  
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Question 7– Qualitative 

What is your view on Co-Creation in our industry? Do you think it is currently taking place and at 

what level? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19. Survey Result: View on Co-Creation in the Industry – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

Selected comments from participants 

- “Co-Creation is very limited in the customer travel experience.  It is something that when done properly and 

personalizes the journey of the customer would add tremendous value to the customer and the brand” 

- “Limited occurrences (I've driven a number) but I think growing in awareness and importance” 

- “Not enough, but more and more we will see the joining of forces with individual strengths” 

- “Definitely. Customer have ideas around what they want but also rely on suppliers to present with new 

innovations and better, more efficient and cost effective ways of doing things.” 

- “Requires enlightened thinking. This depends on corporate culture” 

- “It needs to take place more.” 

- “Not enough need to be developed” 

- “It’s not taking place as there are many individual interests and not an interest in creating shared value” 

- “I think it is definitely taking placing more frequently. Within our organization--depending on the project-- it 

can cascade from executive levels down or begin at middle/intermediate levels and permeate across the various 

stakeholders.” 

- “Only in select pockets and is generally enabled when organizations build trust between each other” 
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Analysis 

The analysis and conclusion on how well imbedded and developed Co-Creation is in the airline 

industry is that only occurs at a “limited activity”. From the respondents 46% believe it is a limited 

activity whilst 28% believe it transpires selectively and 26% at a frequent rate. If you however 

combine the quantitative feedback with qualitative input there is evidence that the respondents 

believe it Co-Creation activities should be accelerated. Feedback such as “It needs to take place more.” 

and “not enough need to be developed” and “limited occurrences (I've driven a number) but I think growing in 

awareness and importance” is positive indication that there is strong support for Co-Creation to be 

imbedded in how suppliers and airlines collaborate. The feedback is further supported by the 

quantitative statistics from the previous question, in that 94.87% of the respondents believe Co-

Creation and cooperation between the airlines and suppliers can have a positive impact on 

collaboration and value generation. 

 
 
Question 8– Quantitative & Qualitative 
Have you ever participated in a Co-Creation workshop with a supplier? (If yes kindly rate the 

experience with next question) 

 

 

Figure 19. Survey Result: Co-Creation Workshop Participation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20. Survey Result: Rating of Workshop Participation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

Additional comments from participants 

- “Catering Strategic Partnerships” 

- “With time the supplier slipped into his old ways” 

- “It is always wonderful to see new ideas into the market and what is available.” 

- “I would say the experience is definitely a value add, delivering positive outcomes” 
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Question 9 – Quantitative 

Follow-up question from question 8: if you have participated in a workshop how would you rate this 

experience? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21. Survey Result: Rating of Workshop Participation/Follow-Up – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

  

Additional comments from participants 

- “A refreshing experience that delivered a more innovative and productive outcome.” 

- “There is always a level of hesitance as you enter unchartered waters. It is also time consuming till it comes to 

value realization. Airline needs quick realization.” 

 

 

Analysis (Question 8 & 9) 

Almost even split between the respondents that had previously participated in a Co-Creation 

workshop versus those who had not. This result supports the information obtain the in the previous 

question that some respondents believe Co-Creation is limited in the industry whilst almost an equal 

group believe it is either occurring selective or on a frequent basis. Of the 19 respondents that had 

participated in a Co-Creation workshop the weighted average on a scale from 1-5 was 3.68 which 

illustrates that there was a fairly positive experience as an outcome. 13 from 19 respondents rated it 

a 4 whilst only 5 respondents rated it as either as a 2 or a 3 on the 5 points scale.  
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Attachment D – Survey Sub-Section Collaboration 
 

Question 10 – Quantitative 
Would you agree that in order for a supplier to be a more strategic and connected partner for you, they must engage 

with you at an early stage in the development & design process to better understand your needs and requirements? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 

xxxxxx      

 

 

Analysis 

Figure 22. Survey Result: Engagement – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

Analysis 

18 out of the 19 respondents was of the view that in order to be more strategic and integrated 

partner, suppliers should engage with the airlines at an early stage of the design and development 

process to help better understand airlines needs and requirements. The one respondent who did not 

believe so was unsure and no respondent answered this question with a No. This assured feedback 

and indication was also mirrored in several of the open-end responses: 

 

- “Innovation is key to stay ahead of the game in fast changing and competitive world. The supplier should 

engage with customer during developing, testing and pilot phase of innovation to get engagement and 

commitment” 

- “Be part of the exploratory stages/brainstorm” 

- “Be early to understand the business requirement or need” 

- “Anticipate customers’ needs” 
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Question 11– Qualitative 
The President from Harley Davidson, John Russell once said “The more you engage with customers the clearer things 

become and the easier it is to determine what you should be doing”. What is your expectation of engagement from a 

supplier and how can a supplier use Co-Creation to drive engagement and collaboration. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 23. Survey Result: Engagement & Collaboration – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

Selected comments from participants 

- “Understand the customer and their customers; be innovative and help the customer to create value for his 

customers; Co-Creation leads to a better understanding of customer needs/limitations/boundaries” 

- “Bring in innovation and adaption” 

- “I would expect this from day 1, I believe that we should work together in a partnership to deliver on common 

goals” 

- “It is vital for our strategic suppliers to understand us and most of all our passengers as all we create aim to 

enhance the passenger experience.” 

- “It would depending on a project by project basis -- I don't think there is a one rule fits all. Every customers 

needs are different, every project is different. I think both parties need to be open and transparent about the 

problem they are solving, utilizing the expertise both bring to the table.” 

- “Shared understanding, stronger relationship and agreed common goals/benefits/values” 
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- “As the suppliers deal with a range of customers in the market, the supplier would be able to bring forward 

latest market trends and innovations available, as well as providing essential information such as lessons 

learnt from other projects” 

- “Understand my customers need” 

- “I like a supplier to come and meet regularly to show me new ideas and test concepts, to discuss industry 

trends and find out my challenges and pain points. For this to be successful I as the customer need to invest 

time and trust my partner with often sensitive data and strategies” 

 

Analysis 

From the result it is apparent that for the respondents it is critical that for suppliers and other 

stakeholder to under the airlines needs and requirements throughout the engagement process. It 

almost seems like a pre-requisite that before you engagement with a customer you must first 

understand their needs and requirements. However from the author’s own experience that is not as 

easy as it might seem. With a dynamic and changing environment, both from a competitive 

landscape as well consumer expectation needs and requirements change at such a rapid pace that 

collaboration, partnership, engagement and so forth must change accordingly. Therefore the 

overriding take-away, is how critical is to fully understand what customers desire, expect, need and 

require.  

 

By fully understanding their airlines (and its passengers) needs and requirements the seed is planted 

to be able to positively affect the other key categorizes and expectation of the airlines; Collaboration 

& Partnership, Trust & Value, Innovation & Trends as well as Know-How. 

 

Once understand needs is in place suppliers can build a collaborative partnership based on trust and 

value and contribute with know-how that results in innovative products and services. 
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Question 12 
Co-Creation is very much about creating a deeper and more integrated collaboration between the customer and the 

supplier. As a customer what advantages do you see by a closer collaboration with a supplier (multiple choices possible)? 

 

Analysis 

The respondents overwhelming are aligned that all the given choices facilitates a deeper 

collaboration between the airline and the supplier. Out of 19 respondents all 5 categories received 

between 15 and 17 responses. That resulted in an agreement and acceptance ratio between 78.95% 

and 89.47% for each of the respective choices 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24. Survey Result: Collaboration with Suppliers – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 
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Attachment E – Survey Sub-Section: Type of Co-Creation 
 

Question 13 – Quantitative 

In their study on Co-Creation, OHern & Rindfleisch (2015) argue that Co-Creation occurs in four 
different forms (p. 91). These four forms (illustrated below) are either firm-led or customer-led in a 
B2C scenario or in the airline supply industry airline-led or supplier-led. In addition Co-Creation 
may occur under a fixed environment (higher degree of control and a defined process and 
structure) or an open environment (very few boundaries and restrictions). 
 
From your experience which of the four forms would most apply to your business and how you 
engage and collaborate with suppliers? Kindly select option most applicable. 
 

3. Co-Designing  
(supplier-led & fixed) 

4. Collaborating  
(supplier-led & open) 

 

1. Submitting  
(airline-led & fixed) 

2. Tinkering  
(airline-led & open) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25. Survey Result: Type of Co-Creation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

Additional comments from participants 

- “Generally I would say the default is Submitting where the customer is leading in a fixed format, however we 

have been increasing our collaborating method to increase engagement and inspirational thinking.” 

- “I am not familiar with this theory/method, therefore it is difficult to assess whether we use it or not and in 

which form when working with our suppliers” 

- “Actually it's co-designing but airline-led & fixed” 



 

 72 

 

 

Analysis 

From the perspective of majority of the respondents (22 from 39) are of the opinion that the 

customer (in this case the airline) leads the Co-Creation process. This supports the theory and 

research from OHern & Rindfleisch (2015) that supplier-led Co-Creation (co-designing or 

collaborating) mainly transpires in the IT and technology industries (p. 92). In conjunction to much 

of the other feedback and input in this survey Co-Creation is at a relatively early stage in the airline 

industry compared to other industries.  

 

This is echoed by some of the insight from the respondents: 

- Co-creation currently seems limited within the airline industry between customer and supplier. I believe there 

are large opportunities to drive the customer journey forward if increased co-creation could be enhanced. In 

addition I believe co-creation across suppliers (leveraging strengths of each) would also deliver much greater 

customer experiences. 

- Co-Creation, although important in the airline industry, is still not widely done. Due to the strong 

competition for market share both the Airlines and the suppliers work separately 
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Attachment F – Survey Sub-Section: Understand Customer Needs 
 

Question 14 – Quantitative 

Understanding customer needs and then being able to create products and services that match and 

exceed these needs I believe is critical for success. From a scale of 1 to 5 (5 = very positively) How 

would you view Co-Creation as a platform to help support in delivering on your specific needs and 

requirements? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 26. Survey Result: Co-Creation as Platform to Deliver Specific Needs & Requirements – 

 Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

 

Question 15 – Quantitative 

Ross Perot a famous businessman once said “Spend a lot of time talking to customers face to face, you’d be 

amazed how many companies don’t listen to their customers” 

 

From a scale of 1 to 5 (5 = very much) how much do you think Co-Creation can help facilitate 

suppliers to better listen to you and in turn better understand your needs and requirements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 27. Survey Result: Co-Creation as Facilitator to Better Understand Needs & Requirements – 

Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 
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Analysis (Question 14 & 15 – Customer Needs) 

The Hypotheses 3 was that Co-Creation will help suppliers better understand customer needs. The 

result was a very high weighted average both on the question how Co-Creation help create better 

products and services as well as understanding the customer’s needs. The result accentuates that Co-

Creation is perceived as an excellent platform to facilitate a better understanding of customer needs. 

The very low standard deviation in conjunction the lowest rating being a 3 as well a Median of 5 

emphasizes the positive and important role of Co-Creation in better understanding customer needs.  

 

 

Question 16 – Quantitative 

An overriding macro trend is the changing global demographics. This is particularly important in the 

airline industry with more and more passengers entering the global travel industry from emerging 

markets. How important is it in the co-creation, development and innovation process that suppliers 

understand your passengers (the customer of the customer) and their needs and requirements? 

Kindly move the slider to indicate how strongly you agree. Scale is from 0-100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 28. Survey Result: Importance of Understanding Passenger Needs and Requirements  Based on SurveyMonkey 

(2017) 

Analysis 

I felt the analysis of this particular question was best answered with a remark and question by one of 

the respondents “with end users (passengers) becoming more cosmopolitan and younger it is necessary to change and 

innovate to remain relevant. Other industries have seen significant change through disintermediation and innovative 

thinking (telecoms, retail, short haul travel etc etc) someone will do so... will it be us?  
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Ultimately the suppliers are not just suppliers for the airlines but also for the customer’s customer, 

the passenger. It was very clear from the survey that there is a strong need to understand as well as 

foresee future needs of the passengers. 

 

This is an area at which the suppliers can add relevant know-how, insight and expertise. With an 

average result of 83 out 100, the 38 respondents viewed Co-Creation as an essential tool and 

processes for suppliers to better understand passenger needs and expectation. Although the result 

illustrates a relatively high variance and standard deviation, it is somewhat misleading as only 

respondent rated their response below 50 (27). This in comparison to 8 respondents who rated it at 

the maximum 100. 

 

 

Question 17 – Qualitative 

What types of value, both for the airline and the supplier, can be generated by working in a closer 

collaboration and jointly co-creating products and services? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 29. Survey Result: Value Creation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

 

Selected comments from participants 

- “A better understanding of each other will reduce a lot of non-value adding activities (waste/inefficiencies). It 

will lead to better results the first time around” 

- “It helps in developing product or service factoring constraint of both parties to ensure maximize benefit” 

- “better user experience, loyalty” 
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- “Innovation, creativity, thinking out of the box, uniqueness, higher guest experience, value for money” 

- “Real value, unique experience” 

- “More passenger focused products and services, at the same time practical to work in production.” 

- “Brand collaboration; trust” 

 

Analysis 

A noteworthy portion of the respondent’s viewed shared values and collaboration as an imperative 

factor to facilitate greater cooperation between airlines and suppliers. The importance of shared 

values is an important reflection as it is very core of the Toyota Lean Production philosophy that 

considers suppliers as an extended and integrated part of Toyota. That model centers on shared 

values that all stakeholders have to adhere to be successful not just Toyota but also its suppliers and 

other stakeholders. Toyota’s integrated supplier network is considered the key element behind the 

success of the TPS (Fane, et al., 2003, p.56).  

 

There are more recent examples of the shared values and collaboration in the car manufacturing 

industry. The author alluded to in the Method section how BMW is collaborating with small supplier 

and partner, Local Motors, and based on Co-Creation are jointly conceptualizing and developing the 

future city car for the year 2025 (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2013, p. 5). 

 

Other values highlighted by the respondents are Cost Reduction, Customer Experience, Innovation and 

Quality Improvements 
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Attachment G – Survey Sub-Section: Creating Value, Customer Loyalty & Innovation 

 

Question 18 – Qualitative 
All companies strive to have more loyal customers: what role can Co-Creation play in this challenge 

and how can suppliers work with airlines to reach a higher grade of loyalty? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 30. Survey Result: Role of Co-Creation to Achieve More Loyalty – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

Selected comments from participants 

- “I think co-creation brings out much more tailored solutions which can being more appealing to customers as 

they will be enhancing, or making more convenient, or providing exclusively or benefits to parts of their lives. 

This is turn will foster loyalty.” 

- “Co-creation is a must for loyalty that’s where the trust factor comes in.” 

- “As mentioned earlier the co-creation/collaboration opportunity enable the customer to perceive the supplier as 

the expert, thus subconsciously giving the customer the permission to default to the "expert" when looking for 

solutions for their next projects” 

- Developing unique (bespoke) service and products 

- increase loyalty 

- share of loyalty to brand 
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Analysis 

The individual feedback an input of the respondents primarily gravitated towards personalization 

and customization being a key lever to generate loyalty. This in conjunction with understanding their 

needs and expectations represented over 50% of viewpoints of the 31 respondents. The selected 

individual feedback the respondents expect suppliers to offer “unique and bespoke products and services 

and tailored solutions that are exclusive and that Co-Creation is an optimal platform to achieve this which in turn will 

create greater loyalty.  

 

 

Question 19 – Quantitative 

What is your view on the impact that Co-Creation can have on driving innovation. Would you agree 

that the Co-Creation process can spur out-of-the-box thinking and provide a platform to sharing 

diverse ideas, creating a fruitful ground for innovation? Kindly move the slider to indicate how 

strongly you believe Co-Creation can drive or boost innovation. Scale is from 0-100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 31. Survey Result: Role of Co-Creation to Drive Innovation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 
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Question 20 – Qualitative 

In a rapidly changing world, innovation is often seen as a differentiator to increase competitiveness 

and be successful in the market place. What does innovation mean to you and your company and 

how do expect your suppliers and partners to engage with you in regards to innovation? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 32. Survey Result: View on Innovation – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 

 

Selected comments from participants 

- “Innovation is the driver for staying in front and on top of your game. In such a difficult industry customers 

are always looking for key differentiation when making their choices/decisions. Getting from A to B is 

everyone’s goal, the experience you provide is the differentiator.” 

- “innovation is key 

- “Innovation is the game changer in today’s environment it can save costs or become USP for the industry” 

- “Co- Creation will make a huge difference to meet the our needs and it will sure be a win-win” 

- “Innovation is key to stay ahead of the game in fast changing and competitive world. The supplier should 

engage with customer during developing, testing and pilot phase of innovation to get engagement and 

commitment” 

“To consistently strive for new ideas and value creation” 

- Innovation is vital to build competitive edge It can only be done with efficient suppliers 

- Innovation is thinking put if the box and having courage to change or be radical 

- Anticipate customers’ needs 
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Analysis (Question 19 & 20 both on Innovation) 

The quantitative result illustrated that the overwhelming majority of the respondents agreed that Co-

Creation can facilitate and spur on innovation, out-of-the-box-thinking and a creative process. The 

average rating on the 100 point scale was 82.   

 

Although the result illustrates a relatively high variance and standard deviation, it is somewhat 

misleading as only respondent rated their response below 50 (27). This in comparison to 8 

respondents who rated it at the maximum 100. 

 

The median and probability distribution is 80 and very close to the average rating of 82, validating 

that the vast majority of respondents view Co-Creation as a driver for innovation.  

 

 

Question 21 – Quantitative 

How likely is it that you would recommend engaging in Co-Creation to a friend or colleague? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 33. Survey Result: Co-Creation NPS – Based on SurveyMonkey (2017) 
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Analysis 

The Net Promoter Score (NPS) is widely used in business a management tool to measure customer 

satisfaction (Wikipedia, 2017). Using a scale from 1 to 10 NPS distributes customers into 3 

categories: Detractors, Passives & Promoters. The NPS score scale is from -100 (which would mean 

that all customers/respondents are Detractors) to 100 (opposite all customers/respondents are 

Promoters).   

 

A score above 0 is seen as positive although a rating above 50 is desirable. The average NPS for 

recommending Co-Creation was 24. The Promotors (15 respondents) significantly outweigh the 

Detractors (6) with a large portion of Passives (16). Promoters are very likely to display a very 

positive association and act as advocates for Co-Creation. 

 

The NPS can also be compared with much larger pool of NPS questions from SurveyMonkey. In 

this comparison the NPS result of 24 is lower than the overall average of 39. This is not a surprising 

outcome as Co-Creation as relatively new and foreign concept to many of the respondents. 

 
 


