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ABSTRACT 
This paper is concerned with identifying the main motivators for consumers to participate in co-creation. Co-creation 

activities are value creation activities by firms that include close-interaction with the consumer. These activities are 

nowadays considered as critical for a firm its success. The paper first provides an extensive literature review on the 

concept of co-creation and on the motivators for consumers to participate in co-creation, and then continues with a 

conceptual model based on these motivators. These motivators are: Financial, Technology, Social, Personal and 

Psychological. After this the paper ends with an empirical study which is based on an online test survey. The results 

with regards to the motivators show that five of these six motivators are positively related to someone’s attitude 

towards online co-creation.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In today’s markets, technology has provided consumers and 

companies with possibilities to communicate with each other on 

whole new level. The available information for both the 

consumer and companies has increased immensely through the 

World Wide Web. This has caused that on the one hand 

consumer now is more empowered and on the other that 

companies can get a better insight in their customer’s desires. 

“One important outcome of this increased consumer 

empowerment is that consumers now desire to play a greater 

role in the process of value creation. This process is referred to 

as co-creation and can occur in a variety of contexts” (Bolton 

and Saxena-Iyer, 2009).  Consumers are armed with new tools 

and want to interact with firms and thereby ‘co-create’ value.  

This co-creation refers to the practice of product or service 

development that is collaboratively executed by developers and 

customers together (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The 

development of social media has opened up several 

opportunities to co-create.  Social media, such as Facebook 

(1,15 billion) and Twitter (500 million), have reached huge 

amount of users and is therefore a huge potential for interaction 

with the consumer. Through these platforms companies can use 

the customer’s inputs for the creation of new products and let 

the customers participate in co-creation. These customers often 

know what they want in terms of a product and are good 

sources of information due to the fact that they are part of the 

customer segment a company wants to reach with its product. 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy, (2004) indicated that co-creation 

with a customer can be seen as the development of customer-

supplier relationships through interaction and dialog and that 

co-creation can lead to a new source of competitive advantage. 

Next to this the current available literature has identified that 

there are several different motivators for customers to be active 

in co-creation. Two major papers on this topic come from  

Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, Singh (2010) and Nambisan 

and Baron (2009). The paper of Hoyer et al., (2010) refers to 

four different motivators namely, financial, social, technical and 

psychological factors. While Nambisan and Baron (2009), refer 

to the hedonic, social integrative, personal integrative and 

knowledge factors.  The differences and similarities of these 

theories are described later in the paper; however there still is a 

better understanding needed in terms of what motivates these 

consumers to co-create online, which leads to this research. In 

this paper a better understanding will be achieved by first 

providing a good overview of the current available literature on 

the topic and then by creating a test survey based on the current 

available literature to research if these motivations are the same 

in practice. This literature review will begin with defining the 

key concept co-creation and the developments which lead to it. 

After that it continues with describing the advantages and 

challenges related to co-creation and describing its role within 

new product development (NPD). The literature review ends 

with and overview of the motivations for consumers to co-

create derived from several studies on this topic. These 

motivations are then combined into a preliminary research 

model.  

By doing a research through a test survey focused on co-

creators, several insights into what motivates people to co-

create can be found. These motivations are of utmost 

importance for a company which also wants to co-create with 

its customers. As stated by Füller, Bartl, Ernst and Mühlbacher 

(2006) whereas recent research has especially focused on the 

different stages of the new product development process 

wherein customers can be involved, less is known about what 

motivates these customers to participate in co-creation.  

Companies which are active in co-creation rely on customers 

that are willing to contribute new ideas to their business to be 

able to innovate and therefore need to know what motivates 

them.                                                                                                                            

The main research question is: 

What are the motivations for (European) customers to co-create 

online?  

From this research question several sub-questions are derived.  

What is co-creation? What have been the developments that 

lead to such an importance of co-creation? How has social 

media influenced co-creation? What is the position of co-

creation in new product development (NPD)? At the end of the 

literature review a research model will be provided which 

include the potential motivations for customers to co-create. 

The main objective of this paper is that next to the derived 

knowledge from the literature review a pilot survey will be 

constructed which investigates the motives for consumers to co-

create and to test this survey in practice.  

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
This section is focused on providing an overview of the current 

literature written about the motivations of consumers to co-

create online. To understand these motives first the basic 

knowledge about co-creation and the development of co-

creation is explained. In addition to this co-creation its position 

within NPD will be described and an overview of what is 

written about the motivations to co-create will be provided, on 

which the research model is based on.  

2.1 Co-creation 
One important outcome of this increased consumer 

empowerment is that consumers now desire to play a greater 

role in the process of value creation. This process is referred to 

as co-creation and can occur in a variety of contexts (Bolton 

and Saxena-Iyer 2009). This was also identified by Prahalad 

and Ramaswamy (2004) which stated that “armed with new 

tools and dissatisfied with the available choices, consumers 

want to interact with firms and thereby “co-create” value.” Co-

creation was originally defined by Kambil, A., Friesen, G. B., 

and Sundaram, A. (1999) as co-creation of value by a firm’s 

customers. The authors consider that co-creation add new 

dynamic to the relationship between a producer and a customer 

by engaging customers within the production and/or distribution 

of value. Next to this these authors state that customers can be 

involved in any stage of the value chain which also influences 

the way managers have to monitor and manage the process of 

value creation due to the fact that these customers are turned 

into ‘employees’. Bogers, Afuah, & Bastian (2010) consider 

that co-creation can be similarly used as user innovation or co-

innovation, which states that customers are involved in NPD in 

which they are a source of innovation in order to increase the 

value of a new product or service. This is also backed up by 

O’Hern and Rindfleisch (2009) which sees co-creation as a 

collaborative NPD activity in which consumers actively 

contribute and try to add value to a new product offering. On 

the other hand Zwass (2010) sees co-creation more as a 

subtopic of crowdsourcing and differentiates between two kinds 

of co-creation which are sponsored co-creation and autonomous 

co-creation. Sponsored co-creation includes activities where co-

creations are made by communities or individuals at the behest 

of a company whereas autonomous co-creation is more about 

individuals and communities wherein consumers participate on 

a voluntary basis independent of an organization. So the main 

difference between these two is the amount of influence and 

control a company can have on these communities. 



2.2 Value creation: Shifting market roles 

To get even a better understanding of the concept co-creation, 

the development from firms as the main value creators to the 

new concept co-creation will be described. The first view on 

this topic comes from Prahalad and Ramaswamy, (2004) whom 

describe the shift from a firm-centric view to a co-creation 

view. This shift is not about minor changes to the traditional 

system and has a huge impact on how companies have to deal 

with their customers. Another view on the shifting market roles 

comes from Vargo and Lusch (2004). These authors describe 

the change from a goods-dominant logic (G-D) towards a 

service-dominant (S-D) logic. 

2.2.1 Traditional firm-centric view towards a new 

co-creation view 

In the traditional concept of value creation, value was created 

inside the firm and outside the markets. Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy (2004) describe this as the traditional concept of a 

market, wherein the process of value creation was company-

centric. Within this concept the consumers were outside the 

firm and value creation occurred within the firm. Firms with 

such a company-centric focus had as main goals within their 

customer-relationship management: targeting and managing the 

right customers. As stated in Prahalad and Ramaswamy p. 

(2004) “Firms focus on the locus of interaction—the 

exchange—as the locus of economic value extraction. Within 

this view the interaction between companies and customers is 

not seen as a source of value creation. This kind of company-

customer interaction no longer satisfies most consumers today. 

This firm-centric view is being challenged by the new 

empowered, informed and active consumers. These consumers 

have increased expectations and are increasingly learning that 

they too can extract value at the traditional point of exchange. 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004) In the co-creation view, all 

points of interaction between the company and the consumer 

are considered as opportunities for value creation. In co-

creation, direct interactions with consumers and consumer 

communities are critical for a firm’s success. The authors even 

consider that these interactions can be seen as a new source to 

gain a competitive advantage for a firm. 

2.2.2 Good dominant logic versus a service-

dominant logic. 
Lusch and Vargo (2004) used the distinction between the S-D 

logic and the more traditional G-D logic to get better 

understanding of the current shift towards co-creation. In the G-

D logic, value is created and manufactured by the firm and then 

distributed in the market. This normally goes through an 

exchange of goods and money. The value of a good is then 

represented by the market price, or what the customer is willing 

to pay for it. As described by Lusch and Vargo (2004) within 

the G-D logic the roles of producers and consumers are 

separated. The firm adds value to a product before it is used by 

the consumer. This value of such a product mainly lies in its 

operand resources. The interaction between the customer and 

the firm is only there during the exchange of goods (When a 

firm sells its product), however there is a shift going on toward 

a more S-D logic. Instead of firms being informed to market to 

customers, they are instructed to market with customers and 

other partners in the firm’s value network (de Chiaria, 2012)   

S-D logic holds that all firms are essentially service providers, 

instead of the providers of goods. These firms exchange service 

for service, as the fundamental basis of exchange (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004). In this view goods are merely seen as ‘vehicles’ 

for the provision of service and cannot solely create value but 

offer value propositions that provide the fundamentals for value  

(Flint, 2006).  The main differences as stated above between the 

G-D and S-D logic lie within the basis of exchange. Where the 

G-D logic mainly sees value-in-exchange, the S-D view mainly 

sees that value can be derived from use and from co-creating 

with for example, customers, employees, stakeholders and the 

government. (Vargo, Maglio & Akaka, 2008) The G-D logic is 

as stated above focused on the exchange of operand resources 

(tangible resources) while the S-D logic is focused on operant 

resources such as knowledge and skills.  Next to this, the S-D 

logic is mainly process oriented unlike the G-D logic which 

mainly focusses on the output (on the goods) of the firm. This 

process orientation in S-D requires the involvement of the 

customer to co-create value.  

Both these papers describe the shift from a company centric 

view wherein value is created only by the firm towards a co-

creation view wherein the services and customer interaction is 

the key for value creation. 

2.3 Advantages and challenges related to 

Co-creation 
This part of the paper will go deeper into the advantages and 

challenges related to co-creation. Within practice and theory it 

is increasingly recognized that co-creation has the potential to 

increase a firm’s performance (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

Hoyer et al., p. 292 (2010) states that “By successfully 

implementing and managing co-creation, a firm can create two 

significant sources of competitive advantages.” These are 

productivity gains through increased efficiency and improved 

effectiveness. The increased efficiency is gained through cost-

minimization, and reduced operational costs. These cost 

reductions ,related to co-creation, arise from for example when 

a firm is able to co-create closely together with its consumers 

whom are willing to contribute ideas without receiving 

remuneration and therefore there is less input required to 

innovate from employees and suppliers.  (Evans, Philip & Bob 

Wolf, 2005) The second source for a competitive advantage 

related to co-creation is the improved effectiveness. This 

improved effectiveness can be achieved through the 

enhancement of product value, increased innovativeness, 

learning capabilities and a better fit with consumer needs (Fang, 

Palmatier & Evans, K. R. 2008; Lilien, Morrison, Searls, 

Sonnack & Von Hippel 2002). The enhancement of product 

value and a better fit with the consumer needs increases the 

likelihood of a product being a success on the market and 

therefore has an higher commercial potential (Fang, Palmatier 

& Evans, 2008). The increased fit to the consumers’ needs 

increases the price such a consumer is willing to pay for a 

product and can increase positive attitudes towards the product.  

Joshi and Sharma, (2004) identified that involving consumer 

within co-creation, makes the consumer more informed with the 

challenges, costs and constrains related to NPD, which results 

in a better understanding of the new product and can even make 

a consumer appreciate such a product more. Another advantage 

derived from working closely together as a firm with your 

customer is that there an improved customer/firm relationship 

can be developed which then could lead to more brand loyalty. 

(van Doorn et al., 2010)  

2.3.1 Challenges  
As seen above co-creation is associated with numerous 

advantages; however there are also several challenges where 

companies have to deal with if they want to make use of co-

creation. One major challenge is the diminished control a 

company has over its strategic management and planning. As 

stated by Hoyer et al., p. 293 (2010) “Innovation is a vital 



function of management and has crucial impact on business 

performance. Hence, transferring control over the innovation 

processes and their outcomes from a firm to its consumers 

aggravates a firm’s strategic planning efforts.”  There are also 

other managerial challenges which are related to co-creation. 

Managers need to deal with the new empowerment of 

customers and their new role within the company. This 

empowerment increases complexity of managing the objectives 

and interests of the firm’s stakeholders (Hoyer et al., 2010). 

This could lead to non-monetary costs such as constraints and 

coordination-requirements which increase with the number of 

co-creators. (Bendapudi & Leone 2003; Blazevic and Lievens 

2008). Another challenge to overcome is: how to motivate the 

right customer segments to co-create with you as a firm. A key 

constraint for companies is that co-creation only works when 

qualified customers are willing to cooperate and openly share 

their ideas and knowledge with the company and also truthfully 

evaluate existing products and new ideas. (Füller, Faullant, & 

Matzler, 2010; Füller, 2006) The way to overcome this 

challenge is giving these customers the right incentives for their 

participation in co-creation, but then the question arises what 

are the right incentives for such customers?  

2.4 Position of Co-creation within NPD 

New product development describes the complete process of 

bringing a product or service to the market. Enkel, Perez-Freije 

and Gassman, (2005) distinguished between six different stages 

in the new product development process. These are the idea 

generation, concept development, core concept and design, 

concept evaluation, pre-announcement and the market launch 

stage. Existing literature research often continues on the 

assumption that NPD is an internal firm-based activity (O’hearn 

& Rindfleisch, 2010). According to Hauser,Tellis and 

Griffin,(2006) it has been recognized that successful NPD 

depends on a deep understanding of consumer needs and 

product development efforts that meet those needs, however 

such an understanding is not always identified through 

traditional marketing research methods. Companies are 

operating in an uncertain and dynamic environment, which is 

characterized by changing customer preferences and rapidly 

changing technologies (MacCormack, Verganti & Iansiti, 

2001). Due to this, there has been a shift in the 20th century, the 

shift from the closed innovation model, towards an open 

innovation model.  Chesbrough (2006) refers to this as a shift 

from ‘self-reliance’ philosophy which is focused on generating, 

developing and commercializing ideas internally, towards an 

open innovation model which is a model that is more open for 

external ideas and influences. Within this open innovation 

model customers are essential participants within the NPD 

process (O’hearn & Rindfleisch, 2010). Piller, Ihl and Vossen 

(2011) point out that these customers are actively involved and 

take part in NPD through co-creation. 

  

Figure 1: derived from Enkel et al. p.426 (2005) provides an 

overview of how consumers can be integrated in the new 

product development process. 

As seen in figure 1 Enkel et al. (2005) distinguish five roles 

which can be full filled by customers during new product 

development. The first one is providing suggestions and 

complaints during the idea generation stage. During the second 

stage of NPD a customer can help identifying product concepts. 

During the concept and design stage customers can participate 

in the development of the new product or service. After this 

phase customers can help to test the concept and provide 

feedback during the last stages of NPD. This view on NPD is 

also back up by Hoyer et al. (2010) whom identified that co-

creation allows consumers to take an active and central role as 

participants in the NPD process. These customers can fulfill 

several roles within this product development process and each 

role can create different value for the new product or service 

which is created. Next to this customers can be integrated 

throughout all the stages of NPD. As stated in Zwass p.25 

(2010) that “As the users of products in the most diverse 

circumstances and the collective possessors of diverse stocks of 

knowledge and experience, consumers as a whole, and 

consumer communities as collective bodies, can generate new 

product ideas, elaborate on ideas generated within 

organizations, and help to assess the viability of proposed new 

products. “ An example from practice of a company who 

involves its customers throughout NPD is Threadless.com. 

Threadless is a t-shirt manufacturer that gets the graphic designs 

for their t-shirts from its consumers who submit their designs on 

their website. These members of the website vote on these 

designs and the most popular are sent into production. These 

co-creation efforts do not stop at the ideation and product 

development stages they are also extended to the 

commercialization and post launch activities of the firm (Hoyer 

et al., (2010) 

2.5 Co-creation and social media 
Social Media is a group of Internet-based applications that build 

on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, 

and that allow the creation and exchange of User Generated 

Content (UGC). The term social media can also be stated as 

highly interactive platforms via which individuals and 

communities share, co-create, discuss UGC. (Kaplan and 

Haenlein, 2010)  Social media is used by large and small firms 

to improve their internal operation and to collaborate in new 

ways with their customers, business partners and suppliers. The 

value of social media comes from how a social media platform 

is used and from the information that is created and shared on 

these platforms.(Culnan et al. 2010) Kaplan and Haenlein, 

(2010) differentiate between several social media platforms 

such as social networks (Facebook, Google+), professional 

networking sites (Linkedln, Xing) , forums, blogs and 

collaborative wiki-projects(Wikipedia). Social media has 

strongly shifted the power in established markets, and has 

influenced the competitive behavior of companies due to the 

fact that customers are more empowered and word of mouth 

over these social networks can be an opportunity but also a 

threat for companies. (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010) One of these 

opportunities lies within an increased interactivity between 

companies and customers through virtual communities. 

Customers voluntary share information, ideas and suggestions 

without requiring copyrights to access this information on these 

communities.(von Hippel, 2010) Virtual customer integration 

through for example social media has been identified by 

Chesbrough (2003) as a way to virtually involve customers in 

every stage of NPD and using these customers their knowledge, 

creativity and judgment  (Füller et al., 2010)  

Piller, Vossen, & Ihl (2012) described the impact of social 

media on four different NPD methods. An example of this is the 

lead user method. This is a method of new product development 



by innovating together with the ‘lead’ users of a product. 

Research has shown that lead users frequently reveal their 

innovative ideas freely towards firms and other users. They do 

not want to profit from selling an innovation but from using a 

professional product produced by the receiving firm (Harhoff, 

Henkel & Von Hippel, 2003).  Social media influences this 

method through the increased connectivity it provides. This 

increased connectivity makes it easier to find such lead users; 

feedback from these lead users is given more easily and faster; 

like-minded lead users can find and communicate more 

effectively with each other. In the end this positively influences 

this innovation method and maybe even could lead to better and 

larger innovation outcomes. 

2.6 Consumer’s motivations to co-create 
In this part of the paper an overview of the current literature of 

the motivations for consumer’s to co-create will be provided. 

Several authors have described the potential motivators for 

customers to co-create.  Former research focusses itself on these 

motivators and put them in relation to the benefits someone can 

derive from co-creating activities.  

 

One of these authors (Füller et al., 2006) distinguishes between 

intrinsic motivations and extrinsic motivations for consumers to 

participate in a certain activity, in this case related to co-

creation. Intrinsic motivations for co-creation are focused on the 

satisfaction someone derives from participating in co-creation. 

Individuals may consider their contribution to a co-creation 

project as playful and enjoying and therefore perceive it as 

rewarding. These individuals derive benefits not from the 

outcome of the project but more from participating in the 

activity itself.  Intrinsic motivations can also be noticed as 

interest, involvement, curiosity, satisfaction or a positive 

challenge (Amabile, 1996). The main reason for this intrinsic 

motivation is an individual’s very own need for feeling 

competent and self-determination. (Deci & Ryan 1985)  

The extrinsic motivations are focused on the outcomes which 

the customer gains from being active in co-creation. These 

gains are things like bonuses or status enhancement gained 

during or after such a project. Appropriate rewards for 

participating in co-creation will motivate already participating 

consumers even more to make better contributions, but also can 

attract new consumers whom are interested, but had no 

motivation to co-create. The intrinsic and extrinsic are two 

opposites of each other, where intrinsic focuses on the process 

of the activity while the other focuses on the outcome of such 

an activity (Deci & Ryan, 2002). A person also can be both 

intrinsically motivated as extrinsically motivated to participate 

in co-creation. An example of this is that someone enjoys 

competing with others while he is also interested in the 

financial reward which is provided afterwards. Füller et al., 

(2006) also considers that there are also different kinds of 

motives such as curiosity and dissatisfaction with the existing 

products or receiving monetary rewards.  

 

Another view on consumers their motivations to co-create 

comes from Hoyer et al., (2010) whom created a conceptual 

framework of consumer co-creation which includes both the 

scope and the intensity of co-creation. Within the framework 

three sets of antecedents are examined. These are the consumer-

level motivators, firm-level impediments, and firm-level 

stimulators. Each of these antecedents can increase the scope 

and intensity of co-creation.  The consumer-level motivators are 

classified in four different groups namely, financial, social, 

technical and psychological factors.  

Nambisan and Baron, (2009) had another perspective on the 

topic. They used the Uses and Gratification framework of Katz 

et al., (1974) to describe the motivations for consumers to 

participate in virtual customer environments.  The Uses and 

Gratification framework of Katz et al., (1974) identified four 

types of benefits that individuals can derive from media usage. 

Cognitive benefits, social integrative benefits, personal 

integrative benefits and hedonic or affective benefits. By 

combining these motivations a complete overview of the 

motivations for consumers to participate in co-creation can be 

created. The factors and benefits from the U&G model and the 

consumer-level motivators will be explained below.  

2.6.1  The different potential benefits influencing 

someone’s motivation 
The first potential benefit influencing consumers their 

motivation is the possible financial reward which is related to 

co-creation. These rewards come in different forms some 

examples of direct forms of financial rewards are monetary 

prizes, profit sharing, and discount on the product. (Hoyer, 

2010) These benefits also come in indirect forms such as shared 

of full intellectual property that might be received by engaging 

in co-creation, however many people are not motivated by just 

money and choose to free reveal ideas (von Hippel & von 

Krogh, 2006).  

Some indirect rewards from co-creation come through 

recognition gained from participation which comes in the form 

of a good reputation in the area of co-creation which can enable 

a consumer to find employment or gain new clients (Franke & 

Shah, 2011; Hoyer et al., 2010) which are related to the second 

factor: social integrative. The social integrative factor refers to 

the social benefits received from participation in co-creation 

activities such as a reputation network and increased status. 

Some may receive social benefits from titles or other forms of 

recognition that a firm might bestow on particularly valuable 

contributors. ”Social benefits of co-creation comprise increased 

status, social esteem, ‘‘good citizenship,’’ and strengthening of 

ties with relevant others “(Nambisan & Baron, 2009)  

The third factor which influences consumer’s motivation to co-

create is the ‘technology (knowledge)’ or learning factor. This 

factor is derived from the technological, product or service 

knowledge which is gained through the exchange of ideas with 

other users or a company. (Hoyer et al., 2010; Nambisan & 

Baron, 2009) This was also identified by Fuller et al., (2010), 

which state that people can be motivated to co-create by 

curiosity and exploration of technology.  

The fourth factor is the psychological benefits which one can 

relate to co-creation. Creative pursuits of co-creation are likely 

to enhance their intrinsic motivation. Consumers also may also 

participate in co-creation due to the fact that they are 

altruistically motivated to contribute, an example of this would 

be medicine development. While others may be motivated by 

high involvement or dissatisfaction about the product. (Hoyer et 

al., 2010) 

The fifth factor is ‘hedonic’ this is defined as the enjoyment or 

pleasure a consumer receives from co-creating. Due to the fact 

that a consumer receives enjoyment from co-creating with a 

company they are more motivated to do so. (Zwass, 2010). This 

enjoyment can come from the interactions or for example the 

problem solving which can be a source of mental or intellectual 

stimulation. (Nambisan and Baron, 2009) 

The last factor is the personal integrative this relates to the 

benefits which someone receives in terms of reputation, status, 

achievement or sense of self efficacy which someone gains 

from participating in co-creation (Katz et al., 1974). To add to 

this Zwass (2010) identified that identity construction part is of 

the personal integrative. 

 



 

Figure 2 provides an overview of the several motivators for 

co-creation and on which literature they are based on. 
 

Next to these factors positively influencing someone’s 

motivation to co-create, there are also things that keep the 

consumer from participating in co-creating. For example if 

consumers have difficulties conveying their preferences or 

latent needs, or have no or low involvement with the product 

they may not appreciate the benefits which are related to co-

creation (Etgar, 2008;Franke, Keinz & Steger, 2009). Next to 

this there are consumers that are willing to share their 

knowledge without any acknowledgement for doing this; 

however there are also consumers that are not willing to share 

their ‘intellectual property’ without receiving compensation. As 

stated by Hoyer et al. p.289 (2010)”A lack of consistency in 

intellectual property policies might create perceptions of 

unfairness among consumer contributors. “This will demotivate 

a consumer to co-create. Furthermore, too much bureaucracy 

within the co-creation activity can lead to a perception that the 

process of co-creation is too complicated and not worth the 

effort for the consumer. (Columbo, Lucking, Mcinnes, 2011) 

Another deterrent can be that there is not enough transparency 

between the consumer and the company. If a company does not 

share enough knowledge with a consumer, then this person will 

not be motivated and maybe not even able to participate in the 

co-creation activity (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

3. RESEARCH MODEL AND 

HYPOTHESES 

3.1 Research model 
The conceptual model on which the survey is be based on, is 

derived from the works of Füller, (2010); Hoyer et al. (2010); 

Katz et al., (1974) and Nambisan and Baron (2009). The main 

independent variables of the research model are financial, social 

integrative, technology i.e. knowledge, psychological, hedonic 

and personal integrative which are all explained above. These 

factors as described could all influence the attitude a consumer 

has towards online co-creation. It is also considered that one’s 

attitude towards online co-creation can influence the person its 

participation. It is assumed that the factors have a positive 

relationship with the attitude towards co-creation.  Next to these 

the relationship between someone’s attitude and participation is 

considered as a positive one. This is backed up by MacKenzie, 

Lutz and Belch (1986) who found that there is a positive 

relationship between the attitude one has and which 

consequences the individual takes based on the attitude. The 

more positive the attitude is the more likely someone will 

participate in online co-creation. 

 
Figure 3: Conceptual research model: Motivations for 

customers to participate in online co-creation.                  

 

For the six different factors several measurements are 

determined from the works of Füller, (2010); Hoyer et al., 

(2010); Nambisan and Baron (2009); Zwass (2010). The 

financial factor is measured through a reward of cash, a product 

or service discount, a possible job offer, compensation in 

equity, and to obtain intellectual property ownership from 

participating in online co-creation. Forming new personal 

relationships, enhance existing relationships, to be part of a 

community and to match with community norms measure the 

social integrative factor. Technology(knowledge) factor is 

measured in terms of someone has learned from co-creation, 

developed new or current skills, acquired knowledge, fulfilled 

in its need for information and if someone participated out of 

curiosity. The psychological factor is measured from someone’s 

passion, someone’s inner need to make a return, to express 

itself, enhance self-esteem and self-efficacy and by having a 

challenge. The hedonic factor is measured by if someone 

entertains itself from participating, changes their state of mind, 

to offer satisfaction and to enjoy problem solving and idea 

generation. As last factor the personal integrative is measured 

by: construct an identity, advance in career, to have 

products/services that benefit my personal use, to signal or earn 

interest of potential employers or investors and to compete with 

others.  

3.2 Hypotheses 

In this part the hypotheses were the conceptual model is based 

on will be explained. The parameters for these hypotheses are 

derived from the literature namely from the papers of Füller 

(2010); Hoyer et al. (2010); Nambisan & Baron (2009) and 

Zwass (2010). 



H1: Financial rewards have a positive effect on customer’s 

attitude to participate in online co-creation  

H2: Social integrative benefits have a positive effect on 

customer’s attitude to participate in online co-creation 

H3: Learning benefits have a positive effect on customer’s 

attitude to participate in online co-creation 

H4: Psychological benefits have a positive effect on customer’s 

attitude to participate in online co-creation 

H5: Hedonic integrative benefits have a positive effect on 

customer’s attitude to participate in online co-creation. 

H6: Personal integrative benefits have a positive effect on 

customer’s attitude to participate in online co-creation. 

H7: A positive attitude has a positive effect on the willingness 

to participate in co-creation. 

4. METHODOLOGY 

This research was conducted to determine what motivates 

consumers to co-create-online. Participants were asked to share 

their experiences by answering questions and statements 

categorized in the variables derived from the theory were the 

research model is based on 

4.1 Sample and Data collection 

The data was collected within one week time in October 2013. 

The questionnaire was distributed through several social media 

platforms including Facebook, Twitter and an email was send to 

other contacts of the authors. The distribution of the 

questionnaire led to a sample of 104(See Appendix A1). The 

sample consisted of 73,1 % male and 26,9 % female 

respondents, with an average age between 20-25 years. The 

participants were mainly of a Dutch or German nationality with 

some exceptions such as a Chinese nationality. The sample 

mainly consists of students/young working adults, which are 

related to the University of Twente or Saxion. People 

participated voluntary and did not receive any financial or non-

financial remuneration. 

4.2 Measurements and methods 

As stated before the questionnaire was posted on sever social 

media websites, wherein the participant were asked to fill in the 

survey within unlimited time. The survey consisted out of four 

parts. First the survey starts with some questions with regards to 

the demographic aspects of each participant to gain a general 

insight into the sample. The second part includes questions 

about their social media usage and for what reasons they use 

social media. At the end of this part the participants were asked 

if they were involved with online co-creation. The third part 

only was visible for people whom participated in online co-

creation, was about their motivations to co-create. These 

questions about the motivations are based on the factors of the 

research model (See figure 3). Next to this the third part also 

consists of questions with regards to their attitude and 

participation towards co-creation. The fourth part only was 

visible to the participant whom not participated in online co-

creation. This part consisted of questions with regards to why 

they did not participate in online co-creation and if they will 

participate in online co-creation in the future.  

The questions were mostly based on a Likert response scale 

with a 5-point format. “1” Not at all and “5” Very likely or “1” 

Strongly disagree and “5” strongly agree. The amount of 

choices and statements differed per question. 

4.3 Data analysis 

For the analysis of the data several statistical tests were used, to 

be able to test the several factors the measurements for the 

variables had to be combined into the specific variable they 

belong to. To be sure that these parameters could be used to 

form a scale and to be sure they are internally consistent a 

Cronbach’s alpha test was applied (Cronbach, 1951). The 

Cronbach’s alpha test indicated that the parameters from each 

variable measure the same thing and that they are correlated 

with each other, this was also expected due to the fact that these 

measurements were derived from other studies. This test was 

done for the eight different variables of the research model. The 

next goal was to find out if there is a relationship between the 

six independent variables and the dependent variable attitude. 

To test this two different correlation tests were used. Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient and the nonparametric 

Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient test, these tests both 

measure if there is a linear correlation between two variables. 

Before these tests could be applied the assumptions for these 

tests had to be fulfilled. These assumptions are that the data has 

to be quantitative, straight enough (linearity), has no extreme 

outliers and it has to be normally distributed. The linearity and 

the outlier assumptions were tested by looking at the 

scatterplots created per independent variable and the variable 

attitude (See Appendix B3). If the data was normally distributed 

and the outliers were acceptable, a 1-tailed Pearson test was 

used and if it was not normally distributed and the data for the 

variable had outliers that would have an influence on the 

outcome a 1-tailed Spearman’s Rho test was used (See 

Appendix B4). 

4.4 Results 

In this part of the paper the results from the empirical study on 

the survey will be described (Appendix B) and the hypotheses 

from section 3.2 will be tested. As stated above all the 

measurements for the six factors all have been tested for the 

Cronbach’s alpha, which makes sure that they can be combined 

into the eight variables.  

In this part of the paper the results from the empirical study on 

the survey will be described (Appendix B) and the hypotheses 

from section 3.2 will be tested. As stated above all the 

measurements for the six factors all have been tested for the 

Cronbach’s alpha, which makes sure that they can be combined 

into the eight variables.  

As we can see in appendix B1 the factors Learning and Hedonic 

have the highest means with respectively 3,69 and 3,33 with 

standard deviations of 0,79 and 0,85. The Social factor has the 

lowest mean of 2,93 with a standard deviation of 0,85. By 

looking closer at the specific variables it can be said that from 

the financial factors receiving a discount on a product or service 

on average scored the highest (Mean of 3,5 with respectively a 

standard deviation of 1,187) The learning factor scored overall 

the highest in terms of means, however from the learning factor 

acquisite knowledge on product or services scored the highest 

with a mean of 3,85 with an standard deviation of 1,077. 

Entertainment scored the highest for the hedonic factor (Mean 

of 3,65 and a standard deviation of 1.041). For the personal 

integrative factor having products or services that benefit 

personal use scored the highest with a mean of 3,62 and a 

standard deviation of 0,985. Within the social integrative factor, 

out of solidarity had the highest mean (3,29 and a standard 

deviation of 1,088). To have a challenge scored the highest for 

the psychological factor (mean of 3,35 and a standard deviation 

of 1,125). For the dependent variables attitude and participation 



earning a cash reward scored the highest with means of 4.09 

and 3,85 with standard deviations of 0,965 and 1.158.  

4.4.1 Results of the study on the hypotheses 
H1: Financial rewards have a positive effect on customer’s 

attitude to participate in online co-creation is rejected 

The first hypothesis about the financial motivations of 

consumers to co-create online is rejected. The data found from 

the survey indicated that the combined means of the parameters 

are not normally distributed(Measured through the Shapiro-

Wilk test) and therefore a Spearman’s Rho test was applied to 

find out if there is a relationship between financial reward and a 

consumer’s attitude towards online co-creation. This test was 

not found significant (p > 0,05) and therefore there cannot be 

said that there is a relationship between the dependent and 

independent variable from the test-survey its sample.  

Within the variable ‘financial reward’ there are some 

remarkable things in terms of means. The means for the direct 

financial rewards ‘earn a cash reward’ and especially ‘earn a 

discount on a product/service’ are high compared to the other 

three measurements which can be considered as indirect 

financial rewards. This can indicate that, for this sample, people 

are motivated by a direct financial reward but not as much by 

indirect rewards. By testing the direct financial rewards for 

correlation with the attitude a significant correlation was found. 

The correlation is a moderate positive relationship between the 

variables of 0,358 with a p of 0,019. (See Appendix B4) 

H2: Social integrative benefits have a positive effect on 

customer’s attitude to participate in online co-creation is not 

rejected 

This hypothesis is not rejected; the data indicated that the data 

for this variable has a normal distribution and that there are no 

extreme outliers. Therefore a Pearson correlation test was 

applied. The Pearson correlation test was highly significant (p < 

0,001) which indicates that there is a moderate positive 

relationship (r = 0,497) between the social integrative benefits 

and someone’s attitude towards online co-creation.  

H3: Learning benefits have a positive effect on customer’s 

attitude to participate in online co-creation is not rejected 

This hypothesis is also not rejected; the data indicated that this 

variable was not normal distributed and that it had some 

extreme outliers; however a Spearman’s Rho test still could be 

applied to measure the correlation with the attitude. This test 

was found significant (p = 0,008). Therefore it can be stated that 

for this sample, there is a moderate positive relationship (r = 

0,408) between the variable (Technology) knowledge and the 

attitude of a consumer towards online co-creation.   

H4: Psychological benefits have a positive effect on customer’s 

attitude to participate in online co-creation is not rejected 

The assumptions were met for the psychological benefits, so a 

Pearson test could be used. The Pearson correlation test is 

highly significant for this hypothesis with a p < 0,001. There 

also is a moderate positive correlation between the 

psychological benefits someone can receive from participating 

in online co-creation and someone’s attitude towards co-

creation (r = 0,498) 

H5: Hedonic benefits have a positive effect on customer’s 

attitude to participate in online co-creation is not rejected 

This hypothesis also can be considered as not rejected. The 

assumptions were met for the hedonic benefits (Normally 

distributed and it had not extreme outliers). The correlation 

between hedonic integrative benefits and someone’s attitude is 

highly significant. It is even considered as a strong positive 

correlation (0,581) with a p lower than 0,001.  Therefore it can 

be stated that there is a strong correlation between the hedonic 

integrative benefits and someone’s attitude to participate in 

online co-creation.  

H6: Personal integrative benefits have a positive effect on 

customer’s attitude to participate in online co-creation is not 

rejected. 

The personal integrative data was also normally distributed and 

had no extreme outliers. So it is stated that the personal 

integrative benefits has the highest positive correlation of all the 

variables in relation to someone’s attitude. With an r of 0,688 it 

can be considered as a very strong correlation, while the 

Pearson test was found significant (p < 0,001)  

H7: Customer’s attitude to participate in online co-creation 

positively influences a customer’s participation in online co-

creation.  

With this hypothesis the relationship between someone’s 

attitude and if someone participates in online co-creation is 

tested. This relation between attitude and a customer’s 

participation in online co-creation is highly significant (p < 

0,001). These two variables are as expected very strongly 

positively correlated (0,914). If someone’s attitude is positive 

toward online co-creation then it is also very likely someone 

will participate. This is in line with the paper of MacKenzie, 

Lutz and Belch (1986).  

To summarize the findings it can be stated that all the 

hypotheses were considered as not rejected, with exception of 

the factor financial reward. The factor financial reward is 

therefore divided in two groups, direct and indirect rewards. 

The direct rewards were significant in terms of the Spearman’s 

Rho test. From this it can be stated that from this sample all the 

variables (except the indirect financial rewards) have a positive 

relationship with someone’s attitude towards online co-creation, 

however the one with the strongest one is the personal 

integrative factor. This is backed up by the multi regression 

analysis as stated in appendix B5 which shows that the personal 

integrative factor is the only significant factor for that test.  

4.4.2 Other interesting results 
Some other results worth mentioning are the reasons for people 

not to participate in online co-creation (See appendix C1); these 

reasons are different per participant. The main reason people 

did not participate in online co-creation was that they had a lack 

of time to be able to participate, however more interesting are 

the other reasons. Reasons such as that in the opinion of the 

respondents customers should not be involved within 

product/service development of businesses (36%), that they 

were not aware of the possibility (24%), that respondents didn’t 

know how to engage in online co-creation (20%) and that some 

of the survey participants believed that businesses would not 

take their ideas seriously (18,6%). 

5. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION 

This paper provides the reader with a detailed literature review 

about co-creation in combination with a conceptual model, 

which is focused on giving a complete overview of the 

motivations for consumers to participate in online co-creation. 

The literature review first defined the concept co-creation and 

then continued with the developments which lead to this new 

emerging view on value creation. It then continued with 

describing the main benefits and challenges related to co-

creation. After this, it described the impact of social media on 

co-creation and continued with describing the position of co-

creation within NPD. The literature review ended with the 

motivations for consumers to participate in co-creation.  



5.1.1 Literature review 
The introduction of the Web 2.0 and the upcoming of different 

social media platforms have contributed to a new empowered 

customer. This empowered customer has more knowledge, is 

better informed and is aware of its own needs. Armed with new 

tools, consumer want to interact with firms and thereby ‘co-

create’ value. This development has forced companies to shift 

their value creation methods from a firm-centric to a customer-

centric view by closely integrating customers into their value 

creation process. These empowered customers can be of value 

through all the stages of new product development and can have 

significant influences on almost all aspects of a firm. By 

successfully implementing and managing co-creation, a firm 

can potentially gain two sources of competitive advantages, 

namely increased effectiveness and increased efficiency, 

however co-creation also can create some challenges for 

companies. These challenges are related to a lower control and 

the time consuming process co-creation can be. Consumers still 

need to be motivated to participate in co-creation. The literature 

findings show several different motivators for consumers to co-

create. These motivators have been combined into one 

conceptual model. This conceptual model is based on the papers 

of Füller (2010), Hoyer et al., (2010), Katz et al., (1974) and 

Nambisan and Baron (2009). These motivators are: Financial 

rewards, social integrative, technology (knowledge), 

psychological, hedonic and personal integrative benefits. This 

model was tested through a pilot questionnaire and contributes 

to the existing literature by combining the available literature on 

the motivations for customers to participate in online co-

creation.  

5.1.2 Empirical study 
The empirical study has shown some interesting results for the 

hypotheses. The study among the 104 respondents has shown 

that 6 of the total of 7 hypotheses can be considered as 

significant. These factors “social integrative”, “Technology 

(knowledge),”Psychological”, “Hedonic” and “Personal 

integrative” are all considered to have a positive relationship 

with someone’s attitude towards online co-creation. From all 

the variables the “Personal integrative” showed the strongest 

positive relationship with attitude, which is backed up by the 

multiple regression analysis (Appendix B5). Next the 

relationship between the independent variables and the 

dependent variables the relationship between attitude and 

participation was tested. The relationship between these two is 

considered as a very strong positive one and was highly 

significant, which was expected due to the fact that this 

relationship already was confirmed by other literature.  

The only hypothesis that was rejected was the hypothesis about 

the financial rewards. The sample showed that the relationship 

between financial reward and someone’s attitude was not 

significant; however this could be related to the small sample 

size. Due to this outcome another test was run, wherein the 

direct financial rewards and the indirect financial rewards were 

split up. This lead to a significant moderate positive relationship 

between attitude and the direct financial rewards, whereas the 

relationship between the indirect financial rewards and attitude 

was not significant.  

The practical implications of these findings are that consumers 

can be motivated through all of these 6 different benefits. 

Companies can make use of this by promoting these perceived 

benefits in their co-creation activities, which then could lead to 

more participation by consumers in their co-creation activities. 

Especially a focus on the personal integrative benefits could 

shift someone’s attitude towards online co-creation due to the 

fact that the personal integrative benefits have the strongest 

relationship with the variable attitude. Some specific factors 

which respondents of the survey found important were: the 

possibility to gain knowledge through co-creation, develop new 

skills, to entertain/enjoy and to benefit my personal use. These 

also could be addressed and promoted by firms who want more 

participation in their co-creation projects.  

These findings are consistent with the findings of Nambisan and 

Baron (2009). These authors focused on identifying the 

motivations for customers to participate in virtual customer 

environments. Their empirical study supports the four types of 

benefits, which are derived from the Uses & Gratification 

model (Katz et al., 1974), to have a significant influence on 

customer’s their participation. Nambisan and Baron (2009) also 

considered ‘monetary rewards’ as a potential motivator for 

consumers to co-create, however the authors state that these 

only work as a short term incentive.  

Another very interesting point that was found was that more 

than 67% of the survey respondents did not participate in online 

co-creation before, while more than 40% of them would like to 

participate in the future. Some of the main reasons why they did 

not participate in co-creation earlier on were: that they were not 

aware of the possibility, that some of the respondent did not 

know how to engage in online co-creation and that they 

believed that businesses would not take their ideas seriously. 

These are reasons which can be overcome through a better 

communication from a firm towards its customers or other 

consumers, which then would lead to more people who are 

willing to participate in online co-creation.  

5.1.3 Improvements for the survey 
Several suggestions for improvement of the survey (See 

appendix C2) will be discussed here. The first improvement 

suggested is that there should be questions added for the ‘non-

co-creators’. This should be done, because more than 67% of 

the respondents existed of non-co-creators. If someone filled in 

that they did not participate in co-creation then they only got 

two more questions afterwards about the reasons why they did 

not participate until now.  By adding more questions which are 

focused at their reasons to not participate in co-creation, several 

new insights into these reasons could be obtained. Insights such 

as, what would motivate this group to be active in online co-

creation and what are the main inhibitors for these people to be 

active in online-creation, which would be of value for 

businesses. Another suggestion for improvement would be that 

there should be questions added about the respondents their 

activities on social media and then especially focused on 

finding out what kind of social media platforms would be the 

most suitable for co-creation activities. The questions in the 

survey are now just measuring what social media respondents 

use and how much time they make use of it.  

5.1.4 Limitations and further research 
There were also several limitations for this research. The first 

limitation which will be addressed is the small sample size 

which was collected from sending out the survey. The sample 

size consisted only of 104 respondents of whom only 34 

participated in online co-creation activities before. The 

respondents mainly came from the author its personal contacts 

or from the supervisors their contacts. The sample cannot be 

considered heterogeneous, due to the fact that the respondents 

mainly were students who follow a bachelor or master degree 

and who are between the 20 and 25 years old. There are only a 

few people in the sample who have a job or who are not 

following a higher education. From the participants around 90% 

came from the Netherlands or Germany and from the people 

who did participate in online co-creation even more than 95% 

was Dutch. This small sample size could lead to a potential bias 



due to the fact that it is not representative for the whole 

population. Another limitation lies within the time restrictions 

for this study. The author had a limited time of ten weeks to 

conduct this research and had to collect the data from the survey 

within one week time. This lead to this small sample size, 

which made it in combination with the limited statistical 

knowledge of the author hard to interpret the results properly 

and therefore the results, cannot be considered representative.  

Further research should be focused on a larger scale than this 

study; the main goal of this would be to get a representative 

sample for the population so that the results could be 

generalized. This would lead to a more valid and correct 

overview of the motivations for consumer to participate in 

online co-creation. A suggestion to obtain this would be that 

other kinds of distribution channels should be used. The authors 

distributed their survey through their own Facebook and 

Twitter, which narrowed down the amount and diversity of the 

respondents. By using other distribution channels a bigger 

amount and a more diverse amount respondents can be 

gathered, which then can lead to a more representative sample. 

The next suggestion is that the conceptual model should be 

adjusted before further research will be conducted. The 

conceptual model does not consider any other influences than 

the six motivations. The model should be extended with the 

deterrents and moderators influencing someone’s willingness to 

participate in online co-creation which then also should be 

added to the survey. Another option for further research would 

be a focus on specific customer segments, for example on co-

creation communities. This would give a better insight on what 

motivates these people to co-create, due to the fact that 

members from such a community are active in co-creation. 

Results from such a study could, for example, help companies 

improve their own co-creation activities. 
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7. APPENDIX 

7.1.1 Appendix A: Demographic results from the questionnaire 

 

A1. Demographic overview 

 

Overview of nationalities for participation Yes/No.  

 

N=104 Percentage of total

Gender

Male 76 73,1%

Female 28 26,9%

Age

0-20 26 25,0%

20-25 60 57,7%

>25 18 17,3%

Nationality

NL 75 72,1%

German 23 22,1%

Rest of the world 6 5,8%

Type of Education/Occupation

<College(HBO) 4 3,9%

College(HBO) 24 23,1%

Bachelor(WO) 51 49,0%

Master(WO) 14 13,5%

Ph.D.  (WO) 2 1,9%

Job 9 8,7%

Time online average per day

0-60 minutes 5 6,7%

1-3 hours 40 38,5%

4-6 hours 38 36,5%

>6 hours 21 20,2%

Social media used

Facebook 101 97,1%

Youtube 68 65,4%

Twitter 38 36,5%

LinkedIn 35 33,7%

Instagram 18 17,3%

Google+ 16 15,4%

Reasons for social media usage

Entertainment 95 91,3%

To get informed about news 84 80,8%

To stay in touch with friends and acquaintances 99 95,2%

To make better decisions about products or services 31 29,8%

To ask for help 38 36,5%

Express experiences/complaints about products/brands 17 16,3%

To help companies make better products 24 23,1%

For work 30 28,8%

Update my online status 23 22,1%

To write a blog/article/tweet 5 4,8%

Participate in cocreation

Yes 34 32,7%

No 70 67,3%



7.1.2 Appendix B: Descriptives; Cronbach alpha; Assumptions; Pearson and Spearman Rho 

tests.  

 

B1. Descriptives 

 

Financial rewards 

 

Social integrative 

 

Technology (Knowledge) 



 

Psychological 

 

Hedonic 

 

Personal 

 



B2. Cronbach alpha tests  

  
Cronbach's 

alpha 

Financial 0,870 

Social 

Knowledge 

0,846   

0,792 

Hedonic 0,779 

Personal 0,700 

Psychological 0,790 

Attitude 0,838 

Participate 0,842 

 

Financial: 

 

Social integrative: 

 



 

Knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Hedonic 

 

 

Personal integrative 

 

 

 

 

 



Psychological 

 

 

Attitude towards online co-creation 

 

 

 

 



Participation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



B3. Scatterplots and tests of normality for the assumptions of Pearson and Spearman Rho. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



B4. Pearson and Spearman’s Rho correlation tests. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Financial direct rewards:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



B5: Multi Regression analysis 

Although the small sample size does not allow the usage of such a test, however in this paper it is used to get a brief 

look at which of the factors has the strongest relationship with attitude.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



7.1.3 Appendix C  

C1. Reasons to not participate in co-creation 

 

C2. Link to the survey 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1L7fmb_d9-iiFd3x0OGfqdMnbsYZJhG8NIcG2X8cMggw/viewform  

Reasons to not participate in co-creation N=104

I have a lack of time 38,6%

In my opinion customers shouldn't be involved 

within product/service development of 

businesses 35,7%

 I don't react to news about new 

products/services. 28,6%

I never discuss about products on social 

networking websites. 25,7%

I wasn't aware of the possibility 24,3%

I have no knowledge on how to engage in online 

co-creation activiteis 20,0%

 I am not willing to participate in 

customer/company forums discussing new 

products/services. 18,6%

I believe that businesses don't take my ideas 

seriously. 18,6%

I don't think that I am very good in thinking 

about new product ideas. 14,3%

I think that other people are more capable of 

online co-creation 12,9%

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1L7fmb_d9-iiFd3x0OGfqdMnbsYZJhG8NIcG2X8cMggw/viewform

