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Resumé 

Denne kandidatafhandling baserer sig på en interesse for samskabelse (co-creation). Co-creation er 

et effektivt redskab, som kan bruges i en virksomheds produktudvikling og innovation. Vi er 

interesserede i hvordan co-creation kan bruges i den danske turisme industri, der potentielt kan stå 

over for udfordringer i forbindelse med over-turisme og bæredygtighed og derfor må være 

nytænkende. Formålet med denne kandidatafhandling er at undersøge hvordan danske 

turistorganisationer kan forbedre deres brug af co-creation i deres produktudvikling- og 

innovationsprocess. For at besvarer dette vil denne kandidatafhandling først og fremmest 

undersøge, hvordan co-creation kan skabe værdi for de rejsende der kommer til Danmark, og 

hvordan de danske turistorganisationer på nuværende tidspunkt bruger co-creation i deres 

produktudviklings- og innovationsprocess. Derefter vil vi identificere forskellige områder, hvor de 

danske turistorganisationer kan forbedre deres brug af co-creation. Til sidst vil vi diskutere, hvordan 

brugen af en multi-stakeholder tilgang kan forbedre brugen af co-creation i de danske 

turistorganisationer. 

 

For at besvare vores undersøgelsesspørgsmål, er der lavet kvalitative dybdegående interviews med 

fem rejsende, fem danske turistorganisationer og to lokale guider. Derudover gør vi brug af 

sekundære data i form af rapporter med henblik på at validere vores primære data.  

Herudover bruger vi teori vedrørende co-creation, værdiskabelse, stakeholders, 

kommunikationsstrategier til udarbejdelse af vores multi-stakeholder tilgang. 

 

Analysen viser at co-creation kan skabe øget værdi for rejsende ved at produktet/servicen bliver 

forbedret, fordi forskellige stakeholder-perspektiver er inkluderet, hvilket også medfører øget 

validering. Dette ses generelt ikke at blive imødekommet af de danske turistorganisationer, som 

overordnet bruger lokale virksomheder og kulturinstitutioner i deres co-creation process. De 

rejsende ønsker en større involvering af forskellige typer af stakeholdere. Analysen af de rejsende 

og de danske turistorganisationer, viser at der er fem områder hvori de danske turistorganisationer 

kan optimere brugen af co-creation som imødekommer de rejsendes ønsker. Disse er: 

tillidsproblemer, ønske om lokale og alternative oplevelser, validering, anerkendelse af værdien af 

co-creation og involvering. Vores multi-stakeholder tilgang kan være værdifuld i løsningen på 
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optimering af co-creation i de danske turistorganisationer. Dog viser en dybdegående diskussion, at 

denne tilgang alene vil gøre sig svær at implementere uden kombinationen af en praktisk ramme. 

Derfor introducerer vi designtænkning i kombination med vores multi-stakeholder tilgang, som en 

brugercentreret og praktisk procestilgang. 

 

Endeligt kan vi konkludere, at kombinationen af en multi-stakeholder tilgang og designtænkning er 

værdifuld til at optimere de danske turistorganisationers brug af co-creation i produktudviklings- og 

innovationsprocesser. Dog kan implementeringen af disse være udfordrende for de danske 

turistorganisationer, men vi argumenterer for at deres tankesæt alligevel er vigtige at tage i 

betragtning, hvis en fuld implementering ikke er mulig. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
This chapter will firstly introduce our master’s thesis and the field of research. This will secondly 

lead us to the research question. Hereafter, our motivation and the relevance for the master’s thesis 

will be touched upon. Then, we will go through the delimitation of this research and finally, the 

structure of the master’s thesis will be outlined. 

 

1.1 Introduction 

This master’s thesis looks at co-creation and its application in product development and innovation 

processes. For managers who want to improve their innovation capabilities, co-creation is seen to 

offer significant potential. Co-creation can strengthen the innovation process and can unlock new 

sources of competitive advantages for a business (Frow et al., 2015). The reason for this is because 

co-creation involves other stakeholders who bring new knowledge, new skills and new perspectives 

into the process, which can create added value to products and services (Mahr et al. 2014). Co-

creation can be seen as a mechanism for value creation as it can create value for the different 

stakeholders involved (Buonincontri et al. 2017).  

 
We are interested in looking at co-creation and its application in the Danish tourist organisations 

because there is a need for innovation in the tourism industry in order to satisfy the demands of the 

tourists. The Danish tourism industry has for the past nine years experienced growth rates in the 

number of bed nights. In 2017, the number of bed nights saw another record high of 52.4 million 

compared with 44.7 million in 2008, which is an increase of 17% (VisitDenmark, 2018a). However, 

can the growth rate continue in the future, in a time where the tourists no longer are satisfied with 

just visiting a destination? Tourists increasingly demand to become a part of the destination they 

visit. Wonderful Copenhagen are doubtful whether Copenhagen can keep up the current growth 

rates and calls for innovative thinking with the launch of their 2020 strategy. The strategy is to build 

on the combination of global growth in tourism and increased pressure on the local population, 

which has increased the demand for a greater interplay between tourists and locals where the human 

is at the very core. Although this might seem like a challenge, Wonderful Copenhagen sees an 

opportunity to tap into the trend of tourists wanting to experience a more authentic destination; what 

Wonderful Copenhagen define as `Localhood´ (Wonderful Copenhagen, 2017a). At the Tomorrow 

Urban Travel 2018 conference in Copenhagen, localhood and the involvement of locals were 
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argued as some of the solutions to over-tourism and sustainability, which are seen as global 

challenges in the tourism industry. Co-creation is seen as one of the tools to create innovation in the 

industry (Wonderful Copenhagen, 2018). 

 

Since co-creation is recognized as a tool to innovate, we are interested in finding out how the tourist 

organisations currently apply co-creation in order to examine how the tourist organisation can 

optimise the application of co-creation in their product development and innovation process to bring 

better innovation to the market, and thereby tackle some of the challenges that they are facing. 

 

The above stated introduction leads us to our research question, which is presented in the following 

section. 

 

1.2 Research question 

The purpose of this master’s thesis is to answer the following research question:  

 

How can the application of co-creation be optimised in the product development and innovation 

process in the Danish tourist organisations?  

 

Sub-questions:  

To answer our research question comprehensively, we will address the following sub-questions:  

- How can co-creation create value for travellers? 

- How is co-creation currently applied in the product development and innovation process in 

the Danish tourist organisations?  

- Which areas of the tourist organisation’s current application of co-creation can be optimised 

in order to meet the travellers needs?  

- How can a multi-stakeholder approach optimise the application of co-creation in the product 

development and innovation process in the Danish tourist organisations?  
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1.3 Motivation and relevance 

Our motivation for this master’s thesis starts with our inherent interest for marketing and the 

peripheral areas marketing are related to. Innovation and service design are some of the peripheral 

areas of interest that this master’s thesis it build on. Furthermore, the paradigm shift within 

marketing in which consumers have gained power over how companies behave has been one of the 

aspects that triggered our interest on how consumer empowerment can be utilised to a business’s 

advantage (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000). In relation to this, we conceived co-creation as a way 

to utilise consumer empowerment and their interest in shaping how companies behave and do 

business. Since co-creation can be relevant in many if not most industries, we saw the Danish 

tourism industry as very interesting to go into due to the many stakeholders that are coordinated and 

activated across the industry to provide service offerings and experiences to travellers.  

Tourist destinations in Europe such as Barcelona and Venice have benefitted from increased 

tourism too, but have reached a point of saturation in which restrictions on the number of 

international travellers have been imposed due to over-tourism (Bremner, 2018). Can the Danish 

tourism industry, especially Copenhagen, end in the same situation as these cities? This was another 

starting point to this master’s thesis about how co-creation can be applied by tourist organisations to 

lead the way to innovate Denmark and Copenhagen as a destination and make the Danish tourism 

industry sustainable in which tourism does not become a negative aspect in the eyes of the locals, 

but rather embracing tourists as an economic driver for the local society. 

 

1.4 Delimitation 

In this section, we will outline the delimitation of this master’s thesis in order to establish the scope 

of our field of research.  

 
The master’s thesis is delimited to the Danish tourism industry with a more specific focus on the 

Danish tourist organisations and travellers. With this point of departure, the master’s thesis will tap 

into how co-creation is applied in the industry within tourist organisations and how co-creation can 

create value for travellers travelling to Denmark. This master’s thesis is written from a marketing 

perspective within the business-to-consumer (B2C) segment and focuses on tourist organisations as 

businesses and travellers as consumers. 
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We define a tourist organisation as an organisation that promote a country, a city or an area that a 

traveller might visit. The tourist organisation might provide different travel materials such as 

guides, information about the destination, promoted content from other companies such as 

museums, amusement parks, shopping malls, which can be found on their official tourist 

information website or in the official tourist information centre (physical service centre), if such 

exists. Furthermore, the tourist organisation might collaborate with other stakeholders to make own 

guides, information, services etc. 

We have chosen to focus on tourist organisations, since they often provide materials, guides, 

promotion of experiences about the destination they represent to travellers and because we believe 

that they can be one of the potential first touchpoints in a traveller’s research stage. The master’s 

thesis will only interview tourist organisations as potential facilitators in a co-creation process, 

hence we will not interview other service actors such as hotels, museums, culture institutions etc. 

These service actors can potentially also be facilitators in a co-creation process, but since our focus 

is on those who provide travel materials, guides, promote experiences about a destination, we have 

chosen not to include these as they might have more specific objectives in regards to improving and 

developing the specific service experiences they offer. 

 

There are many different types of travellers, but in this master’s thesis we use the term travellers as 

people going on holiday somewhere for leisure purposes. Therefore, this master’s thesis does not 

include travellers that are going somewhere for business purposes. 

Furthermore, the travellers are delimited to millennials. Millennials are defined as people who are 

born in between the early 1980s to the early 2000s, meaning the age in between 19 - 39 years old 

(Barr, 2019). We have chosen this segment due to the fact that this group are more spontaneous in 

regards to planning and are more likely to seek more local experiences compared to the older 

segments. Furthermore, they use the internet a lot to research about a destination (Epinion & 

Wonderful Copenhagen, 2017). With this segment in mind, we are though slightly flexible in 

relation to the age, and therefore we allow a slight deviation of a couple of years in our selection of 

interviewees in order to find a more diverse group of interviewees. 

Due to time limits and resources, we have interviewed Danish travellers because we assume that 

they can give us knowledge about how travellers in general research and which needs they have in 

regards to experiences at the destination. A report by VisitDenmark states that most of the foreign 
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travellers in Denmark come from Northern European countries, such Germany, Norway, Sweden, 

the Netherlands and Great Britain (VisitDenmark, 2018a). We assume that Danish travellers and the 

Northern European travellers are similar in their wants and needs in regards to travelling because 

we can see that the Northern European travellers studied in the reports have similar research habits 

and similar needs for local and authentic experiences (VisitDenmark, 2018b; Epinion & Wonderful 

Copenhagen, 2017). We believe the same will apply to the Danish travellers we interviewed. 

 

Furthermore, we have chosen to include local guides in our data collection. When we talk about 

local guides, we are talking about local people in a city who has knowledge about a certain field, 

which this person is making guided tours about to travellers. The reason to include local guides is 

that they possess a deep knowledge about the city and/or area they guide in. Furthermore, they have 

a close relation to the travellers that they show around because they meet these directly and the 

local guides might be able to get instant feedback from these travellers; knowledge that tourist 

organisations might not always be in possession of. Moreover, local guides can be seen as locals in 

their own city and might therefore have an opinion on their city as a holiday destination, though 

with reservations that they might have an agenda for their own business as a guide. 
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1.5 Structure 

Below is shown a visual overview of the structure of this master’s thesis and the different chapters 

that will be touched upon. 

 

 
Table 1.1: Overview of master’s thesis structure 
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Chapter 2: Methodology 
In this chapter, the methodological approach of this master’s thesis will be explained. Firstly, we 

will review our scientific theoretical point of view, which affects the methods we apply and how we 

analyse and conclude in this master’s thesis. Secondly, we will explain our research design, and 

thirdly our approach to data collection. Finally, we will review our qualitative method and the way 

we have handled our data.  

 

2.1 Theory of science 

We have chosen to answer our research question from Hans-Georg Gadamer’s philosophical 

hermeneutic approach, since we are interested in understanding and assessing how co-creation can 

create value for travellers and how co-creation can be applied from their point of view. 

Furthermore, we are interested in finding out how co-creation is actually applied by Danish tourist 

organisations and we want to understand how they interpret the concept of co-creation in relation to 

their own experiences. 

 

In the philosophical hermeneutic approach, the ontology is what Nygaard (2013) calls `restricted 

realistic´, since the philosophical hermeneutic does not believe that the science has full access to 

reality or that the objects of science are pure social constructions. Furthermore, the philosophical 

hermeneutic approach acknowledge that full knowledge is not possible to shed light on, but the 

decisive point is the process of understanding and whether or not the produced knowledge is 

considered correctly. In the philosophical hermeneutic epistemology, understanding is the starting 

point, which means that knowledge about the reality is based on a subjective frame of 

understanding. The research methodology is based on qualitative studies of human beings via in-

depth interviews or participant observations (Gadamer, 1960/2004, p. 287; Nygaard, 2013, pp. 31- 

32). 

In this master’s thesis, we have chosen to conduct in-depth interviews in relation to the 

philosophical hermeneutic. In the process of conducting in-depth interviews it is important not to 

use a closed structure in the questions that the interviewer asks, since these questions will only 

confirm his/her own prejudices and not challenge them - this is a key rule in the philosophical 
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hermeneutic. In this relation, the application of the semi-structured interview guide during 

interviews is valuable to gain an even deeper understanding (Nygaard, 2013, pp. 31- 32). 

 

In the points emphasised above, the philosophical hermeneutic is a direct contrast to the positivistic 

approach. The positivist approach is criticised by interpretivism practitioners including 

hermeneutics, since they believe human beings and society cannot be studied as scientific objects 

that acts in relation to the law of causation. On the contrary, humans are culture-historical beings 

who make actions based on their free will, motives, intentions and is further based on the 

understanding and interpretation of the world, something which science cannot assess and clarify. 

The positivistic approach is based on an ontology, which is realistic and the scientific objects exists 

independent of the scientific observations. The epistemology of the positivistic approach is 

objective and knowledge is what can be observed by the senses. In regards to social phenomenons, 

knowledge is what can be observed and recorded instead of subjective understandings. The 

positivist approach is based on quantitative methods such as statistical measures that can say 

something about laws of causation (Matthews & Ross, 2010, pp. 27-28; Nygaard, 2013, p. 31). 

 

One of the key points within philosophical hermeneutic is that in order to understand the entirety of 

a field of research, the researchers can only do so by understanding this entirety from its smaller 

parts and to understand the smaller parts of the entirety. This can be seen as a circular process of 

understanding, which is applied to understand and interpret comprehensively. Therefore, it is a 

criteria for the accuracy in the creation of understanding that all the smaller parts are in agreement 

with the entirety. If such an agreement is missing it means that the creation of understanding is 

unsuccessful (Gadamer, 1960/2004, p. 277). 

This circular process of understanding is commonly known as the hermeneutical circle. In this 

process the circular movement between the entirety and the smaller parts of the field of research 

happens during the interaction between the interviewer and the interviewees. It is in this continuous 

process where understanding and meaning about a research field is obtained of the entirety and the 

smaller parts. Furthermore, the circular movement between the entirety and the smaller parts shall 

not be seen as one that ends after each turn, e.g. after each interview, but rather as a continuous 

process where the entirety and the smaller parts obtain the completion (Gadamer, 1960/2004, pp. 

254 -255 +279). 
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In relation to the hermeneutical circle, the other important term `horizon´ comes into play. The idea 

behind horizon states that a person who lacks horizon is not able to see far enough in the research 

field for example, thus overestimating that of which is closest to this person. Conversely, having 

horizon means that the person is not constrained to what is closest to the person, but can look 

beyond this. The researcher that has horizon is able to make the right evaluations in regards to what 

is close or far away or large or small in regards to all things within the researcher’s horizon. In this 

situation, the researcher has gained the right horizon for those questions that arise during for 

example an interview and the outcome within this interview (Gadamer, 1960/2004, p. 288). 

 

In the interaction, in for example an interview, another key term in the philosophical hermeneutic 

comes into play: the ability of the researcher as the interviewer to put themselves into the situation 

of the other interviewee to understand them. By putting oneself into the situation of another person 

in order to understand this person’s point of view does not mean that the researcher is subject to 

only that person’s opinion and understanding, but rather lifting the researcher’s own knowledge and 

understanding to a higher level. It is at this point that the term `horizon´ becomes relevant as it 

represents the visibility that an `understanding´ person is in possession of. Therefore, by putting 

oneself into the situation of another person the horizon is being cultivated, which means the 

researcher learn to see beyond what is closest and also refrain from seeing too far away from the 

field of research, while being able to see it in a larger context and in the right proportions. Those 

prejudices a researcher bring into e.g. an interview constitute of the horizon. Therefore, it is crucial 

to bring these prejudices into play. A person’s prejudices are always in development as they are 

constantly being tested and new knowledge is gained from experiences which shapes the (new) 

prejudices. Understanding can therefore be understood as the process where different horizons that 

exists on their own fuse together. This is known as the term fusion of horizons (Gadamer, 

1960/2004, pp. 291-292). 

 

2.2 Research design  

This master’s thesis is a qualitative research. Qualitative research aims to research the world by for 

example analysing individuals’ experiences. These experiences can be connected to personal life 

stories, everyday practices or professional practices (Flick, 2007, p. x). There are different 

qualitative methods that can be used in qualitative research e.g. in-depth interviews, observations 
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and focus group interviews (Nygaard, 2013, pp. 28-29). We have chosen to use in-depth interviews 

as it fits with the ontology and epistemology within the philosophical hermeneutics, which is the 

scientific theoretical point of view of this master’s thesis. 
 
When researchers need to produce knowledge about their field of research there are two main 

approaches to knowledge production: deduction and induction. Both of them are approaches to 

make scientific conclusions, but are opposite in their starting and ending. The deductive approach 

starts by applying general principles and theory to make conclusions about certain occurrences. On 

the contrary, the inductive approach starts by finding and using certain occurrences to make 

conclusions about a principle or a general regularity (Andersen, 2008, p. 35). 

 

This master’s thesis will be based on the inductive approach to knowledge production. This 

master’s thesis aims to gain knowledge of how the application of co-creation can be optimised in 

the product development and innovation process. To answer this question, we needed to gain 

knowledge on how co-creation creates value for travellers. Furthermore, we needed to gain 

knowledge on how tourist organisations currently use co-creation in order to compare it with what 

travellers want. This enables us to identify areas in the current application of co-creation which can 

be optimised. The knowledge gained and the chosen theory, will make us able to discuss how a 

multi-stakeholder approach can be used to optimise the application of co-creation in the product 

development and innovation process. By taking this approach, we will at the end answer our 

research question. In relation to the inductive approach, our research question can lead to a principle 

or general rules about how the application of co-creation can be optimised in the product 

development and innovation process. 

 

2.3 Data collection 

Our data collection consists of both primary and secondary data in order to get a comprehensive 

understanding of our field of research. Our data collection will be outlined in this section, before 

explaining our primary data in detail in section 2.4. 
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2.3.1 Primary data 

Primary data is data which has been collected by the researchers in order to answer their own 

specific research question. The data is collected using a data collection method chosen by the 

researcher (Matthews & Ross, 2010, pp. 51-52). 

 

Our primary data consists of 12 qualitative in-depth interviews with Danish travellers, Danish 

tourist organisations and local guides. We have conducted five interviews with Danish travellers, 

five interviews with Danish tourist organisations and two interviews with local guides from 

Copenhagen, Denmark. 

 

2.3.2 Secondary data 

Secondary data is data that has been produced by others. The purpose of the secondary data is not to 

answer the specific research question that the researcher has. However, the secondary data can still 

be used to answer the researchers specific research question as long as the researcher takes into 

consideration how the data has been collected and treated (Matthews & Ross, 2010, pp. 51-52). 

 

Our secondary data is primarily collected from a report made by Epinion and Wonderful 

Copenhagen about the Danish tourism industry. This report is about the international culture 

travellers in Copenhagen and the surrounding area and it has been used to better understand the 

segments of travellers visiting Denmark and which experiences they seek and how they want to 

experience. Furthermore, we have used a report made by Wonderful Copenhagen, which describes 

their 2020 strategy. This report emphasizes that travellers wish for local and alternative experiences. 

In order to validate our findings, we have used these reports to make sure that we do not make 

conclusions based on the Danish travellers alone. 
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Below figure provides an overview of our primary and secondary data and the purpose of these data 

collections. 

 

 
Figure 2.1: Overview of primary and secondary data and purpose of each 

 

2.4 Qualitative in-depth interviews  
This section will explain our primary data in detail. Firstly, we will present the purpose of the in-

depth interviews. Then, we will explain how we selected our interviewees, and after that we will 

review how the interview guides were created. Hereafter, we will review the interview process, how 
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we transcribed the conducted interviews and finally, we will review the reliability, validity and 

generalisation of our collected data. 

 

2.4.1 Purpose of interviews 

In this section, we will present the purpose of the in-depth interviews with the travellers, the tourist 

organisations and the local guides.   

 

The purpose of the different interviews with Danish travellers is to understand how co-creation 

creates value for travellers. Furthermore, we sought to understand what information and experiences 

travellers are looking for when travelling and what they have experienced a lack of in order to 

understand what they want, and therefore what tourist organisations should provide. In addition, the 

interviews have been conducted in order to understand how consumers can be a part of the value 

creation, product development and innovation via co-creation between the travellers as consumers 

and the tourist organisation as company.  

 

The purpose of the different interviews with Danish tourist organisations is to understand how co-

creation is currently applied in product development and innovation in the Danish tourist 

organisations. Furthermore, the interviews have been conducted in order to understand, which 

barriers or which complexities there might be for Danish tourist organisations when using co-

creation. Another interest of the interviews with the Danish tourist organisations was to understand 

how they understand and interpret co-creation and how this reflects in the way they apply it in the 

organisations. 

 

The interviews with the local guides have been conducted to supplement the knowledge gained 

from the interviews with the different travellers and tourist organisations. The purpose of the 

interviews with the local guides is to understand what input local guides can bring into a co-creation 

process. Furthermore, the interviews have been conducted in order to figure out whether or not local 

guides would be interested in being part of a co-creation process. 
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2.4.2 Selection of Interviewees 

In this part, we present the interviewees we have selected and how these have been selected. 

2.4.2.1 Travellers 
Since we are interested in understanding how co-creation creates value for travellers, we have 

selected five interviewees whom of which, besides one interviewee, represent millennials that 

constitute our segment of travellers. All of our interviewees live in Copenhagen, Denmark, but they 

all have different backgrounds in terms of e.g. occupation and age.  

 

 
Table 2.1: Overview of the travellers that participated in the in-depth interviews 

2.4.2.2 Tourist organisations 
As we are interested in understanding how Danish tourist organisations currently apply co-creation 

in product development and innovation, we wanted to find different tourist organisations across 

Denmark because we wanted to make it as equally distributed as possible. We found Enjoy 

Limfjorden that represent North Jutland, Vækst that represent Odense Funen, Copenhagen Visitor 

Service that represent Copenhagen, Business Lolland-Falster that represent Lolland-Falster and then 

we have VisitDenmark that market Denmark as a whole. 
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Table 2.2: Overview of the tourist organisations that participated in the in-depth interviews 

2.4.2.3 Local guides 
In selecting the local guides, we wanted to interview, we looked through different websites in order 

to figure out where we should find these. We wanted to find guides that were locals in the city that 

they give guided tours in because we are interested in the local input that they are able to bring. 

Furthermore, we wanted guides that had an interest and a certain guide specialisation. We found our 

two local guides located in Copenhagen through the website called Like A Local.  

 

 
Table 2.3: Overview of the local guides that participated in the in-depth interviews 
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2.4.3 Interview guide 

We have developed three different interview guides for this master’s thesis because we are 

interested in understanding the point of view from three different stakeholders. One interview guide 

would not have been sufficient as the purpose of the interviews with the travellers, tourist 

organisations and local guides are different. We have different purposes for the three different 

interviews in order to get as broader understanding as possible that can answer the research question 

of this master’s thesis. 

 

An interview guide works as a script for the interview and it is a way to structure the progression of 

the interview (Kvale, 2007, p. 56). Our interview is a semi-structured interview. We have outlined 

different themes that we want the interview to touch upon and we have developed different 

questions. However, the interview questions and the sequence of the questions are not binding. We 

do not follow the interview guide strictly because we want to be able to ask follow-up questions in 

order to get the best understanding possible. One of the advantages of semi-structured interviews is 

that the interviewer can get more spontaneous and unexpected answers because the interview guide 

is not strictly followed. However, interviews that are more structured can be easier to analyse 

(Kvale, 2007, p. 57).  

Furthermore, we have tried to structure our interview guide so that we start out with the general 

questions and move on to more specific questions. In other words, our interview guide follows what 

Kvale (2007, p. 57) calls a funnel-shaped interview approach.  

Our interview guide includes both our thematic research questions and our interview questions. We 

have developed different interview questions in regards to each thematic research question of the 

interview. By developing different interview questions to each research question, one is able to gain 

rich and varied information. Furthermore, the information gained in one interview question can 

provide information to different research questions (Kvale, 2007, p. 58). 

We have tried to make the interview questions easy to understand and we have tried to avoid 

academic language as far a possible. Some questions were difficult to ask in everyday language, so 

if the interviewee did not understand the question we tried to formulate it differently or explain it in 

a way that does not influence or shape their answers. 
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2.4.4 Interview process 

Since the interview process is important for the outcome of the findings, we have tried to be as 

professional as possible during the interviews in order to strengthen the quality of the interview. 

The quality of an interview is determined by different criteria. The quality of an interview is better 

if the questions are short and simple and the answers are long (Kvale, 2007, p. 80). Sometimes we 

asked questions that might have been too long, which can have had an effect on the answer because 

the interviewee can have been confused. Furthermore, the quality is determined by the interviewer’s 

ability to interpret what is said during the interview as it enables the interviewer to ask the right 

follow-up questions (Kvale, 2007, pp. 80-81). We asked follow-up questions where it was relevant 

and useful and if we were unsure about our understanding or interpretation of the answer, we 

confirmed our understanding by asking the interviewee. However, sometimes we failed to ask 

follow-up question where it could have been useful. 

 

A good interviewer is knowledgeable on the subject that the interview is about. Knowledge on the 

subject informs the interviewer on what issues and topics are relevant to pursue (Kvale, 2007, p. 

81). We believe that we had the required knowledge about the subject and we believe we were able 

to conduct an informed interview on the subject. Moreover, a good interviewer is able to structure 

the interview (Kvale, 2007, p. 81). During our interviews we told the interviewees when we moved 

on to a new part of the interview concerning something else. In addition, during the interview we 

followed Kvale’s recommendations in regards to setting the interview stage. Setting the stage of the 

interview can help make the interviewee as comfortable as possible (Kvale, 2007, p. 55). In the 

beginning of the interview, we briefed the interviewee about the purpose of the interview, the 

structure of the interview and the main topics of the interview. Furthermore, we asked for 

permission to audio record the interview in order to transcribe it and use it in our research. In 

addition, we informed the interviewee that the information that can identify who they are will be 

kept confidential. The name of the tourist organisation is not kept private, but the name of the 

interviewee is. After the interview was finished, we debriefed our interviewees and asked them if 

they had anything that they wanted to say or add in case we did not touch upon topics that the 

interviewee would find interesting or relevant.  

 

One half of our interviews were made face-to-face. Face-to-face interviews are preferable because 

you are able to see the interviewee’s facial expressions and body language. Facial expressions and 
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body language provide a better understanding of the interviewees’ answer than transcribed 

interview do (Kvale, 2007, p. 56). The interviews with traveller 1, traveller 3, traveller 4, traveller 5, 

Copenhagen Visitor Service and local guide 1 were made face-to-face. The other half of our 

interviews were made via phone or skype because it was not possible to meet up face-to-face due to 

time limitation or distance. The interviews with traveller 2, Enjoy Limfjorden, Vækst, Business 

Lolland-Falster, VisitDenmark and local guide 2 were made via phone or Skype. Some knowledge 

might have been lost in these interviews because they were not made face-to-face, therefore we 

were not able to see facial expressions and body language. However, we are still able to hear the 

tone in their voice. 

 

After each interview, we as researchers took time for a short conversation to reflected on the 

knowledge we gained in the specific interview. Furthermore, the new knowledge that we gained in 

each interview made us able to adapt our interview guide and add new questions if we found this 

was needed. This fits with the hermeneutic circle because we developed our understanding and 

knowledge continuously. As we are still quite inexperienced interviewers, mistakes will be made 

because interviewing requires a lot of practice (Kvale, 2007, pp. 48 - 49). We continuously learnt 

from our mistakes in order to prevent making them again. 

 

2.4.5 Transcribing the interviews 

“Transcriptions are translations from an oral language to a written language” (Kvale, 2007, p. 

93). When transcribing an interview from oral language to written language a lot of meaning can 

get lost because the tone of voice, the facial expressions and the body language are lost (Kvale, 

2007, p. 93). 

Transcribing interviews from oral to written text takes a lot of time and can be a tiresome job. The 

quality of the recording, the attention to detail and the accuracy of the transcription affects the time 

needed to transcribe the interview (Kvale, 2007, pp. 94-95). We used a lot of time on transcribing 

our interviews because we wanted to have high accuracy. Even though it takes a lot of time to 

transcribe an interview, it is very beneficial as the interviewer gets  a deeper understanding of the 

information given in the interviews. Furthermore, the researchers learn more about their own 

interviewing style (Kvale, 2007, p. 95).  
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When transcribing interviews from oral to written text there are different issues that the researcher 

needs to be aware of, such as verbatim in relation to oral versus written style. It is important that the 

researchers use the same method for typing when they transcribe all the interviews, otherwise it can 

be difficult to analyze and compare the interviews (Kvale, 2007, p. 95). We transcribed the 

interviews as uniformly as possible. Before transcribing the interviews, we decided that we would 

transcribe the interviews where questions that were inspired by our interview guide would be in 

bold letters and the follow-up questions or the questions that were not in the interview guide would 

be non-bold letters. Furthermore, we decided that when someone started to ask a question or give an 

answer, a number would be assigned to what is said. Even though each number might be several 

lines long, we considered it as one line in order to make it more convenient when analyzing and 

citing. 

The below example demonstrates our method for transcribing our interviews: 

 

 
Figure 2.2: Example of transcription method 

 

2.4.6 Reliability, validity and generalisation 

In this section, we will review the reliability, validity and generalisation of the collected qualitative 

data for this master’s thesis.  

2.4.6.1 Reliability 

Reliability refers to the consistency and trustworthiness of the research. A research is reliable if the 

findings can be reproduced by other researchers who use the same method (Kvale, 2007, p. 149).  

As mentioned, our primary data consist of in-depth interviews. One problem with in-depth 

interviews in terms of reliability is that it is difficult to know whether the findings can be 
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reproduced because the interviewees might give different answers to different interviewers (Kvale, 

2007, p. 122).  

Our in-depth interviews were semi-structured interviews, which made it possible for us to ask 

follow-up questions in order to get a better and deeper understanding. However, the problem with 

semi-structured interviews is that the interview guide is not followed strictly, hence, the findings 

might be different if the interview was done again. Therefore, it can be argued that the reliability is 

reduced. 

Another concern in relation to the reliability is whether we asked leading questions during our 

interviews. Leading questions can affect the quality of an interview because they can affect the 

content and trustworthiness of an answer since the wording of the question might shape the answer 

(Kvale, 2007, p. 88). We have avoided asking leading questions during our interviews. However, as 

inexperienced interviewers, the wording of our questions might have shaped the interviewees’ 

answers.  

As mentioned, we have transcribed our in-depth interviews. One problem with transcriptions is that 

different transcribers might produce transcriptions that are different from each other because the 

transcribers might have different opinions in regards to when a sentence ends, where the pause is, or 

when something can be considered a pause in the conversation (Kvale, 2007, p. 98). Therefore, it 

can be argued that the transcriptions can have an effect on the reliability. However, we strengthen 

the reliability by peer reviewing and checking our first transcriptions with each other.  

Additionally, a concern with the reliability of our research is that we translated the quotes in the 

transcriptions from Danish into English as this master’s thesis is written in English and the 

interviews were made mostly in Danish. When translating quotes from the transcriptions, there is a 

chance that some meaning might have been lost due to language translation and our interpretation. 

We as researchers cannot interpret the information we get objectively because we are affected by 

our personal bias and prejudice (Nygaard, 2013, pp. 31- 32). 

2.4.6.2 Validity 

Validity refers to the truth, strength and soundness of the research. A research is valid if the method 

investigates what it intends to investigate (Kvale, 2007, p. 122).  

Our master’s thesis aims to investigate how the application of co-creation can be optimised in the 

product development and innovation process in Danish tourist organisations, and we believe our 

approach to investigating this can answer our research question. Furthermore, we believe by 
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interviewing travellers, tourist organisations and local guides we are able to highlight different 

relevant parts of the research question. 

It is important that the researcher continuously checks and questions the validity of the research in 

order to ensure the quality of the research (Kvale, 2007, p. 123). We have checked and questioned 

the validity of our research throughout the process. One factor which can affect the validity of our 

research is the travellers we have interviewed, whom all live in Denmark and are therefore not 

travellers coming to Denmark. However, we have used secondary data in order to validate the 

knowledge that we gained in the interviews. Another factor that can affect the validity of our 

research is that the travellers we interviewed all live around Copenhagen. Our findings might have 

been different if we had interviewed travellers from different parts of Denmark.  

2.4.6.3 Generalisation 

Generalisation concerns whether the data found through the research can be transferred to other 

situations (Kvale, 2007, p. 147). 

The number of interviewees should not be too small because it makes it hard to generalise, but the 

number of interviewees should not be too large either because there might not be time enough to 

make in-depth analyses of the interviews (Kvale, 2007, p. 43). As it is difficult to know how many 

interviews to conduct, it is often said that the researcher should conduct interviews until a point of 

saturation is reached and further interviews do not provide new knowledge (Kvale, 2007, p. 44). As 

mentioned, we conducted five interviews with travellers, five interviews with tourist organisations, 

and two interviews with local guides. It can be argued whether this number of interviews is enough 

to make a generalisation of the findings. We have tried to reach a point of saturation within the time 

frame given. Even though the time frame was limited in relation to the number of interviews we 

have been able to conduct, we believe that we have somewhat reached a point of saturation. 

One concern with the generalisability of our findings is that we only interviewed travellers living in 

Denmark, and therefore we are only really able to make conclusions for this specific area and the 

generalisation of the findings to the rest of Northern Europe is limited. It is difficult to assess 

whether there are actual differences between the travellers living in Denmark and the travellers 

living in the rest of Northern Europe. If there are actual differences then the generalisability of the 

findings are reduced, but if there is not any differences then the generalisability of the findings are 

strengthened. 
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In relation to reliability, validity and generalisation it is important to note the following; reliability 

and validity raise epistemological questions in relation to objectivity. The standard criticism of 

qualitative interviews is often that they are not objective but are subjective and biased, and therefore 

qualitative interviews are often criticised for not being reliable or valid. However, the hermeneutics 

argue that the researcher cannot interpret information objectively because they are affected by 

personal bias and prejudice (Nygaard, 2013, pp. 32). Some qualitative researchers argue that 

reliability and validity are loaded with positivist and quantitative conceptions. Therefore, it is 

important to interpret the concepts, so they are appropriate with the creation of knowledge in 

interviews (Kvale, 2007, p. 122). Furthermore, qualitative interviews are often criticised for not 

being generalisable because there are not enough subjects (Kvale, 2007, p. 85). However, it is often 

argued that it is not possible to find a definitive truth and knowledge that is valid in all situations 

because knowledge about the reality takes it starting point in a subjective frame of understanding 

(Kvale, 2007, p. 126; Nygaard, 2013, p 32). Instead of asking whether or not the interview findings 

can be generalised globally, one should ask whether the findings can be transferred to relevant 

situations (Kvale, 2007, p. 127). 

 
 

Chapter 3: Theoretical framework 
In this chapter, we will go through the theoretical framework of this master’s thesis. The theoretical 

framework presents the theory and the various concepts that are used to answer the research 

question of this master’s thesis. Firstly, the theoretical framework will review the paradigm shift in 

marketing in order to understand the role that the consumers have in today’s world. Secondly, we 

will go through the literature on co-creation in order to understand the different meanings and 

applications of co-creation. Thirdly, we will review some of the literature there is on the value that 

co-creation brings to both the customers and the company when engaging in a co-creation process 

in order to understand why co-creation is attractive. Furthermore, we will review some of the 

literature there is on the challenges that companies experience when engaging in a co-creation 

process. Fourthly, we will examine  theory and literature about the stakeholder view to understand 

the importance of both internal and external stakeholders. Fifthly, we will go through literature 

about communication strategies in order to understand how to ideally communicate with ones 

stakeholders. Sixly, we will review some of the literature behind design thinking to understand what 
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this tool could bring to the co-creation process. Finally, we will design our own framework for 

analysing and working with co-creation in product development and innovation.  

 

3.1 The paradigm shift in marketing 
Within marketing there has been a change in the perception of the customer and the creation of 

value since the 1970s and early 1980s; from customers as being passive audiences to today’s 

customers as being active players in co-creation activities. The passive consumers had a predefined 

role in consumption and were seen as a statistic group of people that were not involved in any 

feedback to the company and its offerings. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the perception of the 

customer shifted towards understanding the customers better by providing service programmes that 

sought to identify customer problems, along with the introduction of the two-way communication 

concept. In the 1990s another shift occurred towards building trust and relationship with the 

customers and problems and solutions were understood on a deeper level via for example customer 

observations. The shift to the current paradigm began in the 2000s where the market changed into a 

forum of consumers that play an active role in the creation of value. With a stronger focus on the 

customers as being part of a large network of social and cultural relations, the customer is no longer 

just seen as a statistic object. Customers are also to a larger degree becoming active players in 

collaborations, co-developers of personalised experiences and they shape the expectations 

companies need to face. One reason for this is that the dialogue is no longer controlled by the 

companies alone. With this change, the customers are fundamentally changing the dynamics of the 

marketplace and their role in creating value for companies as a source of competences (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000). 

In relation to the above stated paradigm shift, Vargo & Lusch (2004) talks about the shift from what 

is known as the shift from the goods-dominant (G-D) logic to the service-dominant (S-D) logic. A 

shift from the G-D logic, which focuses on the exchange of tangible manufactured goods and 

discrete transactions, to the S-D logic where intangible goods, specialised skills and knowledge, 

processes and relationships are at the centre. The S-D logic is seen as a more comprehensive and 

inclusive view, since there is an integration of goods and service via a customer perspective (Vargo 

& Lusch, 2004). 

Besides the shift to active customers, social media have also had a tremendous impact on the power 

structure in the marketplace. Due to these media channels, customers have become powerful and 
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sophisticated with a strong control over the communication and marketing process of companies. 

The new power structure has led to a decrease in the trust to marketing and have made the 

traditional and long-established marketing approaches less effective. Although companies have lost 

control and power, the era of Web 2.0 also proves its advantages for companies that are willing to 

understand the new marketplace realities and adopt new attitudes. Companies can benefit from 

discarding the traditional way of thinking about customers as a massive and passive group of 

audience, but instead by seeing, and treating them as sophisticated, creative individuals that might 

even become potential partners. Social media possesses the tools to engage customers and can be 

helpful in becoming successful in today’s marketplace (Constantinides, 2014). 

The shift from passive to active customers has meant that companies have started to engage and 

involve consumers more in marketing activities, product development and innovations by the use of 

for example co-creation (Smith & Ng, 2014). 

 

3.2 Co-creation 

In this section, some of the different literature that exists on co-creation will be outlined in order to 

give an overview of the different understandings and applications that co-creation takes. This 

section will review the literature in regards to co-creation in the consumption stage and co-creation 

in product development and innovation, since the literature is very different from each other. In 

regards to co-creation in the consumption stage the value is created in the use and consumption of 

the product/service and in regards to co-creation in product development and innovation co-creation 

takes place before the consumption stage in the creation of the product/service. 

 

Co-creation is a widely used term and no clear consensus on co-creation as a term seems to exist. 

Co-creation has a number of different meanings depending on whom you ask, and how co-creation 

is applied in different contexts differs as well (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). Although no 

consensus seems to exist on co-creation and its application, there seems to be an agreement upon 

that co-creation is viewed as “...an interactive process involving at least two actors who are 

engaged in specific forms of mutually beneficial collaboration and resulting in value creation for 

those actors” (Buonincontri et al., 2017, p. 265). 
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3.2.1 Co-creation in the consumption stage  

In the tourism industry, tourists can be an important source of knowledge that companies within the 

industry can benefit from. This can be an important source of knowledge used in user-based 

innovation, which can be gained via for example, surveys, observations, interviews and workshops. 

In the service encounter between the tourist and the front-line employees in a company, further 

knowledge about tourists can be gained. Companies are not utilising this potential source of 

knowledge since the front-line employees are not involved enough in the knowledge development. 

The lack of front-line engagement can be caused by a number of factors such as work culture, 

internal communication and standardisation that is reflected in the one-way service delivery. The 

service encounter in the tourism industry is crucial to the tourists’ experience because production 

and consumption of the service are inseparable. Hence the involvement of front-line employees 

becomes an important asset to better understand and gain knowledge about the tourists, and to co-

create individualised, personal and meaningful experiences by tapping into for example, the hotel 

guests’ needs and latent desires during their stay (Sørensen & Jensen, 2015). Sørensen & Jensen 

(2015) argue to change the current service encounter to an experience encounter where front-line 

employees are empowered to engage with the tourists, encouraged to look beyond the rigid 

standardised service delivery and to make use of their personal knowledge, which will lead the way 

for potential knowledge development, innovation and value creation (Sørensen & Jensen, 2015). 

Furthermore, this empowers the customers as they become an active agent in the consumption and 

production of value. The involvement of the customers will be fundamental for defining and 

designing the experience that the tourists will experience themselves (Prebensen et al., 2013). The 

new proposed experience encounter in the tourist industry also expects a greater professionalism 

and understanding of each service encounter with the tourists since each of them have different 

needs and wants (Sørensen & Jensen, 2015). 

 

Sørensen’s & Jensen’s (2015) concept of experience encounter, can be seen in relation to the 

concept of Service-Dominant (S-D) logic. In the S-D logic, value-creation occurs once a customer 

consumes or uses a product or service, and crucial to this value-creation process is the customer’s 

involvement as a co-creator of this value. In fact, Vargo & Lusch (2004) state that the customer is 

always a co-creator of value and that no value exists until an offering is used, and it is the 

experience and perception of this offering that are essential to the determination of value. The co-

creation of value is desirable to the company since it can shed light on the customer’s point of view 
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and thereby improve the front-end processes by identifying the customer’s needs and wants (Payne 

et al., 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  

 

Within the experience economy, the modern consumers demand more from the creators of the 

experiences since they want contextual, authentic experience concepts and a balance between 

control by the experience creators and self determined activity that talks to the customer’s 

spontaneity, freedom and self expression. Within this context, consumption is increasingly driven 

by the need for self development, and it is here that co-creation can increase the value offered in the 

experience economy, including the tourism industry. The term co-creation experience can be used 

in this relation which is also called the second generation experience economy. The idea behind the 

co-creation experience is the process in which customers are included in personal interactions with 

the company to create their own meaningful experiences that creates value for the individual 

consumer. In this process, consumers need to be seen as active participants instead of passive 

respondents. Although this process seems very relevant for the tourism industry, the tourists are 

rarely considered as a partner in the design process of the tourism experience beforehand. Examples 

of co-creation of the tourism experience though exist in the form of communities and blogs, where 

experiences are compared, evaluated, defined and exchanged, and websites for house swapping, 

coach surfing etc. Other examples on co-creation tourism experiences also exists between suppliers 

in the tourism industry and other industries. For example, Lonely Planet and Playstation launched a 

series of interactive, portable and live city guides that were running on the Playstation PSP device 

(Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009).  

Binkhorst & Dekker (2009) argue that in order to understand the tourists better, companies need to 

see them as human beings who are influenced by their `experience environments´. The experience 

environment in tourism consists of all the elements and stakeholders that surround the human being. 

These elements and stakeholders all become important in the delivery of experiences. Binkhorst & 

Dekker (2009) argue for a more holistic approach to innovation and development of experiences in 

the tourism industry. By this they emphasize a network approach that “...facilitates the inclusion of 

all stakeholders who might be involved in the creation of tourism experiences” (Binkhorst & 

Dekker, 2009, p. 319). Figure 3.1 below shows the tourism experience network with its different 

stakeholders. 
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Figure 3.1: The tourism experience network by Binkhorst & Dekker (2009, p. 322, figure 2) 

 

3.2.2 Co-creation in product development and innovation 

To begin this section, the term product development will briefly be explained to eliminate eventual 

confusion about the term. The article by Krishnan & Ulrich (2001) has looked into the many 

different definitions that exist on product development and have come up with the simple definition 

of product development as a series of decisions. They divide these decisions into four: concept 

development, supply chain design, product design and production ramp-up and launch. 

 

For managers who want to improve their innovation capabilities, co-creation is seen to offer 

significant potential. Co-creation can strengthen the innovation processes and can unlock new 

sources of competitive advantages for a business (Frow et al., 2015). In this relation, Perks et al. 

(2012) define co-creation as: “Co-creation involves the joint creation of value by the firm and its 

network of various entities (such as customers, suppliers and distributors) termed here actors. 

Innovations are thus the outcomes of behaviours and interactions between individuals and 

organisations” (p. 935). Since co-creation can be seen as a collaboration of different stakeholders 

with innovation as the outcome, collaboration and innovation will be defined below to clarify the 

use of these terms. 

 

Collaboration can be defined in different ways. One definition of collaboration was made by 

Aagaard, Sørensen & Torfing (2014), who defined collaboration as “...a process where two or more 
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partners in a cooperation work on an object with the purpose to change it and during the process 

apply different tools and exchange experiences, competences, resources and ideas which both 

change the collective ground rules and the collaborating partners’ perceptions and identity” 

(Aagaard, Sørensen & Torfing, 2014, p. 22). This definition was a further development of a 

definition made by Roberts & Bradley (1991). In Aagaard, Sørensen & Torfing’s definition of 

collaboration, collaboration is seen as a process, where people come together to work on collective 

objectives and goals, where knowledge and resources are shared among the people included in this 

process. 

Innovation can also be defined in different ways. One definition of innovation was made by 

Aagaard, Sørensen & Torfing (2014), who defines innovation as “... a more of less intentional and 

proactive process that strives to define problems, challenges and new opportunities, and to develop, 

select, implement and disseminate new and creative solutions which break with customary 

perceptions and prevailing practice in a given field” (Aagaard, Sørensen, & Torfing, 2014, p. 19). 

In this definition, innovation is seen as a process that creates new and creative solutions by 

questioning the customary perception and how work usually has been carried out, something which 

should, hopefully, lead to a better solution in the end compared to a non-innovative process. 

 

The use of co-creation in product development and innovation can take many forms depending on a 

company’s motives/purposes with co-creation. Frow et al. (2015) identify nine different motives for 

co-creation that were found in a field-based research process by conducting workshops and 

interviews with senior executives from eight companies. The nine motives are: 1) access to 

resources, 2) enhance customer experience, 3) create customer commitment, 4) enable self-service, 

5) create more competitive offerings, 6) decrease cost, 7) faster time to market, 8) emergent strategy 

and 9) build brand awareness. Each of these co-creation motives correspond to a form of co-

creation with its associated actors in the process. To give an example of this, the motive of `enhance 

customer experience´ will use the co-creation form of `co-design´ via the engagement of customers 

in a process that is based on differentiation and customisation strategies. A general trend from the 

workshops and interviews with the senior executives was mainly a focus on activating customers, 

but found a lack to consider a much broader range of different stakeholders and multiple forms of 

co-creation (Frow et al., 2015). 
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In relation to the above stated co-creation forms and motives and in the context of current 

marketing, Chesbrough & Schwartz (2007) consider co-creation partnerships as the most effective 

way to innovate a company’s business model with the goal to enhance the innovative capacity. 

By seeing co-creation as a partnership consisting of agents who are involved in a development 

process with a common goal to innovate in products, technology, service or business model, 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a) argue for four building blocks that must be taken into 

consideration in a co-creation process (Santos et al., 2018). The four building blocks comprises the 

DART framework, which consists of 1) dialogue, 2) access, 3) risks-benefits and 4) transparency; 

all of which are related to each other. Since the interaction between customers and the company 

becomes the centre of value creation, the DART framework emphasises the importance of 

understanding the process of co-creation via its four building blocks (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 

2004b). 

Dialogue focuses on interactivity, deep engagement and the ability and willingness to act on both 

the customer and company side. Dialogue also argues for an equal say between these parties in 

order to facilitate an active dialogue and development of shared solutions. Furthermore, the issues 

that are sought to be solved also need to be of interest to all parties, and their engagement should 

also be clearly defined. Transparency and access are other important aspects in the process, since 

dialogue, or more clearly: active and equal dialogue, cannot be established if consumers do not have 

access to and transparency in information. The asymmetrical information that companies have 

traditionally benefited from does not benefit transparency and access, hence the co-creation process. 

A good dialogue, access and transparency can lead to a clearer assessment of the risk and benefits 

that both the stakeholders and the organisations have in relation to the co-creation process. 

Furthermore, consumers are better understood by co-creating with them. The company can learn 

much more via a rich dialogue, an information infrastructure that is centered around the consumer 

and an active participation in all aspects of the co-creation experience that includes information 

search, configuration of the offerings, fulfillment and consumption that must be encouraged 

(Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004a; Santos et al., 2018).  

 

Within the field of co-creation, many different concepts of co-creation exist but in general there 

seems to be a lack of studies that provide a framework for the co-creation process. The DART 

framework seems to be one of the exceptions that provide managers with a practical framework to 

manage their co-creation process (Payne et al., 2008).  
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3.2.3 Concluding remarks 

When we are talking about co-creation, we are aware of the lack of consensus in regards to co-

creation as it can take on different meanings depending on whom you ask. Furthermore, co-creation 

can be used in various situations, which changes the application of the term and, of course, 

determine what co-creation is (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). 

 

We have decided to review literature about co-creation in the consumption stage and co-creation in 

product development and innovation because they are very different from each other in regards to 

the meaning and application of co-creation.  

Co-creation can be seen purely from a consumption perspective where co-creation always exists in 

the service and where no value would exist if the customer and the company did not interact with 

each other. Consumption can in this way be seen as the co-creation process in which value is 

created; this is understood as the S-D logic by Vargo & Lusch. 

Looking at co-creation from a product development and innovation process perspective, we see how 

co-creation becomes a tool in such a process. Chesbrough & Schwartz (2007) see co-creation as a 

partnership as the most effective way to innovate. In this relation, Frow et al. (2015) talks about the 

different co-creation motives and forms that need to be applied in a broader sense of stakeholders 

than only applying co-creation between a company and one other stakeholder. 

 

Since co-creation can take many forms, be applied in various contexts and understood in an array of 

ways, we will in the following section make our definition of co-creation in relation to this master’s 

thesis, since it is necessary for the understanding of the rest of the theoretical framework and 

master’s thesis. When we apply the term co-creation in this master’s thesis, we see it as 

collaboration and innovation, where two or more parties are involved in a process that seeks to 

create or improve products or services by questioning customary practices, which is borrowed from 

the definition of collaboration and innovation that was elaborated earlier (cf. Co-creation in product 

development and innovation). By combining these definitions, we define the term co-creation, in 

this master’s thesis, as: a collaborative and innovative process that include both users and other 

relevant stakeholders working as a team. In this process, resources in terms of knowledge, 

competences, experiences etc. are exchanged and all parties involved learn from each other and 

gain a better understanding together, all of which resulting in dissemination of new and/or creative 

solution. 
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3.3 Value and challenges in the co-creation process 
Co-creation can be seen as a mechanism for value creation as it can create value for the different 

parties involved (Buonincontri et al., 2017).  

In this section, we will explore the value and benefits that customers and companies gain as partners 

in a co-creation process. Furthermore, we will uncover the challenges that companies might 

experience in the co-creation process. One reason why we are interested in the relationship between 

customers and companies is that customers represent the end users of the products and services and 

they are one of the most important external sources of knowledge to the innovation process (Mahr 

et al., 2014). Another reason is that customers, as mentioned earlier, have gained more influence 

and power in today’s world (cf. The paradigm shift in marketing). 

 

A company has a limited amount of resources to create valuable knowledge and to remain 

competitive, therefore, companies might benefit from other actors and their resources in the 

innovation process (Kazadi et al., 2016). A company’s customers can be one of these actors as they 

possess knowledge, skills and other resources that the company can benefit from by engaging them 

in the innovation process, where the customers co-produce valuable knowledge to the process. 

More specifically, this takes place once the customers are actively engaged in the development of 

new products and become part of activities that companies have traditionally carried out by 

themselves. Introducing customers in the innovation process is though, not as easy as said and gives 

rise to challenges and better management from the companies’ side. Customers can in fact have 

difficulties in contributing or might even make the innovation process more difficult to carry out 

because they can lack the imagination of conceiving products that does not exist. Therefore, it 

places a greater responsibility on managers to better understand the conditions that lead to 

successful innovation by applying customer co-creation. In general, most studies prove that 

customers hold unique knowledge and their involvement in the innovation process increases success 

in terms of the fit between customer needs and the actual product that is developed, but also in 

terms of company profit or market share. The companies are however, not the only ones benefiting 

from the involvement of customers in the innovation process. Studies have shown that the 

customers themselves also benefit from this involvement. Increased sense of belonging to a 

community, increased feeling of accomplishment and a increased fit with their own needs to the 

products, are some of the benefits that co-creation can give customers (Mahr et al., 2014).  
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3.3.1 Value for customers 

In this section, the value that co-creation bring to the customer is reviewed in order to understand 

the benefits of being involved in a co-creation process. 

 

Customers can contribute in different product design- and product development activities during co-

creation. The customers have different motives and incentives for engaging as co-creators in a co-

creation process because they can benefit from this involvement in different ways (Nambisan, 

2002).  

One motivation for customers to engage in product development and co-creation activities with a 

company is that they want to be able to make the product better (Roberts et al., 2014). The 

customers might feel that their active involvement is necessary in order to create a product or 

service of quality. By engaging in product development activities, the customers have a chance to 

monitor and ensure that their needs are met. The customer might feel they have the power to 

influence and lobby the company to incorporate different product features that are important and 

valuable for the customer (Nambisan, 2002). Another incentive for customers to engage in product 

development activities is that they can gain knowledge about the product or service offered by the 

company. This knowledge can enable the customers to increase the potential benefits that they can 

acquire from product use due to a better understanding of product from engaging in the process 

(Nambisan, 2002). In addition, customers might want to engage in product development because 

they find it attractive and interesting as it can satisfy their creative urges and their curiosity in 

relation to the product or service (Nambisan, 2002). Finally, engaging in a co-creation process can 

offer different social benefits for the customers involved. The customers that are involved in a co-

creation process have the possibility to enhance their social status by being recognized by 

stakeholders as a source of valuable knowledge and information. This can create a feeling of pride 

and accomplishment. In relation to this, one can talk about ownership and the `I designed it myself´ 

effect because the customers have contributed to the creation of the product or service (Grissemann, 

& Stokburger-Sauer, 2012). The `I designed it myself´ effect can be defined as “... the value 

increment a subject ascribes to a self-designed object, arising purely from the fact that she feels like 

the originator of that object” (Franke et al., 2010, p. 125).  
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3.3.2 Value for companies 

This section will look at the value that co-creation can bring to the product development and 

innovation process of companies in order to understand the benefits by involving stakeholders in 

co-creation processes. 
 

Involving customers and other relevant stakeholders in the co-creation process have many benefits 

for a company. Customers have for example become a new source of competencies in terms of 

knowledge and skills, which the company might not be in possession of (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 

2000). The resources that customers bring into a co-creation process can be divided into two 

categories: operand- and operant resources. The operand resources that a customer hold consist of 

tangible assets such as economic resources, products and `raw materials´. On the other hand a 

customer’s operant resources are typically invisible and intangible, which are shaped out of 

knowledge. The operant resources can be further divided into physical-, cultural- and social 

resources. The physical resources consist of sensory-motor talents, energy, emotions and strength. 

The cultural resources consist of e.g. specialized knowledge and skills, and the social resources 

consist of both personal and cultural relationships. A company can especially benefit from the 

utilisation of their customers’ operant resources in co-creation activities (Alves et al., 2016). 

The value of involving customers has proved valuable within testing of products because it enables 

companies to detect flaws in the product design early in the development phase, something which 

furthermore, can minimise expenses used on redesign and rework of the product. Involving a 

diverse group of customers in testing is even better, since the company can gain a deeper 

understanding of how the product would perform in various user contexts (Nambisan, 2002). 

 
When a company decides to involve customers in the innovation process as co-creators, Von Hippel 

(1986) argue for the use of customers with lead user characteristics in the process. Customers who 

have lead user characteristics are those who are early to adopt innovations due to their openness to 

these products, they tend to have a frequent use of products and possess technical knowledge. Other 

studies also prove that customers with lead user characteristics are able to make a positive impact 

on product improvements (Mahr et al., 2014). Von Hippel (1986) though points out an important 

note to the use of customers with lead user characteristics. He points out that companies should not 

forget about the majority of the customers who are going to use the products after it has been 

launched. The reason for this is that the needs of the lead users typically do not mirror precisely the 
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same needs as the majority of the actual users, therefore, the fit of the product and the need of the 

users might not become as close as wanted (Von Hippel, 1986). In regards to the specific use of 

customers in the innovation process as co-creators, companies can identify latent needs of the 

customers/end-users that they are making the products for, something which is referred to as market 

learning (Kazadi et al., 2016). 

When we talk about the value that companies can gain from involving customers in the co-creation 

and innovation process it is also important to state that customers are not the only source of 

competencies and resources a company can make use of. Other stakeholders also hold resources 

that a company might benefit from (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000). 

 

3.3.3 Challenges for companies 

In this section, the different challenges that companies might experience in a co-creation process is 

reviewed to understand what companies need to be aware of. 

 

A company’s ability to recognise the value of the new resources that external stakeholders bring 

into the innovation process and to apply this into a commercial context is known as a company’s 

absorptive capacity (Kazadi et al., 2016), which might be vital for the success of the innovation in 

which external stakeholders are involved. Since one of the key points in an innovation process is a 

network that combines dispersed resources, knowledge, capabilities and a great variety of 

stakeholders, the company that manages the innovation process plays an even greater role in the 

orchestration of the network due to the complexity the network brings. The ability to create and 

manage this network in an innovative process is known as a company’s relational capabilities. The 

actual ability to attract and find the most appropriate stakeholders, and the interaction and 

communication with these are also important to the process; this is known as the company’s 

networking capabilities. But since the network of different stakeholders and to find the most 

appropriate ones can be overwhelming, the company would benefit from its competence mapping 

ability which maps out and gives an overview of the competences each of the different stakeholders 

have. The complexity and interactions within the network puts a greater requirement on companies 

to manage stakeholder relationships and stakeholder knowledge (Kazadi et al., 2016). If a company 

fails to create an overview of the stakeholders and coordinate them well, challenges might arise to 
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identify synergies and/or to select the right stakeholders for the different activities in the process, 

since the management is not aware of the available expertise and resources (Reypens et al., 2016). 

 

Nambisan (2002) argue for three main challenges that organisations face when they are using 

customers as a sources of new product ideas. The first challenge is to select and find the appropriate 

customers in a cost-effective way. The next challenge is to give the selected customers the right 

incentives that foster a willingness to contribute to new product ideas. The last of the main 

challenges is to gain customer knowledge that is valuable to the innovation process. Besides these 

challenges, involving customers in the design and development of products are also likely to 

increase the uncertainty of the project. Therefore, mechanisms are needed to monitor and control 

the development efficiency and quality, since there is a chance that involving customers might even 

disrupt the innovation process. Furthermore, by involving customers in co-creation also means that 

they have to be integrated into the internal team of the company in order to establish a good 

synergy. In general, it is important that the organisation carefully facilitates the co-creation with 

customers so that the extra costs that comes with increased uncertainty in the project and the extra 

costs for support mechanisms do not outweigh the benefits of co-creating with customers 

(Nambisan, 2002). 

Another challenge and balance for the company that seeks to involve their customers in co-creation 

activities is to carefully manage the degree to which these customers are involved in the whole 

project. Datar et al. (1996) argue that the effectiveness of new product development processes can 

be decreased if customers bring too much input into the product conceptualization and design 

phases. The customers can have three different roles in the new product development process: 1) the 

customer as resource, where the customers are used in the ideation phase as a source of knowledge, 

2) the customer as co-creator, where the customer is used in the design and development phase, and 

3) the customer as user, where the customers are used as product testers before the launch of the 

product. The key role for the company as the facilitator of a product development process is to filter 

the information that flow between the two main phases: product conceptualization and design 

phases. By filtering the information, the organisation can provide a clear focus and direction of the 

contributions that customer involvement brings (Datar et al., 1996; Nambisan, 2002). 
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3.4 The stakeholder view 

In this section, the change in the view of the firm and who its stakeholders are will be outlined in 

order to understand the importance of both internal and external stakeholders.   

 

In relation to strategic management, there are different ways to view the firm and who its 

stakeholders are. 

In the past, there was a `Production View´ of the firm. In this view, the firm buys different raw 

materials from its suppliers and it converts these raw materials into products that are then sold to the 

customers. Furthermore, the owner, the manager and the employee of the firm only thought about 

satisfying the different suppliers and customers. If the firm was able to satisfy both the suppliers 

and the customers it would be successful. In addition, the firms were often family-dominated since 

the company was mostly run by family members (Freeman, 1984, p. 5).  

 
Figure 3.2: The Production View of the firm by Freeman (1984, p. 5, exhibit 1.1) 

 

The view of the firm changed into a `Managerial View´ due to different social and political forces. 

The firm needed larger amounts of capital and in many cases the capital had to come from outside 

the firm. Furthermore, the `workers´ or non-family members started to dominate the firm. As a 

result there was a separation of ownership and control. The ownership of the firm became scattered 

between the stockholders, banks and other institutions that financed the firm. In order to be 

successful, the managers had to satisfy both the customers, the suppliers, the owners and the 

employees and their unions. In contrast to the `Production View´ the owners and the employees 

have a stake in the firm as the firm is no longer family-dominated (Freeman, 1984, pp. 5-6).  

The `Managerial View´ can be seen as a resource-conversion entity because the suppliers provide 

raw materials in return for money, the customers get a product in return for money, the owners get 
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capital appreciation in the marketplace or dividends in return for their investment and the 

employees get wages, benefits and job security in return for their labour (Freeman, 1984, p. 7).   

 
Figure 3.3: The Managerial View of the firm by Freeman (1984, p. 6, exhibit 1.2) 

 

Freeman argues that the problem with the above two views, is that they to a large extent do not take 

the external environment into consideration, and therefore a new framework is needed. He believes 

that managers need to understand the external changes that happen in the environment in order to 

manage changes effectively (Freeman, 1984, p. 8). Some of the external changes that have occured 

are the emergence of new groups, issues and events (Freeman, 1984, p. 11). These changes affect 

the comfortable relationship that the firm has with its customers, suppliers, owners and employees 

(Freeman, 1984, p. 13). The firm is not only affected by the customers, suppliers, owners and 

employees anymore, but is also affected by different groups and individuals in the external 

environment as they come to have a stake in the firm (Freeman, 1984, p. 25). Freeman defines 

stakeholder as “...any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the 

organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984, p. 46). The stakeholders of a firm include e.g. 

customers, suppliers, employees, stockholders, banks, governments, environmentalists, media, 

consumer advocates, local community organisations and other groups who can affect or be affected 

by the firm (Freeman, 1984, p. vi + 25). The firm’s stakeholders all play an important part in the 

success of the firm, therefore it is important that managers understand how to manage each group of 

stakeholders effectively and strategically (Freeman, 1984, pp. 25-26). Freeman argues that the view 
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of the firm should be changed into a `Stakeholder View´ as the external changes cannot be 

understood within the `Production View´ or the `Managerial View´ (Freeman, 1984, p. 11).  

 

  
Figure 3.4: The Stakeholder View of the firm by Freeman (1984, p. 25, exhibit 1.5) 

 

Freeman’s stakeholder theory goes against the shareholder theory. The shareholder theory argues 

that the manager’s main responsibility is to maximize the wealth of the shareholders because they 

are the owners and if the firm is unsuccessful they run a high risk of losing their money (Ahmad & 

Omar, 2016).  

 

3.5 Communication strategies 

In this section, the different communication strategies will be presented in order to understand how 

to ideally communicate with one’s stakeholders. 

 
In recent years, there has been a change in the stakeholder theory as it has started to focus a lot on 

the importance of engaging the different stakeholders in a long-term value creation. In order to 

survive, organisations should focus on developing long-term mutual relationship with their 

stakeholders instead of only focusing on the immediate profit. This shift has led to increased interest 

in understanding how organisations can manage relationships with the different stakeholders 

(Morsing & Schultz, 2006).  
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Based on Grunig and Hunt’s different models of public relations, Morsing and Schultz have 

developed three types of stakeholder relations in regards to how organisations can engage in CSR 

communication with stakeholders. These three types of stakeholder relations are: the stakeholder 

information strategy, the stakeholder response strategy and the stakeholder involvement strategy 

(Morsing & Schultz, 2006).  

Even though these three types of stakeholder relations are developed in relation to CSR 

communication, we believe we can still use them as a basis for different ways to communicate with 

stakeholders in other contexts.  

 

In the stakeholder information strategy, the communication goes one-way because it only goes from 

the organisation to the stakeholders. The purpose of this strategy is to give the public information 

about the organisation. The organisations using this strategy produce e.g. brochures, magazines, 

pamphlets, facts and figures in order to inform the public. This communication strategy can be seen 

as `telling, not listening´ (Morsing & Schultz, 2006). 

 

In the stakeholder response strategy, the communication is two-way asymmetric. The 

communication goes from the organisation to the public and then back, but there is an imbalance in 

this flow. The imbalance is in favour of the organisation because the organisation does not change 

because of the two-way communication. However, the organisation tries to change the attitudes and 

the behaviour of the stakeholders. The organisations using this strategy often produce market 

surveys and opinion polls in order to see where the organisations has improved its efforts or where 

it can improve its efforts. The communication in this strategy is seen as feedback in relation to 

finding out what the stakeholders accept and tolerate (Morsing & Schultz, 2006).  

 
In the stakeholder involvement strategy, the communication is two-way symmetric. The 

communication between the company and the stakeholders is a dialogue. Both the organisation and 

the stakeholders will try to persuade each other to change, and ideally both parties will change as a 

result of engaging in a dialogue. The organisation should not only seek to influence the 

stakeholders, it should also seek to be influenced by the stakeholders. In the stakeholder 

involvement strategy, the stakeholders are involved in developing and co-constructing 

organisational actions and initiatives. The stakeholders can suggest actions and they are invited to 

explore their concerns with the organisation. By engaging the stakeholders in a dialogue, the 
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organisation can be proactive and they can explore mutually beneficial actions (Morsing & Schultz, 

2006). 

 

3.6 Design Thinking 

This section will look at the design thinking approach and how it could be applied as a tool in co-

creation. 

 

Within open innovation, co-creation is seen as one of the strategies that includes external agents that 

actively participate in the innovation process instead of only using internal agents in the company. 

This is based on the assumption that companies do not have all the knowledge that is needed in 

innovation. The terms innovation, co-creation and design thinking are concepts that, by working 

together, can result in the development of innovative products and services. Design thinking is 

useful in an innovation process since it is person-centered and value a continuous rework which is 

based on feedback loops and information exchange between those who are involved in the process 

(Santos et al., 2018). Lockwood (2010) defines design thinking as “essentially a human-centered 

innovation process that emphasises observation, collaboration, fast learning, visualization of ideas, 

rapid concept prototyping, and concurrent business analysis, which ultimately influences 

innovation and business strategy” (p. xi). 

Since design thinking is an important concept in innovation and product development, the concept 

will be further elaborated. 

 

In relation to the use of co-creation in product development and innovation, the utilisation of design 

principles on a strategic level have shown to have a significant increase on the success rate of these 

innovations. Companies today face more fierce competition and challenges, which require a focus 

on multidimensional solutions and definitions of advanced ways of using current products and 

services, and it is here that design principles can become the essential role (Pamfilie & Croitoru, 

2018).  

In the field of service design, the focus is on the ability to design the offering and not only come up 

with it. The consumers are at the forefront in order to understand their needs and wishes. It is 

important to try to discover what the consumers will want in the future, even if they cannot express 

their wishes at the very moment. Since a service consists of a network of stakeholders, an 
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understanding of how these stakeholders together create value for the consumers is important. A 

service experience is built around a series of interactions, e.g. from searching information about a 

destination, to booking of a hotel and flight tickets, to the actual experiences at the destination. The 

service design-based approach thus provides a deep and holistic understanding of consumers and 

their journey in order to create memorable experiences that are successful. In relation to the tourism 

industry, service design is, in short, about putting the travellers in the very forefront in all of the 

actions that stakeholders activate along the travellers’ journey; this allow service providers to build 

better service offerings (Pamfilie & Croitoru, 2018). 

 

One tool to better understand the customers’ needs, and from this create solutions is design 

thinking. The definition of design thinking has changed throughout the years. The major shift in the 

definition of design thinking has been from “the interior situational logic and decision-making 

processes of designers in action, as well as with theoretical dimensions that both account for and 

inform this kind of undertaking” (Rowe, 1987, p. 2) towards an understanding that non-designers 

can use the design thinking concept to evaluate and synthesise problems through the application of 

design methods (Mosely et al., 2018). An important note which Johansson-Sköldberg et al. (2013) 

make, is the distinguishment of `design thinking´ from the practices of professional designers, 

which can be seens as `designerly thinking´ used in arts and architecture, to defining design 

thinking for and with people without any scholarly background in design, especially relevant in 

management. Design thinking thus becomes a way of describing a designer’s methods that is 

integrated into the academic or practical managerial discourse (Johansson-Sköldberg et al. 2013). 

This way to look at design thinking has been widely used and taught by the design company IDEO 

and the Stanford Design School (Mosely et al., 2018). 

Contemporary design thinking is practiced as a tool that provides a framework for understanding 

and implementing innovation in a way that give rise to organic growth and added value for the 

consumers, which is considered as a design-centered way of thinking. This is done by focusing on 

finding solutions in an action-oriented way by providing the necessary premises to discover new 

needs in the market and satisfy these; hence design thinking is not problem-focused but solution-

focused in its thinking. Furthermore, the framework is a process that can be applied to every aspect 

of life and should not be limited to specific industries (Pamfilie & Croitoru, 2018). Design thinking 

calls for an organisational culture that eliminates the fear of making failures and that emphasises a 

greater sensitivity on the consumers in order to meet these and their needs. Furthermore, design 
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thinking emphasises an iterative process that uses an array of different work tools to communicate, 

create and build ideas, and where these ideas are made into prototypes that are tested and validated 

with end-users and other stakeholders related to the specific project. Testing of ideas and solutions 

are highly based on feedback and not relying solely on historical data and market research (Brown, 

2008; Holloway, 2009; Pamfilie & Croitoru, 2018). Instead design thinking, facilitates dialogue and 

ideas generation in the team by the use of participatory and collaborative approaches and methods 

(Mosely et al., 2018). As design thinking can take on a large list of methods and approaches to 

consider, the founder of Stanford Design School, David Kelley in Camacho (2016) points out a 

relevant thought on design thinking, which is also seen as relevant for this master’s thesis. David 

Kelley states in relation to design thinking: “In our minds, it’s a method for how to come up with 

ideas. These are not just ideas, but breakthrough ideas that are new to the world, especially with 

respect to complex projects, complex problems. That’s when you really need multidisciplinary 

teams ... and you really need to build prototypes and try them out with users” (Camacho, 2016, p. 

88). The important point that David Kelley emphasises is that today’s problems and the solutions to 

these can be complex, which call for a need in teams that consists of people from different 

professions, as well as testing these ideas and solutions with the future users.  

 

3.7 Master’s thesis framework 
As reviewed in the literature in the above sections, co-creation can take many forms and be applied 

in various ways in which there seems to be no consensus on what co-creation is.  

Therefore, it was necessary for us to define what we mean with co-creation in this master’s thesis, 

which we defined earlier as: a collaborative and innovative process that include both users and 

other relevant stakeholders working as a team. In this process, resources in terms of knowledge, 

competences, experiences etc. are exchanged and all parties involved learn from each other and 

gain a better understanding together, all of which resulting in dissemination of new and/or creative 

solution. 

In this section, we take a deeper look at our definition and we develop our framework for analysing 

and working with co-creation.  
 
 
Many of the definitions of co-creation mention that co-creation is a process where two or more 

parties are involved in a collaboration that creates value for both parties. A lot of the literature on 
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co-creation examines co-creation between the customer and the company, which we will also do, 

but we will also look at co-creation between many different stakeholders as the literature only 

touches slightly on this.  

As mentioned earlier, there are different ways to view the firm and who the important stakeholders 

are. Freeman argues that the firm should not only consider and satisfy its internal stakeholders, but 

it should also consider and satisfy its external stakeholders as they also play an important role in the 

success of a company. We have chosen to take Freeman’s stakeholder view into consideration when 

it comes to co-creation. We argue that the Danish tourist organisations should take a holistic 

approach to co-creation in order to satisfy its different stakeholders. Ideally, the tourist 

organisations should engage both relevant internal and external stakeholders in the co-creation 

process because a diverse and multidisciplinary team can, as mentioned earlier, bring different skills 

and mindsets to the process. Furthermore, by taking a holistic approach to the co-creation process 

everybody have the possibility to influence the product development and innovation process. We 

believe that taking a holistic approach to co-creation by using a diverse team of stakeholders can 

lead to more innovative products and services.  

 
When we talk about stakeholders we define these based on Freeman’s definition from 1984: “...any 

group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s 

objectives” (Freeman, 1984, p. 46). By applying this definition stakeholders can be anyone that has 

an interest in the organisation, both internal and external stakeholders, which e.g. can be 

travellers/customers, employees of the organisation, culture institutions, municipalities, locals, 

guides, local businesses etc.  

Below figure shows our multi-stakeholder approach to co-creation in product development and 

innovation. The tourist organisation is understood as being in the middle of this figure as they are 

the facilitators of the co-creation process.  
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Figure 3.5: Multi-stakeholder approach to co-creation in  

product development and innovation.  

 

In relation to the multi-stakeholder approach, we would like to state that when we say working as a 

diverse team we simply mean that during the process, a mix of internal and external stakeholders 

with different skills are present. The same stakeholders does not have to be part of the process all 

the way through, but the main point is to keep the team diverse. 

When we talk about the inclusion of stakeholders in the product development and innovation 

process, we see it as the stakeholders being represented during the stages from problem 

identification in the beginning to the implementation of the product/service at the end of the 

process. 
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As mentioned earlier, co-creation means that two or more parties create something together. This 

implies that the communication goes two-ways. Johnson-Cramer et al. (2003, p. 149) argues that 

“The essence of stakeholder dialogue is the co-creation of shared understanding by company and 

stakeholder”. It can be argued that a form of co-creation can happen in both the stakeholder 

response strategy and the stakeholder involvement strategy because the communication goes both 

ways and during the two-way communication between the organisation and the stakeholders 

something might be co-created. 

Co-creation can happen in the stakeholder response strategy in relation to generating product or 

service ideas or improving current products or services. The feedback from e.g. social media can be 

used in the process. The issue with the stakeholder response strategy is that the communication is 

asymmetric, and therefore both parties do not play an equal part in a co-creation process. The 

stakeholders have less influence on the products or services, which are developed.  

We believe that especially the stakeholder involvement strategy should be used in the co-creation 

process in relation to developing and co-constructing innovative products and services that have 

value for both the company and the stakeholder. The reason for this is that the communication is 

symmetric and both parties can have an equal influence on the co-creation process. 

 
In the section `Value and challenges in the co-creation process´, we focused on what value engaging 

in co-creation brings to customers and companies. We are, however, not only interested in looking 

at the value that co-creation brings to the parties involved; we are also interested in finding out how 

co-creation can create added value to products and services consumed by travellers. 

When talking about value, it is important to define what is meant by the term. The term `value´ has 

many meanings depending on whom you ask. Seeing value from a pure business perspective it can 

mean the company’s share price, if we see it from a marketer’s perspective it can mean market 

share and customer satisfaction, and finally if we see it from a customer’s perspective it might be 

based on a personal understanding (Kaiser & Young, 2015, p. 1). Kaiser & Young makes a very 

relatable and simple understanding of value: “Value, in other words, is really just another word for 

happiness, at least from the perspective of the consumer. Consumption is a non-stop process that 

occupies every moment of our existence, whether we’re conscious of it or not. Happiness is the 

cognitive experience that dominates our waking lives. As Richard Layard writes, “we are 

programmed to seek happiness”” (Kaiser & Young, 2015, p. 2). Besides understanding value as 

something that creates happiness to consumers, value also needs to be understood from a business 
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perspective where the business makes a profit of the products/services it offers (Kaiser & Young, 

2015, p. 3-5). 

Based on the above stated understanding of value, we see value in this master’s thesis as something 

that a business adds to products and services, something which makes the customers happy and at 

the same time is sustainable for the business.  

 

 

Chapter 4: Analysis 
In this chapter, we will analyse the interviews that we have conducted with the travellers and the 

tourist organisations. This chapter will start with an analysis of the interviews with the travellers 

and will then move on to an analysis of the interviews with the tourist organisations. Finally, this 

chapter will compare the findings from the interviews with the travellers and the tourist organisation 

in order to identify areas of the current application of co-creation which can be optimised. We will 

use the interviews with the local guides and our secondary data to support and supplement the 

findings from the interviews with the travellers and the tourist organisations.  

 

4.1 Travellers 
In this section, we will analyse the five interviews with travellers. First, this section will analyse the 

findings in regards to how the travellers find information about the destination. Second, we will go 

through the travellers’ opinions about the travel material that is generally provided by different 

sources. Third, we will look at what the travellers miss and want in regards to the experiences and 

travel material that are generally provided. Fourth, we will go through the travellers’ thoughts on 

co-creation and its value. Fifth, this section will look at whether the travellers would choose to 

travel to a destination because a co-creation is made. Finally, we will look at whether the travellers 

are interested in being involved in a co-creation process. The different sections will ultimately 

enable us to answer the first sub-question about how co-creation can create value for travellers. 

 

As mentioned earlier, we have conducted an interview with a 24 year old female (Traveller 1, 

appendix 4), a 26 year old man (Traveller 2, appendix 5), a 28 year old female (Traveller 3, 
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appendix 6), a 33 year old man (Traveller 4, appendix 7) and a 41 year old man (Traveller 5, 

appendix 8).  

 

4.1.1 Information search 

It is important to find out where the travellers find useful and relevant information about the 

destination because it gives an understanding of the customer journey and the touch points that the 

travellers are in contact with. This knowledge can be used to the advantage of the tourist 

organisations. In relation to where the travellers find information about the destination, we asked 

them if they use the official tourist information websites, social media, friends, the locals at the 

destination, the official tourist information centres or other information channels.  

4.1.1.1 Use of official tourist information websites 

In regards to the use of the official tourist information websites, all of the travellers usually do not 

actively seek information from these websites. Two of the travellers rarely uses them because they 

prefer other websites (Appendix 16). Traveller 1 rarely uses the official websites because she 

prefers to use TripAdvisor or travel books from Politiken and Lonely Planet (Appendix 4, lines 

14+16+42+52). Traveller 4 would only use the official websites if he was travelling to a small town 

because he knows that the most important attractions will be listed there. If he was travelling to a 

big city, he would not use the official websites because of trust issues (Appendix 7, line 22). 

 

“... Whereas in big cities these websites are usually very commercial...so you don’t really… you get 

listings of things, which has been clearly paid for to be there, like restaurants for example” 

(Appendix 7, line 22).  

  

Traveller 4 would rather use websites and travel material produced by brands that he trusts and that 

he knows have a certain standard and integrity. The only reason he would use the official websites 

in big cities is if he wanted to find out more detailed information about e.g. opening hours of an 

attraction that he already knows he wants to visit (Appendix 7, lines 56+59). 

  

Traveller 2, 3 and 5 sometimes use the official websites, if they are directed to them, when they 

search for information about the destination on Google or other websites. They do not actively 

search for the official websites, but usually find them through other websites (Appendix 16). 
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Traveller 2 says that he always starts on Google and then moves on to other websites from there and 

then he usually comes across the official website (Appendix 5, line 22). Traveller 3 says that she 

usually just searches the name of the destination on Google and then she goes through the different 

websites that it suggests (Appendix 6, line 16). Traveller 5 says that he usually finds the official 

websites through other websites (Appendix 8, line 23): 

  

… But it is not that I start by going to the official pages eh. I often come in there by searching for 

something that they of course have, so I start the other place but end up there (Appendix 8, line 23). 

  

Even though traveller 2, 3 and 5 sometimes use the official websites, it is difficult to say how often 

they use them. The fact that the travellers do not actively seek out the information from the official 

websites could imply that the travellers might prefer information from other websites more. 

4.1.1.2 Use of social media 

In regards to the use of different social media platforms, almost all of the travellers use social media 

to get information in one way or another. Traveller 1, 3 and 4 all say that they use Instagram for 

inspiration. Traveller 1 and 4 say that they like to get inspiration from their friends Instagram 

profiles (Appendix 16). Traveller 4 says that when his friends visit a place or restaurant that he 

thinks look nice then he likes or pin/star them on his Google Maps, so he can use it for inspiration 

later (Appendix 7, lines 37+39). Traveller 3 seems to get inspiration from both friends and different 

influencers. She likes Instagram because she can see pictures. Furthermore, she mentions that she 

prefers pictures over text because pictures can help her figure out if it is something that she would 

want to see or not (Appendix 6, lines 20+44): 

  

… I just prefer to see pictures instead of text because it tells me whether I want to see it or not […] 

and that is what Instagram for example offers, it is all these visual and graphic images of these 

places and areas and restaurants, beaches, everything (Appendix 6, line 44). 

  

Traveller 3 also mentions that she sometimes use YouTube to find information about the destination 

because the content can be quite inspiring (Appendix, line 22): 
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… I might also decide to use YouTube to watch some bloggers, who have been to these places. I 

know at least before we went to Croatia, we found a couple who blogged their vacation, or vlogged 

their vacation. And we looked at it and it was actually very inspiring (Appendix 6, line 22). 

  

The reason why traveller 3 likes to use YouTube is probably because it is visual and she can see 

whether the destination or attraction is of interest to her, just like she can on Instagram. 

  

Traveller 2 says that he does not use Instagram but he likes to use Facebook because it enables him 

to keep an eye on events in regards to e.g. concerts and football matches (Appendix 5, line 34). 

Traveller 4 says that he sometimes uses Facebook’s travel feature in order to see whether the places 

that his friends have visited at the destination are relevant for him (Appendix 7, line 33). 

  

Traveller 5 does not use any social media platforms to find information about the destination 

because he usually finds most of the information he needs on different websites (Appendix 8, line 

19). 

4.1.1.3 Use of friends 

In regards to the use of friends, almost all travellers use their friends to get inspiration and 

information about a destination (Appendix 16). As mentioned above, traveller 1 and 4 say that they 

like to get inspiration from their friends’ Instagram profiles. Furthermore, traveller 1 likes to get 

information from the friends that she travels with (Appendix 4, line 64): 

  

… I actually think that I discuss many things with those I travel with. So I think it is them who kind 

of make me not just sit, what do I know with only my Lonely Planet and think that I should see that 

one thing, but then they expand my horizon and open my eyes for those three other things that are 

also good and that seems very exciting (Appendix 4, line 64) 

  

This statement shows that information from friends sometimes can be very useful because they 

might provide you with knowledge and information that you did not already have. Traveller 2 says 

that he likes to ask the friends that he have at the destination that he is travelling to for information 

about what to do or see while he is there. He thinks that he gets a lot of useful information from 

them (Appendix 5, line 36). It can be assumed that the reason why he finds the information that he 
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gets from his friends living in the destination he is visiting is that they are locals and they can give 

him information that he might not otherwise have found. Traveller 3 says that she sometimes 

actively asks her friends about information if she knows that they have visited the destination that 

she is travelling to (Appendix 6, line 22): 

 

… Yes, I ask, if I know that there is a pair of friends or somebody I know who have been at the place 

I want to go, then I always ask: “What is there to see”, “At what place should one eat” and things 

like that, just to get a little extra […] (Appendix 6, line 22). 

  

Traveller 4, however, does not actively ask his friends. He only gets information from his friends if 

it comes up during a conversation (Appendix, line 43): 

  

“Actually, I don’t ask my friends specifically. I think I mention to people if I am going somewhere, 

and then if they have been there I will ask them more information, but I won’t ask specifically 

friends for information, if that makes sense?” (Appendix 7, line 43). 

  

Traveller 5 does not use his friends to get information because he has a tendency not to ask people 

even though he has the access to different networks (Appendix 8, line 19): 

  

… I am actually not that good at using social media for that because I tend not to ask anyone else 

eh. It might be something to do with personality. I have access to different networks and can ask: 

“What do you think I should see when I go there”, but in reality, I mostly go for available 

information (Appendix 8, line 19). 

  

This statement shows that traveller 5 likes to find all of the information himself. It can be assumed 

that the reason for this is that he might feel uncomfortable asking his network. Another reason could 

be that he is very specific in regards to what he is interested in experiencing at the destination. 
  

4.1.1.4 Use of locals at the destination 

In regards to the use of locals at the destination, the travellers does not actively seek out information 

about the destination from them. Traveller 2, 4 and 5 say that they do not actively seek information 
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from locals, but if they have a conversation with a local then they do not mind asking for 

information and advice because it is more natural to get information that way (Appendix 16). 

  

… There has to be something that lies ahead, that is, that you have been sitting opposite each other 

at a restaurant or been drinking a beer or something. It is not that I directly, what to say... go and 

ask people if they know something about something eh (Appendix 5, line 44). 

  

Traveller 2 mentions that he thinks that having conversations with locals can lead to useful 

information about e.g. restaurants and events (Appendix 5, line 44). Traveller 3, however, says that 

she does not find the information from locals at the destination to be useful because she can find so 

much information online. Furthermore, she mentions that her boyfriend and her had a conversation 

with a local once and decided to follow his advice to go to a certain restaurant, but it was terrible 

(Appendix 6, lines 28+65): 

  

…Now I just have to tell a story because when I was in Croatia, we lived in a city apartment and the 

man who lived there, it was kind of an older man and he insisted that we should eat at this place, it 

was traditional food and just the best place. And it was the first place we ate when we came to 

Croatia and it was so terrible, it was quite simply so terrible. So, after that I told my boyfriend that 

we should not ask anyone, we just stick to Instagram, Tripadvisor […] We do not ask any of the 

locals because that was some of the worst. It was really really bad (Appendix 6, line 65). 

  

This statement implies that traveller 3 has some trust issues in regards to the information that she 

can get from the locals.  

 

Even though all the travellers do not actively ask the locals for information, traveller 1 and 5 say 

that they sometimes have decided to go on a guided tour with a local guide (Appendix 4, line 32; 

Appendix 8, line 33). Traveller 1 says that she sometimes likes to go on a guided tour with a local 

guide because she is able to see something that she otherwise would not have seen (Appendix 4, 

line 48): 

  

Well that is just because you often see something local that you would not otherwise have seen 

before because often it is `You have to see this, here people never come, but I think it is a shame, 
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now you have to see it´. It is kind of up to their personal beliefs what is worth seeing, most often I 

think (Appendix 4, line 48).   

  

Traveller 5 says that when he goes on a guided tour with a local guide, he kind of buys into the idea 

of it being a local showing him around. However, he mentions that his curiosity is often too big to 

just follow what he is told because he likes to go out there and look himself (Appendix 8, line 33): 

  

… Generally, my curiosity is probably too big to just follow what people say. I would like to look 

for myself and I would like to see if something is not worth the money or the walk. It may well be 

that they are right, but I want to see if it is right. And I have experienced that it actually was right 

that it was not worth the money […] (Appendix 8, line 33). 

  

This statement implies that traveller 5 kind of have a fear of missing something. He mentions that 

he often finds it difficult to relax when he is on vacation because he does not like the idea that he 

might miss out on something at the destination (Appendix 8, line 17). Furthermore, this implies that 

he might not trust the judgement of the local guide. 

It can be assumed that one of the reasons why traveller 1 and 5 sometimes go on a guided tour is 

because it is an easier way to get in contact with a local than actively asking locals for information.  

4.1.1.5 Use of official tourist information centres  

In regards to the use of official tourist information centres (physical location at the destination), all 

the travellers do not really use them to get information about the destination (Appendix 16). 

Traveller 1 says that she rarely uses the official information centres because she usually uses her 

travel books. She remembers that she used an official information centre when she was in 

Gothenburg, but otherwise she does not use them (Appendix 4, line 42). Traveller 2 says that he 

never uses the official tourist information centres because he thinks that he can find the information 

he needs online. Furthermore, he mentions that he does not even remember the last time he used 

one (Appendix 5, line 40+42). Traveller 3 says that she never uses them (Appendix 6, line 26), 

which is probably because she finds most information online. Traveller 4 says that he does not use 

the official information centres because it is for older generations. He says that he might be biased 

because he has worked within tourism when he was younger (Appendix 7, line 49+51). Traveller 5 

says that he rarely uses the official centres because he thinks they have an agenda and they have a 
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broad appeal. Furthermore, he mentions that the people who come there have a lot of money and 

wants to see everything. He thinks that he can find the specific information that he is looking for 

many other places, such as more niche tourist information centres or at the hostel that he is staying 

at. He knows that there are others like him in those places who does not have a lot of money to 

spend but still want to experience something. Traveller 5 says that he would only go to the official 

information centre if he arrived in a city where he was staying for a very short time (Appendix 8, 

lines 27+29):   

 

… Then there are those exceptions, where I for example come to a city that I really do not know 

anything about. Then I have to change trains somewhere and there are some hours to spend and I 

want to see something - Then I go straight for it because then I want a card that I can use and I 

want to know what is nearby. In this regard, I trust them enough not to send me 

somewhere strange (Appendix 8, line 29). 

  

All the travellers seem to think that it is not useful to go to the official information centres because 

they can find most information somewhere else.  

4.1.1.6 Use of other information channels 

In regards to the use of other information channels, all the travellers find information about the 

destination by using Google. Furthermore, many of the travellers sometimes use TripAdvisor to 

find information about especially restaurants (Appendix 16). Traveller 1 says that she likes to look 

at the top 10 and top 15 lists that TripAdvisor has in order to get inspiration. She likes TripAdvisor 

because she thinks it is easy and it gives a good overview (Appendix 4, lines 16+24). Traveller 2 

says that he likes to use TripAdvisor to find restaurants because it enables him to pick a category of 

food. He is a vegetarian, so he needs to find restaurants that serve good vegetarian food. 

Furthermore, he enjoys being able to find local restaurants that he would not otherwise have found 

(Appendix 5, line 24): 

  

[…] but it is just as much that I like to make it as local as possible […] So by getting the extra 

localness I just think TripAdvisor is better than the list that you can Google yourself too (Appendix 

5, line 24). 
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Traveller 3 says that she likes to use TripAdvisor and Yelp to check the recommendations 

(Appendix 6, lines 65+69). Traveller 4 sometimes use TripAdvisor to cross check reviews from 

other sources (Appendix 7, line 91): 

  

“... The only reason I use TripAdvisor is to cross check reviews from other sources. So for example 

if someone says “This restaurant is good”, I will go to TripAdvisor. I will also pay attention to who 

that traveller is giving the review. So if it is a couple from the U.K versus a family from the U.S, you 

would have a different perception of what is good, what is bad” (Appendix 7, line 91). 

  

This statement shows that traveller 4 likes to figure out who the person writing the review is 

because he wants to make sure that he takes advice and recommendations from like-minded people, 

who kind of reflects his lifestyle and values. 

  

Traveller 5 says that he likes to look at some of the free magazines at the destination in order to see 

e.g. what is taking place while he is there. Furthermore, he always looks at the different flyers and 

brochures that are provided at the hostel where he is staying. He likes to check whether there is 

some useful information that he did not already have (Appendix 8, lines 15+25). Traveller 4, 

however, does not like to use the flyers provided by the hotels or hostels because he thinks that 

there is a commercial interest for them to recommend e.g. a restaurant (Appendix 7, line 30). 

Traveller 2 mentions that he does not use the flyers and brochures provided because he thinks that 

everything has become digitalised (Appendix 5, lines 30+32).  

4.1.1.7 Sum up 

The majority of the travellers use social media, friends and other information channels to get 

information about the destination. In relation to information from the official tourist information 

websites, the locals at the destination and the official tourist information centres, all the travellers 

do not actively seek information from these, which implies that they are not the travellers’ preferred 

sources of information. 

  



Master’s thesis, May 2019  Henrik Block Jepsen 
Copenhagen Business School  Nanna Lynard Berg 

 59 

4.1.2 Opinions about the travel material generally provided 

It is important to find out what the travellers’ opinion is about the travel material that is generally 

provided because it enables us to gain an understanding of how the tourist organisations can 

improve their travel material. 

  

Traveller 1 likes a lot of the information she finds in travel books like Lonely Planet, but even 

though she likes the information in the travel books she sometimes would like some more guidance 

in relation to finding something local because sometimes she ends up in places that are very 

crowded with tourists (Appendix 4, lines 52+68). 

 

In general, traveller 2 thinks that the quality level of the travel material provided usually is quite 

high. However, he misses more current and up-to-date information about what is happening at the 

destination during the week he is there. He knows that this information can be found but it is very 

fragmented, meaning that he needs to visit many different websites to search for information instead 

of everything being in one place so he can get an overview. He thinks that a lot of information gets 

lost because everything is fragmented, and he believes that by having information about the 

different things and events that take place during a week in one place, there would be less a chance 

to miss something that is going on (Appendix 5, lines 48+50+52): 

 

… And there is an insane amount of information that is lost because of… Yes, I know I would like to 

see a concert, but there are probably a lot of things happening that I do not know I would like to eh 

eh… For example, if there is a film festival or a gallery that is running something… some strange 

exhibition or what it is that I am not really aware of or know anything about… so then there is a lot 

information that is lost there eh… because you do not know you need it before you can go in and 

read a little about it. So that is of course something that is lost eh (Appendix 5, line 52). 

 

Furthermore, traveller 2 mentions that sometimes in e.g. Copenhagen, people have to use their 

network in order to find the “small” events that are happening in the city because there is not an 

overview of the different small events. Moreover, traveller 2 says that he likes TripAdvisor because 

of the recommendations and validations from other people. This is something that he thinks is 

missing on the official tourist information sites. In addition, he thinks that the official tourist 
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information websites display more or less only the top attractions, but he would like a more local 

experience (Appendix 5, line 26-28+61+67). 

 

Traveller 3 thinks that the information that she can find on social media is trustworthy and inspiring 

because it usually comes from people like herself. Furthermore, she feels like a lot of the websites 

online are just those promoting the top-attractions at a destination and they are all the same 

(Appendix 6, line 36): 

 

It was from a blogger or an Instagrammer or whatever you say. It was a completely normal girl, 

who liked to post some cool pictures. And she then made this list that I liked and… Rather that 

than… There are those websites that you find on the internet: The 10 places you have to visit when 

you are in Barcelona or something like that. And there it can sometimes become a lot of the same 

and everybody describes the same thing, and I like that the other thing is kind of a bit more 

trustworthy, if you can say it like that. Now I have found this girl and she is probably my age and I 

can see that we roughly have to same style, so I think we probably like the same restaurants... 

(Appendix 6, line 36). 

 

This statement implies that she might have some trust issues in regards to some of the information 

that she can find on the internet, which could be because she thinks that there is an agenda behind.  

 

Traveller 4 usually does not like the information that is on the official website or certain other 

websites because he thinks that they usually are very commercial and he cannot be sure whether the 

attraction or restaurant have paid to be on the website or not. He would rather use websites and 

travel material produced by brands that he trusts and that he knows have a certain standard and 

integrity. The traveller likes the travel articles that the Guardian offer because they have a certain 

standard (Appendix 7, lines 56+60). 

  
Traveller 5, in general, feels like there is a lack of practical information about e.g. how the transport 

system in a city works, the opening hours of places and what things costs etc. He thinks that the 

official websites often only provide information about the top-attractions, which is the reason why 

he uses other websites or providers, like Lonely Planet. Furthermore, he thinks that there could be 

more local inspiration in the guidebooks and the websites, but he is afraid that if everyone knows 
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about a certain place then it will lose its uniqueness. Therefore, he suggests that they should 

promote the area more than specific places (Appendix 8, lines 35+37+45):  

 
… If you advertise that “Why do you not all go out and see some league match in Copenhagen”, 

well then if there is 10,000 people who does that, then it is not very local. Eh it would be fine for 

those who sell tickets at that place. But if you instead say “Seek out a football match when you are 

in Copenhagen or in England” without being specific about which one to go to. Those tips I would 

like... (Appendix 8, line 45). 

  
Furthermore, traveller 5 suggests that the official websites could have a factbox about what the 

locals like to do in the weekends without being specific about where to go (Appendix 8, line 45).   

 

To sum up, the majority of the travellers mention that they think it is usually the top attractions that 

are promoted, but they would like to get more local inspiration and guidance in finding local 

experiences. Furthermore, traveller 2 mentions that he would like to have more current and up-to-

date information about things that takes place at the destination.  

 

4.1.3 What does the travellers miss and want 

It is important to find out what the travellers miss and want in regards to the travel material and the 

experiences at the destination because it enables an understanding of how the tourist organisations 

can improve their travel material. Furthermore, this knowledge can be used as inspiration in regards 

to the co-creations that the tourist organisation could do. 

 
Traveller 1 does not necessarily miss anything, but sometimes she would like something more local 

and authentic. She thinks that something local and authentic were she could meet people and eat 

with them would be interesting. Even though, she sometimes wants something more local, she 

points out that usually time has an influence because she is only on vacation for a short while, and 

therefore she ends up picking a couple of the attractions from the top 10 list (Appendix 4, lines 

68+70). 

 
Traveller 2, as mentioned earlier, would like to know more about the different events that take place 

at the destination during the week because he thinks that he is missing out on interesting things at 

the destination. He would like to be inspired and exposed to new experiences but this type of 
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alternative inspiration is not always easily available. The traveller thinks that inspiration from locals 

could be a way to get more alternative inspiration about a destination. He mentions that he was on a 

guided tour with a local homeless person in Prague, which he thought was a very authentic and 

good experience (Appendix 5, lines 50+52+65+68+71): 

 
… One of the best guided tours I have been on that was in Prague where it was a homeless that 

showed us around […]. He could not speak a word of English, it was all in Czech, but then you had 

an authorized guide with eh. But it makes it something else that it is a homeless person, who walks 

around and tells the stories than it is… eh a guide, who walks around in the same area, because 

there is not that “feel” that you get with the other (Appendix 5, line 71). 
  
Traveller 3, as mentioned earlier, prefers pictures over text because it is easy to digest. She says that 

usually she does not really want to read, and therefore she ends up looking for pictures of the 

attraction instead. The traveller thinks that pictures are inspiring and she would like more of that 

(Appendix 6, lines 44-50). 

  
Traveller 4 thinks that there is always a bit of a gap with things to do in cities on a Sunday 

afternoon because everything is closed. He would like little walks and things like that to be listed on 

the websites because they do not require different attractions to be open. He feels like it is mainly 

the big attractions that are listed on the websites and he miss information about things that are not 

the big attractions. The traveller does not mind who gives the information or advice about little 

walks to take: It could be locals or other travellers or somebody else. Furthermore, the traveller 

would be interested in knowing more about parts of the town/city that he did not know about 

(Appendix 7, lines 64-66+70+79). 

  
Traveller 5 says that he misses some inspiration in regards to the destinations that he has been to 

more than once or twice because he feels that the most famous attractions are usually visited the 

first time. He would like to get some more alternative and local inspiration in regards to other things 

to experience (Appendix 8, lines 48+50): 

  
… you reach another level eh… of the experience and there I think you need to search a little bit 

more. I can find it [the inspiration], it is not that, but maybe you could differentiate and then say “Is 

it the first time you are in London, well then we will suggest this” if it is the second time, the third, 

the fourth, then maybe it is something else you should see because the things look like they always 
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do. Big Ben is still Big Ben, and if you come by then you see it. There is no need to seek it out. Now 

you can try this and this and this, and it can for example be something like what does Londoners 

actually do in the weekends, where do they go, if they go to the park, which park do they go to 

(Appendix 8, line 50). 

  
Furthermore, traveller 5 would like to have a platform, where locals can write and give 

recommendations, which can be used by travellers (Appendix 8, line 52).     

 
To sum up, the majority of the travellers mention that they would like some more alternative 

information instead of only the information about the top attractions. Overall, they would like 

information about local and authentic experiences and they would like information about alternative 

experiences in regards to e.g. events, walks and city areas.  

 

4.1.4 Thoughts on co-creation 

It is important to find out both what the travellers’ thoughts on co-creation are and what the 

travellers think the value of co-creation is because it enables an understanding of how the tourist 

organisations can improve their travel material and why co-creation is a valuable tool in product 

development and innovation. 

  
Traveller 1 believes co-creating with different stakeholders, such as travellers, locals and other 

institutions, would be valuable because different perspectives have been included. She believes that 

the inclusion of different perspectives can increase the quality. Traveller 1 thinks that co-creation 

with locals would be of interest because it can give something more authentic and local. She 

mentions that she would be really interested in destinations/ attractions picked by locals, especially 

in regards to food and drinks, instead of the tourist organisations, and she believes that co-creating 

with locals in picking attractions can have a lot of ethos. Furthermore, traveller 1 thinks that co-

creation with travellers would be of interest because it can create value in the way that the 

information given in regards to different places, attractions and destinations are validated by 

travellers. She thinks it would be interesting and valuable to hear how many travellers are satisfied 

with the destination because it can help her avoid wasting time on something that is not worth the 

time. However, she would not be interested in reading a case story where a traveller tells about his 
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or her experiences. She suggests that a database or something like that should be created for 

validations and rankings etc. (Appendix 4, lines 82+86+88-90+110). 

  

Traveller 2 believes that co-creating with stakeholders would be valuable. He believes that the more 

knowledge-sharing there is in the process, the better the product becomes. However, there needs to 

be coordinators who knows how to collect all of the knowledge. The traveller thinks that co-

creation with locals would be of interest because it could give him some alternative, authentic and 

local experiences. Moreover, he thinks that co-creation with travellers would be valuable because 

they can make the product better. He mentions that travellers can give valuable feedback, but the 

problem is that they do not always know what they need. Furthermore, he thinks that co-creation 

with many different stakeholders would be valuable, but it dependents on the context, meaning that 

it is not in all cases it is necessary to include many different stakeholders because it might not add 

that much extra value (Appendix 5, lines 67-69+77+79+95):  

  

… I do not think you can get into a situation, where it will create less value, but I also think that you 

can get into a situation, where there will not be created much added value. And then you can 

discuss whether it makes sense to do it that way... (Appendix 5, line 95). 

  

However, traveller 2 thinks that is would be valuable to include many different stakeholders in 

regards to promoting a certain city area that is not that well-known to tourists (Appendix 5, lines 96-

99). The reason for this could be that he might think that the extra knowledge that could be gained 

from many different stakeholders would add more value to the product than using only a couple of 

stakeholders. 

  

Traveller 3 believes that involving stakeholders in co-creation is valuable. She mentions that co-

creation with locals would be of interest because the locals have knowledge that non-locals do not 

have (Appendix 6, line 64): 
  

… Because there is not anyone who knows more than the locals do, so it would definitely give much, 

and you would also rather want to ask a local (Appendix 6, line 64). 
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However, traveller 3 has some trust issues in regards to advice from locals because she had a bad 

experience when she was in Croatia where she took a local man’s advice. Furthermore, she is a bit 

skeptical about co-creation with locals, since she thinks it might just be a marketing gimmick. 

Therefore, she has more trust in the information that she can find on Instagram, TripAdvisor or 

Yelp, since it is validated by “normal people” or people like her (Appendix 6, lines 65+71). 

Traveller 3 thinks that co-creation with travellers/consumers would be valuable because their 

feedback and knowledge can improve the product, since they are the ones who are travelling and 

experiencing different things at the destination. In addition, she loves when consumers are involved 

because she can relate to it more, since she does not think it is a marketing gimmick (Appendix 6, 

lines 73+91): 

  

But yes, I love to see when the consumers are involved that way. It just gives a different… Well it 

gets closer to me, I can better relate to it and then the marketing disappears (Appendix 6, line 91). 

  

Furthermore, traveller 3 thinks that the involvement of many different stakeholders in a co-creation 

process would be even more valuable because there are many different perspectives (Appendix 6, 

lines 93-95): 

 
So, what I have learned is that the more people you have, the more people with different 

backgrounds… eh gives much more in the end (Appendix 6, line 93). 
  
Traveller 4 believes that co-creation is valuable because it can improve the product. In relation to 

co-creation with locals, the traveller thinks that he would be mostly interested in the co-creation if it 

was made by a person that he knows or have a connection to instead of a random person. The 

traveller thinks that travel materials and guides made by different locals at the destination would be 

interesting to look at, but it would not necessarily be something that he would be that excited by. He 

would be more excited by a list of e.g. five restaurants that was made by an acquaintance because 

there is some sort of connection. In relation to co-creation with travellers, he mostly has the same 

opinion and preference as to co-creation with locals; He wants to know them or have a connection 

to them. He does not need to know the travellers well, but at least he wants to have an idea of what 

kind of person they are. The traveller thinks that getting the users’ feedback and opinion can help 

make the product or service better. Furthermore, the users can be used for validation of ideas and 

testing. In relation to co-creation with many different stakeholders with different perspectives, the 
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traveller thinks it could be beneficial to the experience, but it depends on how it is done. He 

sometimes feels like companies are not that focused because they try to work with everyone 

(Appendix 7, lines 85+87+91-93+108+118): 

  

“I think it really depends on who you listen to the most, I guess, if that makes sense. I do not know. I 

feel like sometimes I have seen some companies try to work with everyone and it just feels like it is 

not that focused, it gets a bit…” (Appendix 7, line 108). 

  

Traveller 4 believes that the companies need to be critical of whom them use and the company 

should only use the stakeholders that would be beneficial to the experience. He says it is about 

listening to the right stakeholders (Appendix 7, lines 118+122 ). 

  

Traveller 5 believes that co-creation with both traveller and locals would be valuable. He mentions 

that co-creation with travellers would be interesting, but he points out that the travellers might not 

know much themselves and they might not know where the best places are. Therefore, he is afraid 

that the product will not become better by doing so. The traveller would like validation from 

different sources, and therefore he thinks that including both travellers and locals in co-creation 

would be valuable because both parties have different knowledge and both parties will get 

something out of the process (Appendix 8, lines 54+56): 

  

… So, I walk past Copenhagen City Hall quite often and I do not take pictures of it anymore, but 

other people do because when they come to Copenhagen it is interesting that the City Hall is there. 

The same applies to Tivoli and other things. Travellers going to Copenhagen will see one part of 

Copenhagen, where I see another. So, I might see a basement bar in Nørrebro, which they will 

never discover because they do not know what lies down the side street, and there is no need to 

walk down the side street if you do not know there is a basement bar. […] So, if you could bring the 

two things together, so that the locals can realize that it is actually pretty cool to be where they are 

and people appreciate it, and then the travellers are told “Well, if you are here anyway then here 

are some pretty cool places that you would not have discovered”. Then I can see the idea in it eh... 

(Appendix 8, line 56). 
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Traveller 5 would like a combination of `tourists’ favourites´ and `locals’ favourites´, since they 

might have different preferences and it would be interesting to see what each of them recommend. 

Furthermore, he mentions that it would be interesting to see whether the attractions picked by the 

travellers and the locals also are recommended by the tourist organisation. If that is the case, he 

would find the information more valid and he would know that there is a good chance that he would 

find the attraction interesting too. However, he is afraid that the attractions that the travellers and 

the locals recommend will become the attractions that everyone will go to and it will become very 

touristy (Appendix 8, lines 56+70).  

 

To sum up, all the travellers thinks that co-creation with different stakeholders would be valuable 

because it would make the product/service/experience better. The majority of the travellers think 

that co-creation with locals would be valuable because it could bring local, authentic and alternative 

experiences. Furthermore, the majority of the travellers think that co-creation with travellers would 

be valuable because they usually are the users of the tourism product/service/experience and their 

feedback can make the product better. In addition, the travellers mention that it would be interesting 

to know what attractions other travellers like and are satisfied with because their recommendations 

work as a form of validation in regards to the information that can be found on e.g. the official 

tourist information websites. Moreover, the majority of the travellers think that co-creation with 

many different stakeholders would be valuable because it brings different perspectives into the 

process which can add a lot of value to the product/service/experience because the information is 

validated by different sources.  

The travellers are though a bit critical in regards to co-creation with stakeholders. First of all, they 

mention that travellers might not know what they want or might not have much knowledge in 

regards to what the best things to experience are, so therefore the product might not become better 

by involving them in co-creation. Second, they mention that co-creation needs to be done the right 

way in order for it to be valuable. The right stakeholders should be used and one should not use 

many different stakeholders if it is not necessary in regards to making the product better. Third, 

traveller 5 mentions that the attractions being recommended in this co-creation process might make 

the local experiences very touristy instead, and therefore less unique.  
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4.1.5 Choice of destination 

It is interesting to find out whether the travellers would choose to travel to a destination because a 

co-creation was made since it enables an understanding of the value and power of co-creation.  

 

Traveller 1 says that she would not necessarily pick a destination over another because a co-creation 

was made. However, it would maybe have an influence on the material and information she decides 

to use for guidance and inspiration at the destination she wants to go to. Furthermore, she mentions 

that if she is made aware of the co-created material/ information multiple times via social media or 

word-of-mouth and the co-creation is validated as being good, then maybe she would be inspired to 

go to that specific destination in the future (Appendix 4, lines 114-118). 

 

Traveller 2 says that co-creation can make the destination/experience more attractive, but if he 

decides to go to e.g. an event that is co-created, then it is what the event is about rather than the fact 

that it is a co-creation that is decisive. He says that co-creation might though make the event even 

more exciting. Furthermore, he mentions that co-creation can be used as inspiration about a 

destination, especially if the localism is in focus as it can give an authenticity in relation to the 

culture and the city (Appendix 5, lines 101-105). 

 

Traveller 3 says that it is likely that she would pick one destination over another if one of them have 

made a co-creation (Appendix 6, line 101):  

 

Yes of course. So, if there are three options and at one of those places a co-creation had been made 

or something, then I think it would be more attractive (Appendix 6, line 101).  

 

Traveller 3 says that a co-creation made to enhance the experience at a destination would be 

attractive to her and it could influence her decision making because she knows different people and 

perspectives have been involved. In addition, she mentions that if this co-creation were promoted 

via social media it would probably make it even more attractive (Appendix 6, lines 97-103).  

 

Traveller 4 does not say anything about whether he would choose one destination over another. 

However, the traveller does say that a co-creation made to enhance the experience in a city would 

be interesting to experience, but it depends on whom the company has co-created with. He gives 
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different examples of co-created experiences that would be of his interest such as e.g. a walking 

guide of East Berlin made with design students (Appendix 7, line 124): 

 

“I think it would be interesting depending on who they have used to make it. So, if for example they 

said okay “We have made a walking guide of East Berlin with design... students”. That could be a 

very specific thing where it is… That could be kind of interesting to me, but not generic stuff” 

(Appendix 7, line 124). 

 

Furthermore, traveller 4 says that he would be interested in a curated list of experiences based on a 

certain person or culture. This curated list could be e.g. a vegetarian guide to Copenhagen that was 

made by a particular vegetarian chef (Appendix 7, lines 126+128).  

 

Traveller 5 says that he picks the destinations he wants to go to in regards to whether the destination 

has something that is worth visiting. He says that if the experiences at the destination have been co-

created it is only better (Appendix 8, line 72):  

 

Yes, I think, because I want to go to places where there is something worth visiting. So if they have 

a well-researched product and say `The reason why you should come here is this´… eh and I trust 

the source, well then I will choose that over something else that I may not know anything about or 

where I myself have to find some information eh. Because if I have to choose between the 3, then I 

will choose the one, where there is something worth visiting... (Appendix 8, line 72).  

 

However, he still needs to find the source of the information to be valid in order to consider one 

destination over another (Appendix 8, line 72).  

 

To sum up, all the travellers mention that co-creation would make the destination and the 

experiences more attractive and interesting. Traveller 1, 2 and 4 would not necessarily choose one 

destination/experience over another just because one of them made a co-creation, but they would 

definitely find it interesting and exciting. Traveller 3 and 5 would likely choose one 

destination/experience over another if they knew that one of them had made a co-creation because 

they know that the experience would be worth visiting.  
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4.1.6 Involvement  

It is important to find out whether the travellers would be interested in being involved in a co-

creation process because they can be important stakeholders to include. Furthermore, it is important 

to find out under which circumstances the travellers would be interested in being involved in co-

creation because it enables an understanding of how the tourist organisations can persuade the 

travellers to engage in a co-creation process. 

 

Traveller 1 would not mind engaging in a co-creation process if it is done in a proper way. The 

traveller would not really be interested in participating in surveys or be called over the phone to 

answer questions. However, she could be more interested in answering a survey than being called 

over the phone because that surveys are easy to do and do not take a lot of time. She believes that 

being asked to participate over the phone would be a half-hearted solution, and she does not believe 

that anything good can come from that. Furthermore, she does not believe that there is anything in it 

for her. She would not mind participating in a co-creation process, if she was invited to come for an 

interview and invited to a workshop where she can be a part of a brainstorm. However, she would 

like to be offered something in return for her participation such as a money or a trip. The traveller 

believes that either the tourist organisation should go all-in and invite travellers to a workshop or 

they should make surveys - the tourist organisations should not call the travellers (Appendix 4, lines 

100+102+104). 

 

Traveller 2 would not mind participating and giving his feedback, but he is concerned about the 

time aspect. He mentions that he probably would not mind a 30-45-minute interview over the 

phone, but he thinks that participating in a workshop would take up too much of his time. However, 

he is very open to the idea of participating if he was sponsored with a trip where in a part of the trip 

he has to participate in a workshop. He mentions that if it is done that way he would though see it a 

little more like work than just volunteering (Appendix 5, line 85+87+89). 

 

Traveller 3 mentions that she would not mind participating in a co-creation process if the company 

called her and asked her about her experiences and her feedback. She likes to help other people by 

giving them her recommendations and advice (Appendix 6, line 85+87): 
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Not at all, and I love sharing good experiences with people. So if I have been somewhere or eaten 

something delicious, then I am always the one `Listen, there is this place you have to try´, I am 

always the seller, `You have to try this, it is so good´, so I would not mind if I was called or 

contacted, like `Hey do you want to be a part of this? ´. I would like to do that (Appendix 6, line 

87).  

  
Furthermore, traveller 3 mentions that she would not mind sharing her experiences on different 

websites, like TripAdvisor and Yelp, by writing a small comment/review or rating an experience 

because she thinks it is a good way to share information with others (Appendix 6, line 75). 

  
Traveller 4 rarely respond to emails and surveys asking him about his experiences and asking for 

his feedback because he cannot be bothered. He is not motivated to answer them, and even if he got 

something for it he would probably still not be interested in answering them. However, he would 

consider participating in a co-creation process if he would get something out of it and it was more 

like an experience where he would be offered e.g. two nights free stay at a hotel at the destination in 

return for his participation. He would probably not want to participate in a co-creation process if he 

only was offered a gift voucher for 500 DKK (Appendix 7, lines 97-101+104+106). 

  
Traveller 5 is positive about participating in co-creation activities as long as he knows how long 

time it takes and it does not interfere with his other plans. He does not like to miss out on things, 

and therefore he would only be interested in participating if he knows that it does not take time 

away from other activities at the destination. The traveller mentions that the problem is that often 

someone tries to stop him on the street to ask him questions when he is actually going somewhere 

and he does not have time. He would be more interested in participating if he was invited to come 

and talk with the tourist organisation or if he is offered something in return, like a cop of cocoa 

because it shows him that his participation is valued (Appendix 8, lines 62+66). 

  
All the travellers would be interested in engaging in a co-creation process, but usually it depends on 

how it is done and whether they get something out of it. This implies that the travellers think that 

they might have the knowledge needed to help the tourist organisation improve the products and 

services that they offer. Furthermore, as the theory suggest, the travellers/customer might think that 

they will have the power to influence and lobby the tourist organisation to incorporate different 

features that are important and valuable for the customer. However, as the theory otherwise suggest, 
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the travellers do not seem to consider the feeling of pride and ownership as a form of “payment” for 

participating in co-creation activities. Instead, they usually would like to be compensated for their 

participation in e.g. workshops with a trip. It is important to mention that the reason why the 

travellers do not seem to consider the feeling of pride and ownership might be because they have 

not been part of the co-creation process yet. In the end, they might feel that the pride of being a part 

of the co-creation process is “payment” enough in itself. Traveller 3 does mention that she likes to 

give recommendations to other people because she wants to help them get a good experience. 

Helping other people might be a form of benefit or “payment” for her. The reason for this could be 

that she feels like it is a possibility to enhance her social status by being recognized by stakeholders 

as a source of valuable knowledge and information.  

 

4.1.7 Sub-conclusion  

The majority of the travellers did not actively seek information from the official tourist information 

websites and the official tourist information centres because they find it commercial and they have 

trust issues in relation to the information. Co-creation with travellers, locals and other stakeholders 

was seen to be a way to validate the information and experiences and make it more trustworthy 

because different parties have been included.  

Furthermore, the majority of the travellers would like some more alternative information instead of 

only the information about the top attractions. Overall, they would like information about local, 

authentic and alternative experiences. Co-creation with e.g. locals was seen to be a way to bring 

local, authentic and alternative experiences to the top attractions. It can be concluded that co-

creation can create value for travellers by validating the information and experiences and making 

the product better by offering something different than the standard.  

 
It can be said that our proposed multi-stakeholder approach would be valuable in a co-creation 

process, since it argues that the involvement of a diverse group of stakeholders is important. By 

including different stakeholders, the tourist organisation can increase their validation of the 

products/services. 
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4.2 Tourist organisations  

In this section, the interviews with the Danish tourist organisations will be analysed. First, we will 

look at the travel materials that the tourist organisation provides. Second, we will examine the 

tourist organisations’ understanding of co-creation. Third, we will review the organisations’ current 

application of co-creation. Fourth, we will go through the advantages, disadvantages and challenges 

with co-creation. Finally, we will look at the role of co-creation in the future. Ultimately, this 

section will answer our second sub-question on how co-creation is currently applied in the product 

development and innovation process in the Danish tourist organisations. 

 

In the following sections, the tourist organisations will time by time be referred to in relation to 

their specific transcriptions in the appendix. For reasons of clarification the different appendixes 

refer to: Appendix 9: Enjoy Limfjorden, Appendix 10: Vækst, Appendix 11: Copenhagen Visitor 

Service, Appendix 12: Business Lolland-Falster and Appendix 13: VisitDenmark. 

 

4.2.1 The travel related material provided to travellers 

It is important to outline the role that the tourist organisations have in providing information and 

promoting each of their destination areas, and in which relations co-creation is applied or can be 

applied in order to understand how co-creation can optimise their current materials.  

 

All of the tourist organisations, have an overall focus on promoting their destination, which either 

comprises a city, a region or country. Within this, to gain attraction and interest in the eyes of the 

travellers is the goal. All of the tourist organisations, except VisitDenmark, also make travel 

materials that function as information to travellers about the destination, what the travellers can do 

and which attractions they can visit, what the organisation’s specialization(s) is/are at the 

destination etc. (Appendix 17).  

 

… Fundamentally, it is about two focus areas in relation to tourism. Partly it is about ensuring 

material that can attract people to the city, both a lot of marketing on digital media and advertising 

in other ways, and then it is also about the materials when the guests has come to the city in form 

of… well you can say brochures, that is both before and after you can get outside of Odense and 

when you arrive in Odense, then you will get the most out of the experience when you arrive here. 
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So, we make materials both to attract but also materials to make the experience better once you are 

in the city (Appendix 10, line 10). 

 

Well we have of course homepages and then… but then we also have… we publish a kind of… hmm 

a food magazine where we especially tell about food experiences in the area and our oysters and 

seafood (Appendix 9, line 12).  

 

And it is a very strategic focus area we got because it is something that makes our area unique. The 

world’s best oysters are those in Limfjorden and we also have the other oyster, which you can also 

find other places in the world but we actually got two types and that is something that makes the 

area here special (Appendix 9, lines 14). 

 

The three statements above indicate the purpose of the travel materials and the function they serve 

to the tourist organisation which are both to attract travellers to the destination but also to make the 

experience better for the travellers once they arrive at the destination. Furthermore, as seen in the 

latter statement, the materials also function as a way to brand the destination via the special 

attractions and things that are found in the area; something which is also implied as a pride to the 

organisations. 

 

[…] we have cooperating partners all over Denmark, also Zealand. That is like our setup, it is… 

hmm we make partnerships with these partners. Let’s just take Tivoli Gardens as an example: Tivoli 

Gardens says how they would like to be present here at us and then they purchase exposure at us… 

hmm and then we got the room out here which is one… the one platform, you can say, where you 

purchase yourself into these digital displays, films and flyers (Appendix 11, line 12). 

 

[…] we have in between 430,000 and 500,000 guests yearly who come to the room there, whom we 

meet physically, and of course we have got personnel who can help to guide and sell tickets… or 

what else people… what people ask about... (Appendix 11, line 14). 

 

[…] well, we take responsibility for the experience that the tourist wants, no matter if the attraction 

is a partner at us or not. That is important for me to say... (Appendix 11, line 16). 
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As seen in the above statements, Copenhagen Visitor Service also sells promotion space to 

attractions that function as information about what to do at the destination and to gain increased 

attraction and sales of the promoted attractions. Besides selling promotion space and tickets to 

attractions, they are also responsible to help/guide travellers and to ensure a good experience for the 

travellers that are staying at the destination. The example of Copenhagen Visitor Service, could also 

be the case at the other tourist organisations, although the transcription does not say this explicitly. 

 

We can see from the above statements and the transcriptions, that the tourist organisations both 

make their own content and enter into partnerships with local businesses in which they make 

products together. 

 

4.2.2 Understanding of co-creation 

In this section, we are going to take a look at how Danish tourist organisations understand the 

concept of co-creation, which might ultimately affect how the organisations actually apply co-

creation in their product development and innovation. 

We just went through the types of materials that the organisations provide to travellers. The 

understanding of co-creation might have an impact on how these materials have been made. 

Below, statements from each of the interviewed tourist organisations will be cited in order to give 

an overview of the different understandings of co-creation. 

 

Well, it is almost implied in the Danish word that you create something together… and then there 

are different premises for it, but it is where you involve several parties and like… Hmm, well for 

example ours, if you take the tourism industry as a point of departure: where is there a gap and 

where is there something that all of us think we can be better at; shouldn’t we try to do something 

together?... (Appendix 9, line 27). 

 

[...] to us it is collaboration with other actors than ourselves, it can be private actors (non-public 

sector companies), it can be private people in some cases and actually also other public sector 

authorities, which we will maybe touch upon later. So, collaboration with other actors than 

ourselves… (Appendix 10, line 12). 
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Well, as a basis I will say that we do not do anything that is not co-creation because we always 

work in a partnership with either a single partner or with a number of partners together. It is clear 

that VisitDenmark has some purposes and messages we would like to communicate but it will 

always be in a dialogue in a partnership with these partners, and where we like actively work with 

the partners to also let them get a part of the responsibility… (Appendix 13, line 16). 

 

In the three above statements, the organisations understand co-creation as a collaboration of 

different actors than only relying on their own resources within the organisations. The actors that 

might be involved can be businesses and the public sector but also private people in some cases, 

which Vækst explicitly states. VisitDenmark also states that they see co-creation as a partnership in 

which the partners get a say via dialogue, and furthermore VisitDenmark states that the partners 

also get a part of the responsibility in this way. The organisations are aware of co-creation as a 

collaboration that involves a diverse group of actors and in which the tourist organisations do not 

only think they possess all the needed knowledge, which is emphasized by two of the organisations. 

How much each of the three organisations emphasises the importance of a diverse group, though 

vary a bit. One of them talks more about the importance of collaboration within the tourism 

industry, and in the interpretation of the transcription, this might imply a focus on only 

collaborating with businesses in the industry (Appendix 9). Something which can also be 

interpreted in VisitDenmark’s understanding of co-creation. 

 

Well, I am not very much in love with co-creation. I think it is an artificially created term which 

unveils that you need to create a term in order to make people do it in the public sector, and then 

there is a problem […] our whole approach to our job regards the companies, that is our 

livelihood, that is what we are here for, and if we do not make anything in collaboration then we do 

not have any legitimacy [...] What can you say, stakeholder obligation, stakeholder nourishment 

which we take care of, but the companies are our most essential stakeholders... (Appendix 12, line 

3). 

 

As the only of the interviewed organisations, Business Lolland-Falster is initially critical towards 

the term co-creation, although they see co-creation as vital to their business. It is though the only 

organisation that explicitly sees co-creation as a collaboration with those stakeholders that finance 
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the organisation (Appendix 17). They see this as a mere stakeholder obligation and nourishment by 

working with them. 

 
… Well to me by looking at it then it is about, if you need to… if you need to think new or to 

innovate or develop then you have to look at the things from many different perspectives [...] what 

co-creation is, because there are some different needs and some wants about what you should 

develop or which direction you should take, but once you just start to work together and look at it 

from some different angels so that all are relevant, then you will get a much better product. And it is 

like that in its… what can you say, in co-creation’s pure essence which is to gather some different 

angels and aspects… (Appendix 11, line 24). 

 

The above statement from Copenhagen Visitor Service can be seen as the one of all understandings 

of co-creation, which is the closest to how this master’s thesis sees co-creation. As an organisation 

they are very aware of co-creation as a tool within product development and innovation. 

Furthermore, they also state that it takes many different perspectives to understand the needs and 

wants there at are to develop products/services. Besides this, they also see the value of co-creation 

as something that will create a better outcome for the products/services. To see something from 

different perspectives, which will ultimately make a product/service better, is something that the 

organisation actually states is the essence of co-creation. 

 

As we talked about in our literature review, there exists no consensus on what co-creation is, which 

is something that, to some extent, is also evident in answers of the interviewed tourist organisations. 

Commonly, which the literature also touches upon (cf. co-creation; Buonincontri et al., 2017, p. 

265), is that all of the organisations seem to agree upon that co-creation is a collaboration among 

different parties. How the collaboration that is talked about is understood, though vary a bit from 

each of the organisations. At least two of the five interviewed tourist organisations, namely Vækst 

and Copenhagen Visitor Service, state an understanding on co-creation that is based on the premises 

to involve both businesses and private people/locals. Two other organisations, namely Enjoy 

Limfjorden and VisitDenmark, are more vague in their statements on whether or not it is important 

to include other stakeholders than local businesses, but in their answers to the interview questions 

they strongly emphasise co-creation with businesses (Appendix 9, lines 20-27; Appendix 13, lines 

15-21). The last organisation, Business Lolland-Falster, is the only organisations that most clearly 

understand co-creation by only involving local businesses (Appendix 12, lines 14-15). The reason 
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for this might though be found in the way the organisations is financed, which is partly by local 

businesses in which they see their obligation to nourish these. 

 

As the only one, Copenhagen Visitor service furthermore, states the following about the tourism 

industry:  

 

Yes, but it is also because that a lot of times I am being cited for saying that, `I get pimples all over 

my body´ when they say co-creation and then it is also because we have been in a period: so, if 

people sat down with a cup of coffee then it was considered co-creation. Really, I simply get so tired 

of hearing that word, but it does not change at all that I think the content of it [co-creation], that is 

very, very great... (Appendix 11, line 24).  

 

With this statement Copenhagen Visitor Service points out that co-creation at some point was used 

just as a fancy word, which did not take the real meaning into consideration and organisations 

simply just called it co-creation if they talked with someone over a cup of coffee. This might 

indicate that co-creation was, or maybe still is, a term that is not fully understood as to what it 

means among the organisations in the tourism industry. Due to the fact that Copenhagen Visitor 

Service is aware of this, only proves their deep understanding of the real meaning of co-creation. 

 

4.2.3 The current application of co-creation 

In this section, the current application of co-creation within the Danish tourist organisations will be 

accounted for. The section above looked at the tourist organisations’ understanding of co-creation, 

and in this section, we might see how this impacts the actual application of co-creation. It is 

important to look at how the tourist organisations currently apply co-creation in order to understand 

how the application of co-creation can be optimised. 

With our understanding of co-creation in mind, the interviewed tourist organisation’s application of 

co-creation will in the following be outlined one by one. 

 

4.2.3.1 Tourist organisation 1: Enjoy Limfjorden 

One of the travel materials that Enjoy Limfjorden are especially proud of is their food magazine as 

part of their tourism strategy, since oysters and seafood is a unique attraction in the area. The way 
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they have made this magazine is to work with up to 50 local businesses that help shape the content 

of the magazine (Appendix 9, lines 11-16). The way the organisation work with these local 

businesses though seems to be a mere sharing of information to make the content in which no actual 

co-creation activities seems to be part of this process. 

In relation to the actual development of new product/services, they wanted to make mini cruises on 

the Limfjorden in where they invited local businesses and others with interest in the idea to make 

decisions on which projects to take on (Appendix 9, lines 23+101-102). A later question and 

statement might though indicate a focus on involving businesses in relation to the projects and not 

other stakeholders. This tendency also resonates with the statement below in which the organisation 

was asked if they involve locals in their co-created projects:  

 

No, it is more the businesses we use as a point of departure, the local citizens need to be affiliated 

with a business. There have been held some joint meetings where you just, like communal meetings, 

where you invite all sorts of people and you tell about this [project]… But that is more on a single 

municipality level where it is so professional, because we do not have the financial resources to do 

it, but… hmm. Struer again, they have held several communal meetings where they simply just tell 

about: this was their idea, and then the debate is open, and there is a chairman and mr. and mrs. 

Jensen can also give their comments (Appendix 9, line 71). 

 

The statement might also indicate that it is a general trend in how the municipalities and Enjoy 

Limfjorden work with co-creation in which businesses seem to be the main stakeholders. Locals are 

though welcome at communal meetings, but as stated in the statement above, only to comment on 

the ideas that are presented. It is clear that the locals are only included with a low degree of 

involvement in a late stage of the process where their sayings might not have any, or only little, 

impact on the product development and innovation. 

Travellers are also stakeholders that Enjoy Limfjorden do not include in this process. They state that 

is can be difficult to involve travellers/customers since they might not know what they want in the 

future, they do only know what they have now. The organisation is though aware of other 

destinations that have involved travellers and have created exciting products based on these 

premises. Therefore, they see the involvement of travellers as a balance between the inputs that the 

traveller can give and to select potential useful inputs (Appendix 9, lines 72-73). Although they are 

aware of the valuable inputs that travellers can bring, this does not change the fact that their product 
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development and innovation process mainly involves local businesses. The local businesses are 

involved on a level where these and the tourist organisation talk about which projects to take on and 

from there they work on the projects until the projects are sustainable to be run by themselves. No 

statements though indicate whether or not the businesses are involved in other parts of the product 

development and innovation process, but by interpreting the interview it seems like the businesses 

are not involved in e.g. problem identification and creative ideation of solutions. It rather implies 

that the organisation builds on ideas and products that already exist and do not try to seek out new 

and innovative solutions. 

4.2.3.2 Tourist organisation 2: Vækst 

Co-creation is applied in many of the ways Vækst works, but it depends on the type of materials 

they are working on whether or not co-creation is used. In their city brochures, co-creation has not 

been used much, but they express a wish to do it more by including recommendations and also to 

co-create on the overall drafting of the brochures. Which stakeholders to include in the drafting, did 

the organisation not state (Appendix 17). 

Vækst works a lot in networks with other stakeholders with the focus to share knowledge and 

spread messages about Odense. In these networks, Vækst works with e.g. local photographers and 

influencers, by supporting small video producers to help these create good content about Odense 

(Appendix 10, line 35). 

Most of the organisation’s co-creation activities takes place between different businesses, 

institutions and other organisations, which is seen in one of their latest concepts called BikeIsland in 

Funen. Vækst had a wish to figure out how bike tourism could take up a larger share of the total 

tourism in Odense and Funen but still be part of the existing experience in the area. Therefore, 

Vækst set up meetings with different actors such as camping places, street food places and bicycle 

clubs to come up with a new concept that could attract more bike tourism to the area. They also 

state that co-creation is an important tool to think broader and to give those people who are going to 

welcome the travellers some responsibility: 

 

...About conceiving some concepts in which you could make some more bike tourism in Odense, it 

could also be something like a weekend in Odense where you eat well and stay at a nice hotel… and 

where you could bike in the beautiful nature outside the city. Things like that happens in a 

teamwork of some, and it is also the city’s bike shops and some others like that, in which things are 
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made. So, there is no doubt that if we had kept these thoughts to ourselves we could not have hit 

well to the same degree as when you get inspiration and input from local bikers and local 

restaurants, then it gives the opportunity to think about some broader concepts than we could do on 

our own. But it is in reality also those who have to rise to the challenge than it is us, it is those who 

shall make these offers and packages that can be attractive. So, this is a good example on co-

creation where it is a part of facilitating a development and to use local resources... (Appendix 10, 

line 37). 

 

In the above statement, Vækst is aware of the fact that better products are created when you include 

different stakeholders in the process and it can be difficult to make just as good concepts by only 

letting the organisation doing it alone. 

In relation to working with local guides, the organisation has traditionally had a close collaboration 

with the local guide associations in which travellers can get a guided city tour. Furthermore, they 

say they also ideate with the guide associations, though they do not talk about whether this is part of 

a larger co-creation process with other stakeholders. In relation to the travellers’ feedback, Vækst 

try to work with the data they can gather on social media platforms, TripAdvisor is mentioned as 

one of them, to make their products better and also to enter into dialogue with them. If the 

organisations mean that this is merely done by leaving a comment on the travellers’ posts, the 

interview does unfortunately not say anything about (Appendix 10, lines 38-41). 

 

In general, Vækst is quite aware of the benefits co-creating with different stakeholders can have, 

and is something they try to incorporate into their way of working. Locals are sometimes included 

in the process and the travellers seems to be included in the way that social media data is gathered. 

The organisation might though only make use of mostly a two-way asymmetrical way of 

communicating with the travellers. By looking through the whole interview, different stakeholders 

seem to be included in the product development and innovation process, but the involvement of 

local businesses still seems to be the most common stakeholder to involve. How these stakeholders 

are involved in the whole product development and innovation process does the interview not 

explicitly say, but involvement in idea generation and product launch seems to be emphasised. 

Besides this, it is evident that Vækst have a multi-stakeholder approach in many of their activities in 

their product development and innovation processes, though the travellers might be seen as the least 

involved (Appendix 10). 
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4.2.3.3 Tourist organisation 3: Copenhagen Visitor Service 

In the understanding of co-creation, we saw how Copenhagen Visitor Service has an approach that 

correspond to our proposed multi-stakeholder approach for this master’s thesis. The organisation’s 

understanding of co-creation is also seen in the way the organisation actually enters into several of 

their projects. An example of this it the Know Your Bro smartphone application, which is an 

interactive city guide in Nørrebro, Copenhagen. The application was made by Copenhagen Visitor 

Service to attract more travellers to Nørrebro, but also to move some of the focus and travellers 

away from the city centre to the different neighborhoods. The development of the application was 

based on a strong involvement of local stakeholders: local citizens, culture institutions, other 

institutions and local businesses in Nørrebro (Appendix 17; Appendix 11): 

 

...The way we made it [the application] was to speak with the local actors out there on Nørrebro, 

‘which story is it you think is interesting about your neighborhood?’, like both locals themselves but 

also the culture houses and the different institutions there are out there [...] We are about to make 

the other on Vesterbro as well, where we invite some of these partners in here and say `which story 

is it you would like to tell the tourists about yourself and what Vesterbro is it they should 

experience?´, and then there can be some things where you can say… they might give a more 

polished story than we think is relevant [...] But the thing about getting input … `When it is going to 

be these people [the tourists] who will come to your neighborhood and they actually visit you, then 

you should also be allowed to be responsible for the story about what it is they come to visit 

because it is you [the locals] who need to match what they will meet out there´. It doesn’t make 

sense we make a story about Nørrebro and when people [the tourists] go there then it is something 

completely different than what was actually promised to them... (Appendix 11, line 32). 

 

As we can see in the statement above, the organisation takes on a multi-stakeholder approach to 

their product development and innovation by involving different stakeholders in the area and giving 

them a say in which features and stories the product should include. The organisation implies that 

this gives the application a more authentic and real feeling to it, since it is the locals who have been 

the major part of the product development. Besides this, we also see that the organisation is aware 

of the fact that they have to facilitate the process and control, which stories that might be relevant 

for the travellers by selecting the stories they get from the stakeholders. 
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[...] this is the brainstorm for Vesterbro (points on a whiteboard behind us) where we started 

ourselves, and we have to go out and test some of these things and we have to try to speak with the 

culture houses and some of the other actors on Vesterbro [...] (Appendix 11, line 36). 

 

The above statement shows that the organisation also uses brainstorming to ideate in order to start 

the project and to lead the way from there. Instead of only relying on these ideas they have 

brainstormed on, they test these in collaboration with local culture institutions and other relevant 

stakeholders. In this way they make use of symmetrical two-way communication in form of 

dialogue with stakeholders, which we argue as a valuable feature to our proposed multi-

stakeholders approach. The organisation did also state the importance to get an initial understanding 

of where the route in Nørrebro should be and if this would be meaningful for the travellers 

(Appendix 11, line 38). 

 

… Because the other part of this co-creation part as you can say, it is like it also creates an 

ownership to those who have been part of producing it. Instead of the story becomes, ‘how irritating 

it is that Visitor Service sends heaps of tourists out here to us’. Well they are part of something 

themselves because they want to, they think it is nice that someone comes to visit them. They are 

actually a bit proud that people think Vesterbro or Nørrebro or whichever neighbourhood you live 

in, is worth a visit. People think it is nice to see how the locals live, and when you have been part of 

developing it and been part of telling the story, then you got a ownership to show the story and 

greet those people who comes out here (Appendix 11, line 36). 

 

Copenhagen Visitor Service also states that the involvement of local stakeholders give another 

advantage to the product, namely the feeling of ownership and acceptance. These two aspects seem 

to be important to the organisation and the product development and innovation process, since it 

creates a positive effect amongst the locals that will experience the increased flow of travellers. By 

feeling a part ownership of the product, the locals that have been involved in the product 

development seems to be more invested in enhancing the experience that the travellers will get 

when they explore the neighbourhood. Moreover, this reflects a greater acceptance towards the 

travellers, since these might not be seen as a disturbance in the local environment, but rather 

something that benefit the area. This relates very well to the theory we touched upon earlier in 
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regards to the feeling of ownership and pride by participating in the product development and 

innovation processes. 

 

In general, Copenhagen Visitor Service has a very good understanding of co-creation. Furthermore, 

their understanding of co-creation also corresponds well with the multi-stakeholder approach we 

proposed earlier. The value that the diversity of relevant stakeholders can add to the product 

development and innovation process, is something that Copenhagen Visitor Service is well aware 

of. Furthermore, how co-creation can be an important tool in how the involved stakeholders identify 

themselves more positively with the product and the travellers in terms of ownership and 

acceptance, is also well understood by the organisation. One point that the organisation though 

seems to be missing is the involvement of the travellers in e.g. idea generation and in validation and 

testing of the concepts and products. 

4.2.3.4 Tourist organisation 4: Business Lolland-Falster 

Business Lolland-Falster was the only organisation that understood co-creation as mainly 

collaboration with those local businesses that have financed the organisation. We will in this section 

look at how the organisation actually practice their co-creation activities. 

 

[...] and then there is created a project which is split into two parts. One of the parts is that we need 

to use some of these resources [money, time etc.] to make a network among the businesses so that 

they can create some knowledge sharing and maybe get some co-creation in that way. [...] the other 

part was that we should finish off with an event where we actually made something together and in 

that way create value in the businesses [...] In the end we made a Food Week with different events 

in different areas which created profit in the businesses [...] (Appendix 12, line 3). 

 

The statement shows that the local businesses are the foundation of their product development 

process, but it is evident that the organisation in many ways only facilitates a network in which the 

businesses can share knowledge and work together, and that the organisation might not see 

themselves as an actor in this network, but merely bringing the different businesses together. It is 

only at the end of the above stated example that the organisation seems to be working with the 

businesses by establishing different events during a `Food Week´. 
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...Many of those experiences which is to benefit and to joy for both locals but also the tourists hmm. 

it is often created by very enthusiastic souls or locals who are enthusiastic about something. [...] it 

can in our case be an art sculpture park that attracts a lot of tourists and which has almost become 

a landmark for our area, hmm. It is created and made by a club of volunteers who got an idea and 

luckily has carried it out and are still doing it. The problem is just that in an organisation like ours 

we need to look at what is our justification, what are we being measured on: we are being 

measured on creating workplaces, and there are not that many workplaces in those non-CVR 

numbers [non-businesses registered] hmm. or clubs... (Appendix 12, line 19). 

 

The organisation furthermore, seems to mainly value the collaboration with local businesses due to 

the fact that the organisation do not see locals and clubs as providing enough value to the creation 

of workplaces in the area, which only official registered businesses do so, as the organisation states. 

The organisation though acknowledges that locals and the clubs create value, since the organisation 

express the art sculpture park as something that has become a landmark to the local area, which also 

attracts a lot of travellers. Co-creation between the organisation, the local businesses and locals do 

not seem to be an approach they take. In relation to this, they say that they might work more with 

locals if the tourist offices would be part of Business Lolland-Falster, although the organisation still 

seems sceptical about the involvement of locals and small businesses such as bed-and-breakfast 

businesses (Appendix 12, line 42). 

 
I have actually used one of them [a local from a Facebook group of locals] last year to make an day 

program for a Dutch Instagrammer who visited and she was a photographer, and I knew that one of 

`Lokformerne´ [the Facebook group with locals] she is a very skilled photographer as a volunteer 

[...] So I contacted her and asked if she would like to make this day program because, ‘you know 

like all of those special and fantastic photoshoot-places and I am not, I am not a photo-nerd’. She 

then made the actual day program and was with her [the Instagrammer] for a day, and this I 

actually saw provided something very good both for her but also for the guest that came to visit. So 

that I would like to do some more of (Appendix 12, line 19). 

 

Besides the organisation being sceptical towards involving locals, the statement above though 

reflects a different opinion to this. The statement indicates a willingness to include locals but only 

in the way of handing over a work task to the local, e.g. the local being a guide for a day, than it is 
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co-creation between the organisation, the local and the Instagrammer. It can therefore be argued 

whether or not locals would actually be valued in a co-creation process in the organisation. 

4.2.3.5 Tourist organisation 5: VisitDenmark 

In this part we will looking into how VisitDenmark is currently applying co-creation. Earlier we 

saw that the organisation mainly understood co-creation as working with businesses by involving 

them in dialogue and make these take part in the shared responsibility of the projects. 

 
[...] we have gathered 12 large partners around marketing of Copenhagen. It is six of the large 

hotel chains in Copenhagen - basically they are each other’s competitors. Then we got the large 

attractions [...] like Tivoli Gardens, Den Blå Planet (National Aquarium Denmark) etc. and then 

there are Stena Line… and other carriers. The way we involve them is to have some meetings with 

them sometimes in the process and here we present some concepts and then we ask them to actively 

brainstorm on some things so that we can get their input, both to the content but also on the further 

process, and in that way, we involve them... (Appendix 13, line 47). 

 

We have maybe had a tendency to like firstly go to the partners and show them a concept, a 

presentation or something when it is mostly done, and that is probably what we in our culture are 

the most comfortable with, and that is not co-creation. So, daring to involve partners early, like 

even earlier in the process than we have done before, and maybe even on social media [...] We are 

not there yet but it is something that I believe will be part of the future because I see to a larger 

degree that people [the partners] do not want to be part of something that it too well-defined 

(Appendix 13, line 33). 

 

It is clear that VisitDenmark are involving different types of businesses that have a relation to the 

tourism industry and that these are involved in testing of concepts and brainstorming to both 

influence the content and the further process. VisitDenmark is though aware of the fact that they 

bring almost finished concepts to the table and that this might not be seen as co-creation. Trying to 

involve the partners earlier and maybe to use social media is something that is believed to be 

valuable. This is also based on their experiences that it becomes more difficult to attract partners to 

participate in co-creation activities in which the concepts are too developed; this might indicate a 

want to have a greater saying and feeling of ownership in the process. As seen in the statements, it 

is also evident that only large businesses are involved in the process and that small businesses that 
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might also be relevant are left out, the same is prevailing for other stakeholders like locals and 

travellers. VisitDenmark has though been proactive in mixing up the process by working together 

with other industries, such as the film- and music industry and other Danish export companies. The 

organisation says that they have learned a lot from this, that interesting outcomes towards the end 

users have been created and the industry mix as a process is something that strengthens the 

organisation (Appendix 13, line 27). 

 

hmm. we do that on a certain level on our social media hmm., there we look at what they comment 

on, we have a strong hold in or overview of what it is our followers on e.g. Facebook, Instagram 

etc. are interested in, what they actively relate to - that we have a lot of knowledge about hmm. But 

also, here we could be even stronger in involving the potential tourist in our communication... 

(Appendix 13, line 37). 

 

[...] For example, we have tests of new concepts with some focus groups and we are working on 

making some new extension of our brand in which we also use focus groups: focus group 

interviews... (Appendix 13, line 39). 

 

The statements above show that VisitDenmark make use of feedback from travellers via their 

different social media platforms, which indicates the use of a two-way asymmetrical form of 

communication. Whether or not they enter into dialogue with the travellers the organisation does 

not say, although they state that they would like to become even better in the involvement of the 

travellers. In the actual product development and innovation process, the organisation makes use of 

focus group interviews to test new concepts with travellers. 

In general, VisitDenmark mainly uses the largest businesses within the Danish tourism industry 

when it comes to product development and innovation, but they also try to mix industries time by 

time. The organisation though seems to lack in the involvement of small players, locals and other 

relevant stakeholders, and also point out a tendency within the organisation to involve the 

businesses too late in the process. Using travellers in testing of new concepts seems like an active 

approach, though the organisation states they could use the travellers more in their communication. 
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4.2.3.6 Sum up 

The approach each of the organisations have to co-creation is slightly different from each other, but 

most commonly is the predominating use of businesses in the product development and innovation 

process. Only Copenhagen Visitor Service seems to be balancing the use of a diverse group of 

stakeholders. Half of the organisations also use locals actively in the process as a way to seek 

knowledge and inspiration. Locals have in some cases been used by Copenhagen Visitor Service in 

testing and validation of concepts. In regards to the involvement of travellers, only VisitDenmark 

seems to be the only organisation that actively use travellers in focus groups to test new concepts.  

In general, most of the organisations seems to possess a good understanding of co-creation and the 

benefits it has, but involving a larger and a more diverse group of stakeholders seems to be lacking 

and the involvement of these throughout the whole product development and innovation process is 

missing too.  

 

4.2.4 Advantages, disadvantages and challenges with co-creation 

In this section, the advantages, disadvantages and challenges, which the tourist organisations 

experience in the use of co-creation, will be outlined. The intention of this section is to understand 

how the perceived advantages, disadvantages and challenges might affect the way the organisations 

currently apply co-creation. 

4.2.4.1 Advantages of co-creation 

One of the advantages that was prevailing among the organisations was the benefit of involving 

stakeholders from outside the organisation, so that knowledge and inspiration could be shared 

among the stakeholders and the organisation. This was thought to lead to better products at the end, 

but was also seen as a way to make the relationship with the stakeholders better due to the fact that 

they got to have a saying in the process (Appendix 17). 

 

… I am not in doubt about collaboration with others than ourselves, both in relation to idea 

development and to create things where there is inspiration from more parties - the things become 

strengthen by this... (Appendix 10, line 14) 
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Another positive aspect of co-creation, which we have already mentioned in Copenhagen Visitor 

Service’s application of co-creation, is the feeling of ownership and pride by contributing to the 

development and innovation of products. Furthermore, another aspect that was noted was the 

increased acceptance of travellers in the neighbourhoods due to the fact that locals have been part of 

the product development (Appendix 11, lines 36). This might be seen as an important aspect in the 

future development of the tourism industry where over-tourism might be something cities need to 

take care of. 

 

Well I think that the content becomes better, the quality becomes better and the validation becomes 

better, which we get from those we make it with, than if we just delivered (Appendix 13, line 19). 

 

And then we also become wiser than if we just sit here by the desk and we just know exactly what 

there is on Møn and then just go with it. Then it is better to enter into dialogue with the very 

passionate tourism-people there are on Møn - these are also found places-, luckily all around 

Denmark and to use their inputs and knowledge and the small hidden stories (Appendix 13, line 

21). 

 

Via co-creation activities, the product also becomes better tested and validated as stated in the 

above statement from VisitDenmark, but this is also something that was emphasised by other 

organisations. Co-creation also makes you able to connect with people that are very passionate 

about their local area, and who can share stories that might not be obvious to the organisation 

themselves. This was also seen as an important part of the development of Copenhagen Visitors 

Service’s smartphone application, which we touched upon earlier. 

Moreover, co-creation activities were also seen by many of the organisations as a way to get 

inspired and to bring in new knowledge into the organisation by listening and working with 

different stakeholders (Appendix 11, lines 159-161; Appendix 13, lines 21+27; Appendix 10, line 

37). 

4.2.4.2 Disadvantages and challenges of co-creation 

One of the challenges that several of the interviewed tourist organisations talked about was the 

difficulty to meet all of the stakeholders’ expectations and the ideas they come up with. For 

example, did Enjoy Limfjorden state that some of their stakeholders wonder why their ideas did not 
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get chosen as part of the final product (Appendix 9, line 35). Copenhagen Visitor Service has the 

same challenge, but states the importance of their role as the facilitator to choose what is best for 

the end product (Appendix 11, line 46). The role as a facilitator becomes important, since most of 

the organisations state that co-creation opens up for ideas that might not be relevant for the specific 

product/service, ideas which the organisations will have to decline (Appendix 17). 

Vækst also feels that the brand and the communication can become more difficult to manage when 

more stakeholders from outside the organisations start to get a saying, but also implies that it is not 

too hard for the organisation to manage (Appendix 10, line 18). 

 

Involving more stakeholders in the product development and innovation process also results in the 

need for more resources in terms of time. VisitDenmark states that you have to take time to listen to 

the involved stakeholders and enter into dialogue with them. Although time might be a 

disadvantage, VisitDenmark does not imply this as a constraint to their work (Appendix 13, line 19-

21+23). Another challenge in regards to the role as facilitator is that co-creation demands a greater 

focus on keeping the process organised. In this relation, it is important to understand the 

stakeholders that are involved in the process by understanding their priorities, their stake and in 

which way they can contribute to the overall product development and innovation (Appendix 12, 

line 15; Appendix 9, line 104; Appendix 13, line 63; Appendix 10, line 59). 

 

The organisations are either fully or partly financed by municipalities or the government. This 

affects how the organisations are allowed to support single businesses, since the tourist 

organisations’ engagement in projects might distort the competition. Many of the organisations 

stated that due to this fact they are sometimes constrained in relation to the projects they can work 

on, since they cannot support commercial activities that emphasises some business more than others 

(Appendix 9, lines 36-37; Appendix 10, lines 4-6; Appendix 11, lines 49-52). In relation to co-

creation, this might though be argued as beneficial to the multi-stakeholder approach we propose, 

since it values the diversity of stakeholders where several businesses and other stakeholders 

together can bring value to the product development and innovation process. 
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4.2.5 The role of co-creation in the future 

In this section, we will look at the role of co-creation in the tourist organisations’ future plans in 

order to understand in which way co-creation might impact the businesses’ activities and their 

willingness to undertake changes in relation to co-creation.  

 

All of the organisations we interviewed state that they plan to apply co-creation more in the future 

and also want to apply co-creation earlier in the process. Most of the organisations also state that 

they would like to include locals more in the process, since they understand the value these might 

bring to the process (Appendix 17). How these locals are thought to be included though seem to 

vary a bit from each of the organisations. Two examples of this is seen in the statements below: 

 

[...] it can be the strong photographers who make something beautiful visually or the travelling 

blogger who is inspired and can write about the good restaurants. [...] these are the locals which I 

talked about earlier and here we would in fact like to identify more of the locals and to use them to 

tell the good stories. [...] but there are also some big ones from Odense e.g. Christian Eriksen, Mø, 

Viktor Axelsen: badminton player. We have not yet been in contact with them but we would to a 

larger degree like to get them to interact with and show the best of Odense [...] (Appendix 10, line 

71). 

 

[...] There are also a lot about local hood where the guests would like to try to be… hmm. like be 

citizen in this area in which they visit and not be that much tourist like that. They are still tourists 

but not wrapped and then to make them feel like a local, that is nice. To make this happen you need 

to make sure that the people they meet on their way that these are authentic: the locals, and this you 

can only do by coordinating it in one or another way... (Appendix 9, line 118). 

 

VisitDenmark also states below that applying co-creation can be part of ensuring the organisation's 

position as being innovative, which will ultimately have an effect on the partners’ willingness to 

work with the organisation. VisitDenmark also states that co-creation might make the organisation 

work in more open sessions and to make use of digital platforms. 

 

Well, we will not use it less, I can say that, but I think we should [use co-creation more in the 

future]. VisitDenmark also needs to show that we are an innovative organisation, that we are on 
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with the newest in relation to marketing etc. otherwise we will not get the partners to go along with 

us, and a good way to do that is to use more co-creation; challenge ourselves and make even more 

open sessions and to put something out digitally. Hmm. we are not there yet but as I said earlier I 

think it is crucial in the future... (Appendix 13, line 71). 

 

Copenhagen Visitor Service states that big data will become a much larger part of how they work 

and also calls this co-creation. Moreover, they also state that expanding the field in which the 

tourism industry has traditionally been working in will be a focus area. As an example, they 

mention the importance of Copenhagen as a food capital as a focus area that they would like to 

work more on. 

 

… Well, we will for sure… do it a lot more but a lot more in terms of this, like big data, like co-

creation with people who are not actually actively… present I almost said [...] furthermore, there is 

no doubt about that we will move into a lot of areas that maybe like traditionally have not been, 

what can I say, tourism industry. hmm… like you work quite a lot with like the whole Copenhagen 

as a food capital and from farm to fork and the whole story about organic and sustainable food and 

things like that... (Appendix 11, line 177). 

 

4.2.6 Sub-conclusion  

It can be concluded that the Danish tourist organisations currently apply co-creation in their product 

development and innovation process by mainly involving local businesses and culture institutions. 

A more diverse group of stakeholders and locals did not always seem to be highly prioritised. Only 

one of the tourist organisations did actively use locals in few of their products by creating ideas and 

testing concepts with these. Another organisation only used travellers in focus groups to test 

campaigns and concepts. Furthermore, the organisations saw co-creation in the product 

development and innovation process as valuable to outcome of end products. All of the 

organisations were planning to or have thought about co-creation to become a more important part 

of their future work and most of the organisations saw locals to be involved more in this. 
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4.3 Comparison 

In this section, we will answer our third sub-question. By comparing the findings from the travellers 

and the tourist organisation we will identify which areas in the current application of co-creation 

that could be optimised in order to meet the traveller’s needs. 

Furthermore, we will support and supplement the above mentioned findings with findings from the 

two interviews with the local guides and secondary data.  

 
In the following sections, we will refer to the specific appendices in regards to the local guides. For 

reasons of clarification appendix 14 refers to local guide 1 and appendix 15 refers to local guide 2.  

 

4.3.1 Trust issues in regards to information 
In general, the interviewed travellers feel that a lot of the travel materials that are found focus on the 

top attractions at the destinations. This is reflected in a distrust towards the official tourist 

information websites and official tourist information centres, since the travellers feel like the 

attractions that are being promoted at these places have paid for their promotion. This is also 

something that the two interviewed local guides in Copenhagen have noted: 

 

I think it is a lot, hmm. I think it is a little hmm. uncreative, understood as it is some very large 

players like Tivoli Gardens, Carlsberg, Den Blå Planet (National Aquarium Denmark), hmm. which 

have a wall with brochures, and then tourists come to the desk in the Visitor center looking like a 

question mark, then they get those brochures which they got a million of. We have been there with a 

brochure but it disappears completely on the back of a column in a corner, as a player you don’t 

make yourself available at all in this way next to the big [businesses] and that is just the conditions, 

it is just like that (Appendix 14, line 42). 

 

… But I also think that it… Well, I do not entirely trust VisitCopenhagen because I know that from 

the other side that there is some kind of payment when you have to be on the list in 

VisitCopenhagen and I don’t know the extent of this... (Appendix 15, line 16).  

 

Local guide 1 thinks that the smaller players like himself are being forgotten a bit when it is only 

the big players that can afford to pay the organisations to be promoted, which he also thinks is not 
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good for the city or the travellers. He wants the travellers to be exposed to more variation in the city 

(Appendix 14, line 54). The local guide states that the focus on the biggest attractions can also be 

seen in how travellers in Copenhagen actually move in the city. He states that outside the inner city 

it is harder to find travellers, although he thinks there are a lot of things to be offered in the other 

neighbourhoods (Appendix 14, lines 38+48). In relation to this, he thinks that the current focus 

might be a disadvantage for the city in the future, since it is not sustainable and that Copenhagen 

might end up with over-tourism as in other big European cities, if the tourist organisations do not 

start to focus on what else Copenhagen can offer outside the inner city (Appendix 14, lines 48-52). 

 

The tourist organisations mainly use local businesses in the creation of the materials they provide 

travellers. This might imply that these businesses pay the organisation to be promoted via the 

organisation as a channel. The lack of other stakeholders in product development creates distrust 

from the travellers’ and the local guides’ point of view. It can be said that maybe the tourist 

organisations are not aware of the way that the travellers and the local guides perceive their 

information, which can be a problem. Copenhagen Visitor Service mentions that they believe that 

travellers want validation from them (Appendix 11, lines 85+101), which could be because they 

possess a certain authority. However, we see that the interviewed travellers have a different view on 

this, since they distrust the organisation's agenda. 

 

Therefore, it can be said there is an area of improvement in relation to how the travellers and the 

local guides perceive the information from the tourist organisations and how the tourist organisation 

perceive their own information.  

 

4.3.2 Wish for local and alternative experiences 

Another reason why the travellers sometimes seek information elsewhere than the tourist 

organisations’ official tourist information websites and the official tourist information centres is 

because they would like more local and alternative experiences to the top attractions. This is also 

something that the two interviewed local guides have noticed. They mention that they have many 

travellers who come to them because they want to see something other than the top attractions and 

because they want a more personal and unique experience: 
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Yes, in a way it is kind of intimate because you can get a conversation going and I can ask them 

who they are: are they architects or is it a interest that they have or is it a coincidence that they 

found me. So how much should I emphasize academia, how much can I reckon that they already 

know and what can I refer to and so on? And if it is a family that does not know anything or if there 

are children with, can you tell something or drive somewhere where there are some fun ships or 

something like that. So, you can easily adapt it to those who are with... (Appendix 14, line 59). 

 

…VisitCopenhagen is, like Lonely Planet, it gives you some basic information that you can use to 

visit some interesting places, but it is something else to have a guided tour with a local guide. It 

cannot really be compared because… a guide is a person who can tell you so much more and give a 

personal angle that you would never be able to get out of a guidebook and you can get so much 

information and so many stories, which there is no room for in a guidebook or on a website. And 

the personal aspect should not be underestimated either, hmm… I think the reason people book 

local guides… yes, it is instead of just jumping on a bus and then there is someone talking in a 

microphone. It becomes a more personal experience. So if you have a private tour with a local then 

it is much more personal: it almost feels like a friend in this city who shows you around... 

(Appendix 15, line 18).  

 
Local guide 2 mentions that she thinks a lot of the digital platforms, like Like A Local, make it 

possible for travellers to find more alternative and local information. On Like A Local, many locals 

can share information with travellers and give recommendations and advice on what to do in order 

to get a more local experience (Appendix 15, line 14-16). However, the local guide does not talk 

about whether the common traveller is aware of this digital platform or not.  

 

The wish for more local and authentic experiences is also something that Wonderful Copenhagen 

emphasises in their 2020 strategy. They state that travellers to a higher degree want to get closer to 

the locals and to experience the “true” destination and that fewer do not just want to be identified as 

a tourist. The support of locals is seen as crucial if Copenhagen wants to deliver a more local 

experience in the future (Wonderful Copenhagen, 2017b). 

Another report also states that tourists increasingly want more of for example local events, Danish 

and Nordic food experiences, Nordic culture etc. which represents Denmark and Scandinavia. 

Besides this, the tourists also want to visit more attractions that are, as they call it, `off the beaten 
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path´, which are places that are not mainstream and where tourists are not usually found (Epinion & 

Wonderful Copenhagen, 2017). 

 

It can be said that there is an area of improvement in relation to the information and experiences 

that the travellers want and what the tourist organisations provide. The majority of the tourist 

organisations are aware that today’s travellers want more local information and experiences, 

however they do not provide this information and these experiences. This could imply that they are 

not sure on how to meet these demands or it could imply that the tourist organisations do not have 

the resources. Some of the organisations are planning on providing the information and experiences 

that the travellers want, but they are still quite behind. Only few of the organisations use locals to 

gain knowledge and to find inspiration. Copenhagen Visitor Service is the only organisation that 

really has made use of the locals and the stories that they have in order to create the Know Your Bro 

app. 

 

4.3.3 Validation 

It was found that the travellers find it valuable when different stakeholders have been involved in 

developing information and experiences, since it is seen to bring different perspectives into the 

process and ultimately validate the products even more. The travellers mentioned that using 

travellers in co-creation would be valuable because they could validate the travel material found and 

it could give them an idea about which attractions other travellers find interesting and worth 

visiting. However, the travellers might not always have much knowledge about what they want or 

which are the best places to visit. Therefore, the travellers find it valuable to get validation from 

locals because they have a lot of knowledge about the destination, and therefore they can validate 

the information found, but they can also offer something different and local. One of the local guides 

pointed out that validating with locals or travellers could be beneficial for the products, though he 

believes that locals would be best suited for this. He states that locals might be better in validation 

due to the fact they know more about the destination and what the quality level is like, something 

which the travellers might not know. He comments on the use of TripAdvisor with critical eyes, 

since it might mostly be travellers that write the recommendations and not locals who are more 

critical in their recommendations: 
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.... Hmm. you can say that by having some ordinary people whether it other tourists or locals that 

vouch for it rather than it is just a lot of advertisements you will get thrown in your head and you 

don’t know what the quality is like. In this relation, I think locals got an advantage over the tourists 

- they know what the quality level is like. When I go to TripAdvisor and read about a new place then 

I don’t quite know if I actually get the most out of my money because it is very likely not a local who 

has written these reviews. [...] Here, the locals are more likely critical (Appendix 15, line 35). 

 

In relation to using travellers for testing and validation of concepts, only one of the tourist 

organisations did use the travellers. Most of the other tourist organisations expressed that they 

would like to use travellers more in testing and validation. The fact that most of the organisations 

did not use travellers, might imply challenges in regards to how they should involve them. 

Copenhagen Visitor Service pointed out that one challenge by involving travellers is that the 

travellers do not have much time when they are on vacation and they do not like wasting their time 

(Appendix 11, line 127). Enjoy Limfjorden mentions that another challenge with involving 

travellers is that the travellers might not know what they want in the future, they only know what 

they have now (Appendix 9, line 73). In relation to using locals in co-creation, the only organisation 

that really use the locals is Copenhagen Visitor Service that included these in the development of 

the Know Your Bro app. They wanted to get the knowledge and the stories that the locals had 

because they knew that the product would only get better by involving them in the process. Vækst 

also uses the locals go gain knowledge, but they mostly use the local businesses. In general, all of 

the tourist organisation mostly use local businesses to gain knowledge, inspiration and also in 

validating concepts and ideas. 

 

In can be said that there is an area of improvement in relation to validation because the tourist 

organisations do not validate their information using both travellers and locals, which the travellers 

would like because they would find it more trustworthy.  

 

4.3.4 The value of co-creation 
The use co-creation in product development and innovation shows to be positive in the eyes of the 

travellers which think that co-creation will lead to better products/services. The involvement of 

especially locals seems valuable in the creation of more authentic and alternative experiences. The 

travellers also thought that including various stakeholders in the process would be beneficial since it 
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can give a broader perspective. There seems to be a scepticism towards co-creation though since the 

stakeholders need to be relevant and provide value to the process and that travellers might not 

always know what they want, which can make it difficult to ideate with them.  

One of the interviewed local guides also thinks that working with different stakeholders in co-

creation activities is good and valuable. The local guide mentions that co-creation can make the 

experience better by offering experiences that the travellers might not expect and that is more 

besides the Little Mermaid (Appendix 14, lines 63+72-73).  

 

Yes, then it will likely become what I am an advocate of: that it becomes a more varied offering so 

that the tourists to some extent get what expect, but I also believe that we need to try to give them 

something, top it [the overall experience]. If they just get the Little Mermaid, that we have already 

read about so… (Appendix 14, line 73). 

 

The second local guide is also positive towards co-creation and she mentions that the use of local 

guides in the process can provide travellers with local experiences and local knowledge about the 

destination (Appendix 15, line 26). Furthermore, the local guide also expresses a need to make more 

“complete experiences” in which she implies a greater connection to the needs of each of the 

travellers (Appendix 15, line 28). 

 

Although, the travellers think that involving locals and other relevant stakeholders in co-creation 

could be beneficial, the tourist organisation do not in general use a broad range of stakeholders. 

Predominantly, the organisations use local businesses in their product development and innovation 

process. Only few of the organisation uses either locals and travellers in testing and validating 

concepts and ideas, and only one organisation have used locals in the actual development of 

products. Most of the organisations state a willingness to involve locals and travellers in their 

product development and innovation, and they do also see the benefits in doing so. The fact is 

though that the organisations mainly involve local businesses and not locals, travellers and other 

relevant stakeholders. The involvement of different and diverse stakeholders, which the travellers 

and the local guides wish for, is not meet by the tourist organisations, although they express the 

benefits of working and listening to these stakeholders. 
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4.3.5 Involvement 

In general, the travellers mention that they would be interested in participating in co-creation, but 

usually it depends on how it is done and whether they get something out of it. However, the tourist 

organisations do not really use the travellers in their co-creation processes, and therefore it can be 

said that there is an area of improvement. The tourist organisations do not take advantage of this 

interest. One of the reasons behind this might be that some of the organisations mention that by 

involving travellers in product development and innovation it can be a challenge that they might not 

know what they want in the future, they might only be able to conceive what they already know. All 

of the travellers though state that involving travellers in testing and validating of concepts and ideas 

is a good idea. However, this is something that only VisitDenmark has done. 

 

Both of the local guides are positive in regards to being involved in co-creation activities, which 

they think would be valuable to the products/services that are made. They want to be involved in 

co-creation activities under the conditions in which they will have an influence and their expert 

knowledge is utilised. Local guide 1 also states that he does not want to be part of something where 

he will just be assigned a task to for example finish a product, but that it needs to be in a process 

where everyone comes with different inputs: 

 

[…] I would like to be a free spirit in the way that I just don’t want to be assigned to make a 

finished something or a itinerary [...] If I have to enter into something, it needs to be in my spirit 

[...] Yes, that is the “co” in creation that you offer something each of you (Appendix 14, lines 

85+87). 

 

Local guide 2 states similar in this relation: 

 

… But I would rather say that it does not make sense to assign me to make some co-creation if I 

didn’t get any co-determination because then there is no point in hiring me. I can offer my expert 

knowledge and I can give some good advice as a potential cooperating partner (Appendix 15, line 

48). 
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It can be said that there is also an area of improvement in relation to involving locals. The tourist 

organisations do not really take advantage of the knowledge, stories and experiences that the locals 

have. Only one of the tourist organisations really use locals in their co-creation activities.  

 

The reason why the tourist organisations do not include travellers and locals more in the process 

could be that they might not know how to include them in practice.  

 

4.3.6 Sub-conclusion  

It can be concluded that there are five overall areas of improvement in relation to the tourist 

organisations’ current application of co-creation. The first area of improvement is in relation to how 

the travellers and the local guides perceive the information from the tourist organisations and how 

the tourist organisation perceive their own information. The second area of improvement is in 

relation to the local and alternative information and experiences that the travellers want and the 

information and experiences that the tourist organisations provide. The third area of improvement is 

in relation to validation because the tourist organisations do not validate their information using 

both travellers and locals, which the travellers would like because they would find the information 

more trustworthy. The fourth area of improvement is in relation to the involvement of different 

stakeholders, since the travellers think that it could be beneficial to involve locals and other relevant 

stakeholders in co-creation, but the tourist organisation do not in general use a broad range of 

stakeholders. Predominantly, the organisations use local businesses in their product development 

and innovation process. The fifth area of improvement is in relation to the involving travellers and 

locals in a co-creation process because the travellers and locals would be interested in participating 

but the tourist organisation does not take advantage of that. 

 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion:  
In the analysis, we found different areas of improvement in relation to the tourist organisations’ 

current application of co-creation. It is important that the tourist organisation try to improve these 

areas in order to stay competitive in the long run. We believe that an optimisation of their 

application of co-creation can help optimise these areas. We argue that the problem with the tourist 
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organisations’ application of co-creation is that they mostly use local businesses and culture 

institutions and they tend not to co-create with other stakeholders. Therefore, we propose that the 

application of co-creation in the tourist organisations can be optimised by introducing our multi-

stakeholder approach. 
 
We proposed a multi-stakeholder approach that is based on Freeman’s holistic view on stakeholders 

alongside our own definition of co-creation. In our multi-stakeholder approach, we want to 

introduce an approach to co-creation that involves relevant internal and external stakeholders in 

multidisciplinary teams during the product development and innovation process in the Danish 

tourist organisations. The framework seeks to gain a better understanding of the different 

perspectives a diverse group of stakeholders can give to the process, which will ultimately lead to 

increased value in the end product/service. The value is seen as something that increases the 

happiness of the customers/users, but is at the same time a sustainable product/service for the 

business. In our analysis, we found that the travellers thought that involving multiple stakeholders 

in the co-creation process would help validate the information that the tourist organisations provide. 

Furthermore, we found that a multi-stakeholder approach was a way to make the product better by 

offering alternative information and experiences.  

 

Our proposed multi-stakeholder approach, however, can be challenged on the fact that including 

multiple stakeholders in the product development and innovation process can be challenging. 

Overall, we found that there were three challenges in regards to the implementation of a our multi-

stakeholder approach. These challenged will be discussed below: 

 

First of all, it is difficult to find out which stakeholders are relevant to include in the co-creation 

activities, and therefore we propose that the tourist organisation should look at the customer journey 

of the travellers. The tourist organisation should map, which touch points the travellers come in 

contact with and identify which stakeholders there might be at these touch points. These 

stakeholders can be seen as some of the most relevant stakeholders to include in co-creation 

activities. Furthermore, it might be relevant to look at the tourism experience network, which was 

mentioned in the theoretical framework. This network consists of different actors who are all 

important in the delivery of the experience and it can be argued that these actors are relevant 

stakeholders to consider in the process. Sometimes the stakeholders identified in the customer 

journey or tourism experience network might be stakeholders that the tourist organisation have not 
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thought about because they are not in the tourist organisations immediate stakeholder network. As 

we saw in the analysis, VisitDenmark has been proactive in mixing up the process by working 

together with other industries such as, the film- and music industry and other Danish export 

companies. The organisation says that they have learned a lot from this and is something that has 

strengthened the organisation. 

 

Secondly, it is difficult to find out how to include the stakeholders in the process in practice. We 

found that many of the tourist organisations hold an understanding of co-creation that to some 

extent is similar to ours, but this understanding is not reflected in their actual application of co-

creation. The reasons why there is a difference between their understanding and the actual 

application of co-creation can be many, but we would like to argue for a lack of knowledge on how 

to turn their understanding of co-creation into practice. Therefore, we would like to introduce the 

theory on design thinking, which we outlined earlier. Design thinking is a mindset that is human-

centred and collaborative and it values fast learning, prototyping and testing. The academic 

literature on design thinking does, however, not provide any practical framework to how this 

innovation process can unfold. Therefore, the five stage design thinking framework by The Hasso 

Plattner Institute of Design at Stanford University (Stanford d.School) is introduced, since it is 

considered as a framework for understanding and implementing innovations (Hasso Plattner 

Institute of Design at Stanford University, 2012). 

 

The first stage in this design thinking framework is Empathize. In this stage you try to understand 

people by looking at what they do, how they think, what their feelings are and what their needs are. 

In this stage it is about gaining empathy for this group of people. You try to solve the problems that 

these people have rather than trying to solve your own problems. The insights you gain in this stage 

can be used to come up with innovative solutions. The second stage in the framework is Define. In 

this stage you try to make sense of the information that you have gained in the first stage of the 

framework and try to find insights. Furthermore, you try to develop/articulate a meaningful and 

focused problem statement or point-of-view about the problem or challenge that you want to 

address. The problem statement will guide the rest of the design process. The third stage is Ideate 

and in this stage, you try to generate ideas, which can be used for building prototypes in the next 

stage. In the ideate stage, the insights you have gained and the understanding and definition of the 

problem you need to address is combined with your imagination. In this stage, it is about finding a 
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wide range of ideas rather than finding one single solution. It is important that judgement and 

evaluation is separated from the idea generation. The best solution and idea will not be discovered 

before the last stage in the framework. The fourth stage is Prototype and in this stage,  you try to 

create prototypes in order to gain feedback that can help you to learn and find the final solution. In 

the early stages of the process, the prototypes should be quick and cheap to make in order to save 

time and money, and in order to test as many ideas as possible before committing. In the later 

stages, however, the prototypes can be more refined. The fifth stage is Test and in this stage,  you 

try to gain feedback in relation to your prototypes by having people test them. Testing enables you 

to gain a better understanding of the user and the defined problem, which will help you make your 

solutions better. When testing prototypes, it is important that you ask why the users like or dislike 

the solution because it enables you to learn more about the problem and how the potential solutions 

will work. Often it is necessary to go back and create new and refined prototypes, and sometimes it 

is necessary to go back and re-evaluate the defined problem and perhaps it will be needed to gain 

even more knowledge about the problem that the organisation try to solve. This process is called an 

iterative process which is fundamental to design thinking, since this circular approach encourages 

continuous improvement of the concepts and solutions (Hasso Plattner Institute of Design at 

Stanford University, 2012). In innovation, we argue that an iterative process is important to ensure a 

deeper understanding of the problem and the solution. In relation to this, we see that the 

hermeneutic approach corresponds well with this way of thinking. 

 

We argue that all the relevant stakeholders do not necessarily have to be included in the same stages 

or at the same time because each stakeholder has different knowledge and competencies. Therefore, 

knowledge from certain stakeholders might be relevant in some stages of the process, but not in 

other stages. The knowledge from e.g. travellers can be relevant in the empathize stage because you 

would be able to understand what their needs are. Furthermore, the travellers could be relevant in 

the testing stage because they would be able to validate the prototypes and the solution. The reason 

why their knowledge might only be relevant in these stages is because the travellers do not always 

know what they want in the future, they might only know what they have now, which can make it 

difficult to ideate and prototype with them. Furthermore, it can be difficult to create products with 

travellers as they might not live nearby, and because of this reason it would make it easier for the 

tourist organisation if they only have to include travellers in certain stages and not the whole 

process. Involving them in later stages in e.g. testing and validating might be a better stage to 
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allocate these resources. Knowledge and competencies from e.g. local guides, local businesses, 

culture institutions could be relevant in the define, ideate and prototype stages. These stakeholders 

could be relevant in the define stage because they can help define the problem because they might 

have knowledge and insight about the travellers needs and what they are missing because they have 

been in direct contact with the travellers, and therefore they can help define the problem statement. 

This knowledge can be relevant in the ideate stage because they might be helpful in generating a 

wide range of ideas, which later can be developed into prototypes.  

The involvement of the stakeholders in the different stages can change depending on the situation 

and the purpose of the innovation process. Since the design thinking framework is iterative, some of 

the different stages might be repeated several times. For instance, can the local guides, local 

businesses and culture institutions, which have been involved in the define, ideate and prototyping 

stage, also be relevant in the initial testing of the ideas that was selected by the organisation. The 

reason for this is that the organisation need to understand if these ideas are still suitable once being 

tested and how the stakeholders might be affected by the finished product/service. In the iterative 

process, the organisation will likely have to go back in the process to implement the issues that was 

found in the initial testing. Perhaps the initial testing also shows that additional knowledge and 

competencies from new or current stakeholders are needed in the process. By having this iterative 

approach in mind, the final testing with end-users/travellers will be based on stronger concepts and 

solutions than if there have not been any iteration prior to this. 

When we propose our multi-stakeholder approach, what we mean by involving multiple 

stakeholders is that the total sum of relevant stakeholders that a tourist organisation can involve are 

not supposed to be activated and used at once. By this we mean that some stakeholders are used in 

some stages and others in other stages, which will in the total process be understood as applying a 

multi-stakeholder approach across the whole process. 

 

As we saw in the analysis, most of the organisations tend to only include stakeholders in one or two 

stages of the process. Usually they only used the stakeholders in the emphasize stage in order to 

gain knowledge and insights or they only used the stakeholders in the testing stage in order to 

validate the solutions proposed. This implies that the tourist organisations has a tendency to think 

that the stakeholders are only relevant in certain stages. It shows that the tourist organisations might 

have an assumption that the stakeholders only have knowledge that add value in those stages and 

that the stakeholders do not have the knowledge or imagination to generate ideas and prototypes. 
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However, it can be argued that the tourist organisations should go beyond their assumptions. Even 

though it might not seem relevant to include the different stakeholders in all the stages, it can be 

argued that it cannot hurt trying to include them in all the stages because the tourist organisation do 

not know what innovations and solutions that they would be able to create by involving the 

stakeholders fully in the process. As the theory behind design thinking states a mindset of 

embracing failure is important because failures should not be seen as an obstacle but a way to learn 

from experiences. The tourist organisations would not know what solutions they would be able to 

create before they try. Of course, it is important to consider one's resources. The reason why the 

tourist organisations do not include their stakeholders in the whole process might be because they 

do not have the resources. In relation to the lack of resources, it might sometimes be necessary to 

pick which stages are most relevant to include the stakeholders in. When selecting which stages that 

are the most relevant, it is important to think beyond one’s assumptions. 

 

In relation to the communication form in co-creation, we argue for the use of dialogue (the two-way 

symmetrical form of communication) as the most suitable one. We believe that the use of dialogue 

in the process opens up for deeper conversations and better testing and validation sessions than 

feedback (the two-way asymmetrical form of communication). In for example testing and 

validation, dialogue with end-users/travellers might be better to open up for experienced issues, and 

eventual solutions can be allowed to be discussed immediately to understand the issues on a deeper 

level. We see some of the benefits by using the two-way symmetrical form of communication as 1) 

it opens up for a richer dialogue among the stakeholders and the facilitators, 2) the communication 

is faster compared to feedback and 3) immediate discussion of eventual ideas, issues, elaboration, 

solutions etc. is possible.  

With this said, feedback/the two-way asymmetrical form of communication, should not be 

disregarded as an option to co-creation activities. The tourist organisation can be in a situation 

where for example monetary resources can put constraints on how the co-creation activities can be 

carried out or that the organisation already knows a lot about a certain problem. In these cases, the 

two-way asymmetrical form of communication can be argued to be more efficient in some of the 

stages. If the tourist organisation already knows a lot about the problem, feedback in the emphasize 

stage might be a better option to gain the last knowledge, which is needed in the process in order to 

allocate resource that are better spend in later stages. The case could also be that an earlier testing 

and validating session has already been conducted with end-user/travellers and that the last minor 
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improvements from this testing session just need to be briefly tested via inexpensive methods such 

as feedback/surveys via social media. If the organisation is in a situation where dialogue might not 

be possible due to the lack of resources, we argue that inexpensive feedback from stakeholders is 

much better for the process than not doing anything at all, and instead of the organisation relying 

solely on their own knowledge or what they believe is the truth. 

 

When we acknowledge that the two-way asymmetrical communication can be used in co-creation, it 

might though arise the question whether or not the process is still co-creation when information is 

based on for example surveys and big data. It can of course be argued where the line between co-

creation and a mere sourcing of knowledge/resources lies. In relation to our proposed multi-

stakeholder approach, we are aware of the fact that it would be difficult for the tourist organisation 

to include all relevant stakeholders by using only two-way symmetrical forms of communication 

throughout the whole process. It can be difficult to evaluate when it is co-creation or not by using 

feedback, but by looking at the five stages in the design thinking framework it can become easier to 

evaluate. A decision on whether is it co-creation or not cannot be seen by purely looking at each 

stage individually, but only by looking at all five stages at once, as a whole process. If an 

organisation for example only uses feedback in emphasis and testing, but uses dialogue in the other 

stages we argue that it is still a co-creation process. In this case it can of course be argued what the 

reasons are for why the organisation did not use dialogue more. Maybe the reason was due to a 

large amount of knowledge about the problem beforehand or that resources might not have been 

sufficient. In the same case, we can also argue that the product development and innovation process 

might have been better off by using more dialogue, and that a better outcome might have been 

created, but this does not change the fact that the process is still co-creation. Taking another 

example, if a tourist organisation uses feedback methods in all or most of the five stages, we argue 

that this is not co-creation due to the fact that the participating stakeholders need to be more active 

and have been given the ability to engage in deeper conversations and qualitative sessions. It can 

again be difficult to evaluate when something is co-creation, but when most stages of the process 

does not engage stakeholders and a diverse range of stakeholders is not used, the idea about co-

creation falls to the ground. Tourist organisations and other organisations as well need to 

understand the value and the resources that co-creating with stakeholders can bring into their 

process, and ultimately the created product and the value for those people who are going to use it. 
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The third challenge by taking on a multi-stakeholder approach is that it can be difficult to include 

many different stakeholders in the process because everybody wants to be heard and feel like their 

ideas and opinions are appreciated and taken into consideration. It can put a lot of pressure on the 

tourist organisations because it requires skills in relation to how to facilitate, moderate and manage 

a co-creation process that involves different stakeholders. As we introduced in the theory section, 

the DART model can provide managers with a practical framework on how to manage co-creation 

processes. The model consists of Dialogue, Access, Risk-benefit and Transparency. Dialogue 

means that the organisation open for interactivity, deep engagement and an ability and willingness 

to act from both the stakeholders’ side and the tourist organisation’s side, in which both have an 

equal saying. Access and transparency is equally important to the process, since the organisation 

should provide the needed information and tools to co-creation, but also be transparent about the 

process. A lack of transparency can result in the stakeholders feeling that they have not been heard 

because their ideas have not been selected. It is important to inform the involved stakeholders about 

the purpose of the projects, what their contributions are used for and how the process, the selection 

of ideas will be carried out etc. By doing so, confusion and misunderstandings can be eliminated 

from the beginning of the process. Lastly in the DART model, is the risk-benefit assessment in 

which the organisation assess what risks and benefits there are by involving each of the different 

stakeholders. Opposite, it is also important that the stakeholders also evaluate their own risks and 

their benefits by participating in co-creation activities. Since the principles in the DART model are 

interrelated, it is important that the organisation try to meet each of the principles in order to allow a 

better process. 

 

The three terms co-creation, open innovation and design thinking can be seen as interrelated and 

each term and their meaning contribute to the understanding of the product development and 

innovation process. Open innovation and design thinking both highlights and acknowledges that 

organisations cannot possess all the resources and competencies that are needed in innovation 

processes. Outside resources, especially the operant resources such as knowledge and competencies 

are crucial to innovation since people with different backgrounds can give new perspectives to an 

organisation and can help ideating on solutions. Bringing multidisciplinary teams into play in co-

creation is something, which we see as rather important since we believe that a better process and 

ultimately a better product will be created. Therefore, tourist organisations should first of all make 

use of the diverse skills within their own organisation in order to establish a facilitating team that 
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will utilise internal resources in a better way than only assigning team members of the same 

backgrounds and skills. We also argue that by utilising internal people with different backgrounds 

and from different departments, the risk of creating silo-effects in the process will be decreased 

which we believe it crucial to innovations. In this way innovations will be better created, increase 

the support of the innovations across the organisation and increase the success rate of the 

innovations. 

As we talked about earlier, it is important to include external stakeholders in the process where they 

can contribute with new knowledge, skills and perspectives. It is important that the tourist 

organisations acknowledge the need for external inputs and therefore, involve relevant stakeholders 

at stages that makes sense. Involving these in workshops activities in the define and ideate stage can 

make the working team more multidisciplinary in which multiple perspectives are added to the 

process. We saw that most of the tourist organisations involved local businesses in co-creation 

activities which we see as the first step to involve even more stakeholders in these activities. 

Involving only local businesses is of course much better than the organisations only relying on their 

own ideas, but involving more stakeholders can give broader perspectives to their projects in which 

new ideas can emerge and problems and solutions can be better understood. As one of the tourist 

organisations explained about their experience in co-creation with locals was a greater affiliation 

towards the product and the travellers by involving locals in co-creation activities. We believe this 

is another very important aspect to co-creation in an industry that is threatened by over-tourism. 

Involving stakeholders that will be affected by the tourist organisations’ products will not only open 

up for new ideas and a better understanding of the product, but also increased support towards the 

product from these stakeholders. The feeling of pride and a more positive mindset towards 

travellers are some of the additional benefits of co-creation with these stakeholders. 

 

In the literature review, we talked about Sørensen & Jensen’s (2015) experience encounter as co-

creation in which front-line employees are encouraged to engage on a deeper level with tourists and 

look beyond the standardised service deliveries. They argue that the potential knowledge that can be 

gained from engaging the employees can be valuable in knowledge development, innovation and 

value creation. Although we disregarded their view on co-creation due to the fact that we focus on 

co-creation in product development and innovation processes, we would though argue for its 

relevance in our understanding of co-creation. 
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By encouraging front-line employees in the tourist organisations to engage more with travellers, the 

organisations can gain a better understanding of the travellers’ needs and wants. The employees and 

their knowledge can be valuable in for example the emphasis and ideate stages. Furthermore, this 

will also touch upon our argument for multidisciplinary teams in co-creation that encourages tourist 

organisations to take a more holistic approach to product development and innovation. This 

emphasises bottom-up decisions and not only top-down decisions and in this way, it becomes a two-

way flow between knowledge, competencies and resources across an organisation combined with 

the involvement of external stakeholders and their knowledge, competencies and resource. 

 

When asking Copenhagen Visitor Service whether they thought that promoting their Know Your 

Bro app as being co-created would make the product more attractive, they replied that it was a good 

question and that it was something that they had not done so far. Furthermore, they mentioned that 

they did not know whether it would have a promotional value or not (Appendix 11, line 73). It can 

be discussed whether or not promoting a product as being co-created would have a promotional 

value or not. It can be argued that in some ways it could have a promotional value because it can 

make the product seems new and innovative because it might not be something that you see often. 

In the analysis, we found that the travellers find co-creation to be valuable and attractive because 

the information/product have been validated by different parties, and therefore it can be said that it 

would have a promotional value. However, it can be argued that in some ways it would not have a 

promotional value because it can become a marketing gimmick. As we saw in the analysis, traveller 

3 mentioned that she was a bit sceptical about co-creation with locals, since it can become a 

marketing gimmick. Therefore, it can be said that there is a risk of it becoming a marketing 

gimmick if the tourist organisation put too much focus on promoting the product as being co-

created. Furthermore, there is a risk that the travellers will expect more of the product if it is 

promoted as being a co-creation, and if the product does not live up to their high expectations then 

they will consider the product as being bad. Another risk with promoting the product as being co-

created could be that the travellers start to expect the tourist organisations to co-create all their 

products in the future, which might not always be attainable for the tourist organisations.  

 

Our multi-stakeholder approach to co-creation can help the tourist organisations to gain an 

understanding of how to optimise the application of co-creation. In the analysis, we saw that the 

travellers thought that involving more stakeholders into the process would make the product 
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valuable and attractive because it makes the product better, since it is created and validated by 

different stakeholders. Therefore, it can be said that there is an area of improvement in relation to 

trust issues, wish for local and alternative experiences, validation and the value of co-creation, 

which can be optimised by introducing a multi-stakeholder approach.  

In the analysis, we saw that the tourist organisation did not provide the local and alternative 

experiences that the travellers want, even though they know that there is a wish for it. This could 

imply that the tourist organisations do not know how to meet these needs. Furthermore, we saw that 

the tourist organisations did not include the travellers and the locals in the co-creation process. This 

could imply that the tourist organisation do not know how to include them in the process. Therefore, 

we combine the five-stage design thinking framework with our multi-stakeholder approach in order 

to provide a practical tool that can be used to optimise the product development and innovation 

processes. By taking the design thinking approach into consideration when using our multi-

stakeholder approach, it should become more clear for the tourist organisations how they can 

include the stakeholders in the process and what stages to include them in. Therefore, it can be said 

that there is an area of improvement in relation to the wish for local and alternative experiences and 

in relation to involvement, which can be optimised by introducing design thinking in to the co-

creation process. 

By combining our multi-stakeholder approach and design thinking, the identified areas of 

improvement will be optimised. Ultimately, this means that the combination of these can optimise 

the application of co-creation in the product development and innovation process in Danish tourist 

organisations, and thereby we answer our research question. 
 

It can be discussed whether it is realistic for the tourist organisations to implement our multi-

stakeholder approach or not. As we discussed earlier, our approach should not be understood as a 

large number of stakeholders that need be present in all co-creation activities at the same time, but 

instead that multiple stakeholders are present during different stages. It might not be realistic to 

have deep dialogue sessions with stakeholders during the whole process, and therefore it would be 

more realistic to be open towards data in terms of feedback during some parts of the process. We 

believe that a too rigid approach will not be realistic for the Danish tourist organisations. It might 

furthermore, not be realistic for the tourist organisations to implement our multi-stakeholder 

approach without an actual framework that can be used in practice. For this reason, we introduced 

the five-stage design thinking framework with its human-centred approach, which we believe would 
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be more realistic for an organisation to follow than solely relying on our multi-stakeholder 

approach. Design thinking is iterative by nature, which means that the stages are very likely 

repeated. We know that the tourist organisations might not have time or the monetary resources to 

pursue an iterative approach all the time, but following the framework as much as possible will at 

least be considered better than doing nothing. Our approach combined with design thinking can be 

difficult to apply in their fullest and most rigid form, but our concluding argument is to embrace the 

mindset and the tools these provide in order to become more innovative and to meet the travellers’ 

needs and wants. We believe that the tourist organisations can make better and more innovative 

products by trying to implement the approach to a certain degree instead of doing nothing at all. 

 

 

Chapter 6: Conclusion  

This master’s thesis examined how the application of co-creation can be optimised in the product 

development and innovation process in Danish tourist organisations. In order to answer the research 

question four sub-questions were developed. Firstly, we had to find out how co-creation can create 

value for travellers in order to understand the role of co-creation as a way to meet their wants and 

needs. Secondly, we had to find out how the Danish tourist organisations currently apply co-

creation in their product development and innovation processes. This was important in order to 

understand in which areas their application of co-creation can be optimised. Thirdly, we identified 

areas of improvement in the current application of co-creation in the Danish tourist organisations. 

Fourth, we discussed how our proposed multi-stakeholder approach can optimise the application of 

co-creation in these tourist organisations. This discussion was important in order to answer the 

research question, but also to understand in which way an optimisation of co-creation is realistic. 

 

In regards to the first sub-question, we concluded that the application of co-creation can create 

value for travellers by validating the information and experiences that is offered. The majority of 

the travellers did not actively seek information from official tourist information websites and 

official tourist information centres, since they thought it was commercially influenced, which 

resulted in trust issues. Co-creation with travellers, locals and other stakeholders was seen to be a 

way to validate the information and experiences and to increase the trustworthiness due to the fact 
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that different stakeholders have been included in the co-creation process. Furthermore, it can be 

concluded that co-creation was thought to make the end-product better by offering alternative 

solutions to the top attractions. The majority of the travellers wanted more alternative information 

and local experiences instead of only being exposed to the top attractions of a destination. Overall, 

local-hood, authenticity and alternative experiences were the overall demands. Co-creation with for 

example locals was seen to be a way to bring local, authentic and alternative experiences to the top 

attractions. As a whole, the value of co-creation is that it can enhance the experience for the 

travellers. 

  

In the second sub-question, we concluded that the Danish tourist organisations currently apply co-

creation in their product development and innovation process by mainly involving local businesses. 

The inclusion of a more diverse range of stakeholders did not always seem to be highly prioritised 

in the organisations. In relation to the use of locals, only one of the tourist organisations used these 

actively in a few of their product development and innovation processes by creating ideas and test 

concepts with them. In relation to the use of travellers, only one organisation used these in focus 

groups to test campaigns and concepts. All of the interviewed tourist organisations saw co-creation 

as valuable to the outcome of end-products. The tourist organisations were all planning to or 

thought about co-creation to become a more integrated part of their ways of working in the future. 

Furthermore, most of the organisations saw locals to be an important stakeholder in this. 

 

In relation to the third sub-question, we identified five areas that can be optimised in the current 

application of co-creation in the Danish tourist organisations. The identified areas of improvement 

were: 1) trust issues, 2) wish for local and alternative experiences, 3) validation, 4) 

acknowledgement of the value of co-creation and 5) involvement.  

 

In relation to the fourth sub-question, we concluded that a multi-stakeholder approach can optimise 

the application of co-creation to a certain degree. By using different stakeholders in the product 

development and innovation process, the tourist organisation can create more innovative 

products/services, since different perspectives and knowledge have been included, which also helps 

to validate the product/service. However, our multi-stakeholder approach can be challenged on its 

ability to be carried out in practice. For that reason, we introduced the five-stage design thinking 

framework in combination with the multi-stakeholder approach. By taking the design thinking 
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approach into consideration when applying our multi-stakeholder approach, it should become 

clearer for the tourist organisations how they can include the stakeholders in the process and what 

stages to include them in.  

 

Overall, it can be concluded that the application of co-creation in product development and 

innovations process in the Danish tourist organisations can be optimised by the use of our proposed 

multi-stakeholder approach and the five-stage design thinking framework. However, the actual 

implementation of our multi-stakeholder approach and design thinking might though become 

difficult for the organisations. We argued that the implementation of these in their fullest and most 

rigid form might not be possible for Danish tourist organisations. Therefore, we emphasised to 

embrace the mindset behind these approaches and to implement our multi-stakeholder approach and 

design thinking as much as possible. 

 

 

Chapter 7: Recommendations 
Our proposed multi-stakeholder approach to co-creation and the integration of design thinking 

seems relevant and valuable to the Danish tourist organisations that might see future challenges in 

terms of over-tourism, sustainability and maybe even to keep Denmark top-of-mind among 

travellers. Our proposed approach might be easier for some of the tourist organisations to introduce 

than others due to their current mindset toward the approach we propose. As we saw in our analysis, 

at least one of the interviewed organisations seems to already have taken on such an approach in 

much of their work, although the involvement of travellers seemed to be less prioritized. This 

organisation would likely be ready to take on our approach, since they already possess the right 

mindset. Some of the other tourist organisations seems to have an approach that is more traditional 

where mainly local businesses are involved in co-creation activities and might be seen as their most 

important stakeholder. Most of them also see locals as important stakeholders but rarely include 

these in co-creation activities. These organisations would likely find it difficult to implement our 

proposed multi-stakeholder approach if it would be presented to them tomorrow. They would likely 

need a fair amount time to change their mindset, and they would need to gain more experience 

within co-creation and design thinking to become more comfortable with these approaches.  
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In relation to changing the mindset, we recommend that one of the first steps should be to throw 

away their own assumptions in relation to thinking that stakeholders are not relevant to include in 

certain stages. It is important for the organisations to realise that they do not possess all the 

knowledge needed in product development and innovation processes and that the involvement of 

different stakeholders along the process is important to gain new knowledge and to create 

innovative solutions. 

Furthermore, it can be recommended that the tourist organisations would benefit from hiring 

consultants. Consultants that work with and has experience within co-creation and design thinking 

can arguably become valuable to help the Danish tourist organisations to use co-creation in more 

effective ways and to help them with how design thinking can be carried out in practice. Even those 

organisations that seem to hold the right mindset might also benefit from professional guidance 

since the way that co-creation works in reality can be very complex and very dependent on the 

situation on how Danish tourist organisations should apply it. 

 

 

Chapter 8: Future research 
Co-creation in product development and innovation is a large field of research that has many 

different aspects to consider. Due to the extent of this master’s thesis, we have had to delimit our 

research to look at the value of co-creation for vacation travellers and the application of co-creation 

in Danish tourist organisations. 

 

We have only looked at the application of co-creation in Danish tourist organisations but in order to 

get a comprehensive understanding of the Danish tourism industry, future research might benefit 

from looking at the application of co-creation within the whole industry. This could give knowledge 

about similarities and differences and synergies in regards to the application of co-creation within 

the industry. We do not know if for example culture institutions or hotels apply co-creation 

differently than how we examined Danish tourist organisations do. 

 

We have only looked at travellers going on vacation, but we have not looked at business travellers. 

Future research might benefit from looking at how co-creation creates value for business travellers. 
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This could give knowledge about the similarities and differences in regards to vacation travellers 

and business travellers.  

Furthermore, it could be interesting and relevant to look at how travellers from non-western cultures 

value the application of co-creation and what their wants and needs are in relation to experiencing 

local hood and authenticity, and if co-creation in this context would prove beneficial to them. 

 

In addition, case studies with our multi-stakeholder approach and integration of design thinking 

might also prove valuable to get a more practical understanding of how this works outside a 

theoretical point of view. 

 

Since our multi-stakeholder approach and design thinking is rather universal to likely every 

industry, research on how our proposed approach would work in other industries might also be 

relevant to understand. 
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