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National Economy Model (NEM) posits that consumption
capacity is the most critical driver of economic growth,
challenging the traditional supply-side focus on production alone.
Traditional economic policies often emphasize the mass
production of standardized goods, which frequently leads to
excess inventory, market saturation, and the waste of national
resources. To support the NEM’s thesis of "consumption-led
growth", this study proposes an Industry 4.0-based Mass
Customization strategy as a solution to align production
capabilities with specific consumer demands. The study aims to
demonstrate that a system incorporating consumers into the
production process (co-creation) maximizes both the desire to
consume and resource efficiency. On the operational dimension,
this study discusses how Flexible Manufacturing Systems (FMS)
allow to produce personalized goods at near-mass production
costs, thereby minimizing inventory waste and optimizing
national resource usage. On the marketing dimension, it analyzes
how the sense of "psychological ownership" derived from co-
creation accelerates purchasing behavior and stimulates money
circulation within the national economy. In conclusion, it is
argued that this integrated model—where the consumer acts not
as a passive buyer but as an active producer—provides a robust
operational and behavioral foundation for the "continuous
growth" balance foreseen by the National Economy Model.
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1. Introduction

Production-oriented paradigms, which have guided economic thought
since the Industrial Revolution and assume that "supply will create its
own demand" (Kates, 2005), have started to lose their functionality in
today's hyper-competitive market conditions. Traditional "Make-to-
Stock" models, in which standardized products are produced in large
batches with the concern of economies of scale, face market saturation
and increasing inventory costs (Gupta & Benjaafar, 2004). This
situation leads to inefficient use of national resources and the formation
of "waste" (muda). In terms of effective management of resources and
economic sustainability, it has become necessary to transform
production processes from a purely cost-oriented structure to a demand-
driven structure (Mourtzis et al., 2021; Ivanov, 2022; Ptak & Smith,
2016; Olhager, 2003; Christopher, 2000; Fisher, 1997; Pine, 1993).

In this context, the National Economy Model (NEM) put forward by
Bas (2005) offers a different perspective to the literature by defining the
main driving force of economic growth through "consumption ability"
rather than production constraints. According to the model, the main
reason for the bottlenecks in the economy is not the lack of supply, but
the inadequacy of the desire and ability to consume. Motivation of the
national economy has been made dependent on ensuring the active
participation of the consumer in the system and keeping the
consumption motivation alive. However, achieving this goal makes it
imperative to meet heterogeneous consumer expectations without
compromising operational efficiency.

In this study, the 'Mass Customization' strategy supported by
Industry 4.0 technologies is proposed as the solution to this dilemma.
With this strategy, which is positioned at the intersection of production
management and marketing disciplines, it is aimed at producing
personalized products with an efficiency close to mass production costs
(Pine, 1993). Within the scope of the study, it was technically examined
how Flexible Production Systems (FMS) and modular design processes
prevent resource waste by minimizing stock risks in the operational
dimension. In the marketing dimension, the sense of 'psychological
ownership' (Pierce et al., 2001) created by 'co-creation' practices, in
which the consumer is included in the design process, and its effect on
purchasing behavior were analyzed. Finally, the operational and
behavioral contributions of this integrated model to the 'continuous
growth' balance envisaged by the National Economy Model (Bag, 2005)
are discussed.

2. Theoretical framework

The interdisciplinary nature of this study and the multidimensional
structure of the proposed integrated model have made it necessary to
consider the literature on three different axes: macroeconomic,
operational and behavioral. In this direction, the conceptual framework;
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The consumption approach of the National Economy Model, which
forms the theoretical basis of the study, is systematized under three sub-
headings: Mass Personalization strategies that make this approach
technically possible, and Co-Creation dynamics that complete the
process in the context of consumer psychology.

2.1. The central role of consumption in the national economy model
Contrary to traditional economic theories, in the National Economy
Model (NEM) literature, the "consumption" factor is positioned as the
driving force of the economy, not production. In Bag's theses, the
assumption of limited resources and unlimited needs was rejected;
instead, a paradigm has been proposed in which resources are unlimited
and needs are limited (Bas, 2005). According to this approach, no
matter how high the production capability is, economic equilibrium
cannot be achieved unless consumption power (effective demand-
Keynes) is created to meet this production.

CIRCULAR FLOW INCOME

Purchases of Goods and Services
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Source: The authors
Figure 1. The proposed demand-driven integrated production model supporting the
Consumption-Led Growth thesis of NEM

In the model, encouraging consumption is defined not as increasing
waste, but as a "circulation mechanism" that ensures the continuity of
production. Increasing the purchasing power and spending willingness
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of the consumer increases the turnover rate of money in the markets
(Keynes et al., 2017) and this situation is directly reflected in the
capacity utilization rates of the producer companies. Therefore, from
the perspective of NEM, transforming the consumer from a passive
buyer into an active 'prosumer' (Lang et al., 2020) who directs the
market and ensures value circulation is considered a prerequisite for
macroeconomic stability (Vargo & Lusch, 2012; Bas, 2005; Prahalad
& Ramaswamy, 2004).

2.2. Mass customization and operational flexibility

The production logic that prevailed after the Industrial Revolution
focused on high-volume production of standardized products
(Economies of Scale) to reduce unit costs. In today's markets, the
heterogeneity of consumer demands has necessitated the evolution of
this idea into "Economies of Scope" (Koren et al., 2018). In this context,
the concept of Mass Customization; It is defined as a hybrid strategy
that combines the efficiency advantages of mass production with the
value proposition of craft production in a single pot (Mourtzis, 2021;
Pine, 1993). In this approach, products are not just considered as final
outputs, but as "solution packages" that can be configured according to
the specific needs of the customer (Rasmussen et al., 2020).

From an operational point of view, the success of this strategy
depends on the extent to which the principle of "modularity" is
integrated into the design and production processes. The modular
design allows the final product to consist of independent sub-
components that can be combined in different combinations (Wang et
al.,, 2018; Tang et al., 2017). In this way, while the production of
standard parts (platform) continues most of the production line, infinite
variations can be created according to customer demand during the
assembly phase. In this way, it maximizes product diversity while
keeping operational complexity at a manageable level (Hvam et al.,
2013; ElMaraghy et al., 2013).

Industry 4.0 technologies, particularly Cyber-Physical Systems
(CPS) and the Internet of Things (IoT), have transformed the flexibility
in production systems from a static structure to a dynamic and
autonomous structure (Ghobakhloo, 2020; Tao et al., 2018). In smart
factories, as soon as the customer order is placed in the Enterprise
Resource Planning (ERP) system, this data is transmitted directly to the
machines (M2M) in the production area; CNC machines, robotic arms,
and assembly lines can readjust themselves to the specifications of that
order without human intervention (Leng et al., 2022; Grabowska,
2020).

In this process, the sustainability of the cost advantage is ensured by
the transition from the traditional "Economies of Scale" paradigm to the
principle of "Economies of Scope" (Yin et al., 2018). In traditional
manufacturing, the physical apparatus changes, mold settings and
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machine changeovers required for each product change are the most
important factors that increase unit costs; In the proposed cyber-
physical infrastructure, these processes are managed through soft
reconfiguration. Transitions between product variations are carried out
with parametric software updates instead of physical hardware changes,
reducing setup costs to a marginal level and enabling profitable
production even at a "batch size of one" (Aheleroff et al., 2019; Wang
et al., 2017). On the other hand, simulating production processes in a
virtual environment using "Digital Twin" technology and conducting
virtual commissioning tests bring physical prototype costs and raw
material waste (scrap rate) caused by faulty production to zero (Wu &
Li, 2022; Tao et al., 2018).

The shortening of the speed factor and lead time is explained by the
data flow rate provided by the vertical and horizontal integration in the
production system (Dalenogare et al., 2018; Frank et al., 2019).
Bureaucratic and operational delays (information latency) that occur
during the transfer of order data from the planning department to the
production line can be eliminated thanks to the Internet of Things. From
the entry of raw materials into the factory to the shipment of the final
product, Autonomous Guided Vehicles (AGVs) and smart conveyor
systems dynamically optimize routing based on instant capacity
availability (Winkelhaus & Grosse, 2020; Fragapane et al., 2021). As a
result, the total cycle time of a personalized product is reduced to levels
that are competitive with the production time of a standard product; By
minimizing the time difference between demand and delivery,
operational support is provided to the "fast and fluid market" structure
envisaged by the National Economy Model (Bas, 2005).

From a supply chain management perspective, Mass Personalization
refers to the reduction of the Customer Order Decoupling Point (CODP)
to the earlier stages of the production process (Saad et al., 2021;
Olhager, 2010). In the traditional "Push System", production is made
based on demand forecasts and this creates the risk of idle stock (waste);
In the proposed model, production turns into a "Pull System" triggered
by a real customer order (Tortorella et al., 2021b; Cifone et al., 2021).
This approach, also known as the Postponement strategy, allows the
final product to be held until the customer's demand is finalized
(Chaudhuri et al., 2024). In this way, the principle of "preventing waste
of resources", which is one of the main goals of the National Economy
Model, is implemented on an operational basis by not producing
products that will not be sold and eliminating stock costs (Bas, 2005;
Kamble et al., 2020).

2.3. Co-creation and IKEA effect in marketing

In the marketing literature, the participation of consumers in the value
creation process by collaborating with companies is called "Co-
creation" (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The consumer's
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involvement in the design or configuration phase of the product to be
purchased changes the nature of the bond they establish with the
product.

In the research, it has been observed that individuals attribute a
higher value to the objects to which they contribute their own labor or
ideas; this situation is explained in the literature by the "IKEA Effect"
or "Psychological Ownership" theory (Pierce et al., 2001). The
consumer perceives the product not only as a commodity but also as an
"extension of himself", which increases his willingness to pay and
brand loyalty (Norton et al., 2012). Supporting the "live market"
structure targeted by the National Economy Model with this
psychological motivation of the consumer forms the micro basis of the
consumption-based growth model.

2.3.1. Co-creation

Consumers today have more choices of products and services than ever
before; however, they often remain dissatisfied. Firms invest in
expanding product variety, yet their ability to differentiate themselves
has diminished. Growth and value creation have therefore become
dominant concerns for managers. The concept of value and the process
of value creation are undergoing a rapid shift from a product- and firm-
centric perspective toward personalized consumer experiences.
Informed, networked, empowered, and active consumers increasingly
participate in value co-creation with firms (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004).

Co-creation has become a widely used term describing a shift in
perspective from the organization as the sole definer of value toward a
more participatory process in which individuals and organizations
jointly generate and develop meaning. In business contexts, it has
informed approaches to insight generation, new product and service
development, and marketing. However, much of the research in this
field has focused on consumers and marketers rather than on other
stakeholder groups (Hatch & Schultz, 2010).

Piller, Thl and Vossen (2010) proposed three characteristics that form
the conceptual dimensions of a typology of possible settings for
cocreation with customers:

e The stage in the innovation process refers to the point in time at
which customer input derived from co-creation activities is
integrated into the new product development process; that is,
whether customer input is incorporated early in the front-end
stages (idea generation and concept development) or later in the
back-end stages (product design and testing).

e The degree of collaboration refers to the structure of the
underlying relationships within an open innovation setting; that
is, whether collaboration occurs in a dyadic form between a firm
and an individual customer, or whether it involves networks of
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customers who collaborate with one another more or less
independently of the firm.

e The degrees of freedom refer to the nature of the task assigned to
customers; that is, whether the task is narrowly defined and
predetermined with limited degrees of freedom, or whether it is
an open and creative task for which solutions are difficult to
foresee due to a high degree of freedom.

a) Customer centralisation

Today, the ability to manage the value chain from the customers’
perspective, rather than that of the provider, determines the
competitiveness of many organizations. The concept of a customer-
centric enterprise focuses all company operations on serving customers
and delivering unique value by treating customers as individuals (Tseng
& Piller, 2003; Piller et al., 2006). Customers are increasingly
empowered and exercise this power by “voting” with their payment
individually, rather than as a group. They make judgments based on the
value they perceive at the moment of the transaction.

For firms, the advent of computing and communication technologies
enables pervasive connectivity and direct interaction, both among
individual customers and between customers and suppliers. This
connectivity provides substantial additional flexibility. Beyond
“listening into the customer domain” (Dahan & Hauser, 2002) to
address specific needs more effectively and with shorter response times,
manufacturers can integrate the capabilities of different suppliers to
offer customers the best economic value.

Considering customers as individuals and proactively developing
products to meet their preferences—at prices they are willing to pay and
schedules they are willing to accept—is by no means a straightforward
task. Customer centralisation implies that the organization, as a whole,
1s committed to meeting the needs of all relevant customers. At the
strategic level, this translates into a firm’s orientation and mindset to
share interdependencies and values with customers over the long term.
At the tactical level, companies must align their processes with
customers’ convenience as the highest priority, rather than focusing on
operational convenience. Achieving this requires sufficient
infrastructural systems and mechanisms. These changes include
adopting a customer-centric organizational structure. Traditionally
separate functions, such as sales, marketing (communications), and
customer service, must become integrated into a single customer-
centered activity (Sheth et al., 2000). At the operational level, mass
customization and personalization have emerged over the past decade
as key strategies for achieving this objective (Pine, 1993; Salvador et
al., 2009).

As a result, customer centralisation shifts the marketing perspective
from demand management to supply responsiveness. Traditionally,
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marketing management has been viewed as demand-oriented, focusing
on the product or market and stabilizing demand through promotional
activities, incentives, or pricing policies. The customer-centric
enterprise, however, places the individual customer at the starting point
for all activities. Rather than attempting to create and stabilize
demand—i.e., influencing what, when, and how much customers buy—
firms should adjust their capabilities, including product design,
production, and supply chains, to respond to actual customer demand
(Piller et al., 2010).

The concept of customer centralisation emphasizes managing the
value chain from the customer’s perspective, prioritizing individualized
value creation over traditional provider-focused approaches. Advances
in computing and communication technologies enable firms to interact
directly with customers and integrate supplier capabilities, increasing
flexibility and responsiveness. Achieving customer centricity requires
organizational alignment across strategic, tactical, and operational
levels, including integrated functions, mass customization, and
personalization. Consequently, marketing shifts from demand
management to supply responsiveness, with firms adapting their
processes and offerings to meet actual customer needs in real time.

2.3.2. Co-creation and value

The recent literature on value creation suggests that viewing co-creation
solely from the perspective of the production process is no longer
tenable. An understanding of value creation in the context of the
customer’s purchasing and consumption activities is essential. In line
with this perspective, customers are not passive recipients of marketing
actions but active resources participating in the value creation process.
Considering the various approaches to the concept of value co-creation,
and from the perspective of dominant logic, the service is the
fundamental unit of exchange. Customers’ skills and knowledge
influence the process of value creation. Accordingly, value is a joint
function of the actions of both the supplier and the customer, and it
always results from co-creation (Cossio-Silva et al., 2016).

The perspective on value creation is extended as both firms and
customers are inventing new and innovative ways to support each
other's value-creating processes. These mechanisms shift the focus
beyond the traditional exchange. Value co-creation as a business
concept strives to capture this critically important and topical evolution,
where the boundaries between firms and customers become more
blurred owing to the continuous redefinition of their roles.

High-quality interactions that allow individual customers to co-
create unique experiences with the company are key to unlocking new
sources of competitive advantage. Value must be jointly created by both
the firm and the consumer. In the traditional system, where firms decide
which products and services to offer, they implicitly determine what is
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valuable to the customer. Consumers, in this model, have little or no
role in value creation.

Over the past two decades, managers have found ways to delegate
some of the work traditionally performed by the firm to consumers—
examples include self-checkout (e.g., gas pumps, ATMs, supermarket
checkouts), involving select customers in product development (e.g.,
industrial clients assisting in designing products they need, as airlines
do with Boeing), and various intermediate forms. Some consumers
perceive these arrangements as beneficial. Companies such as Disney
and Ritz-Carlton have devised innovative methods to stage experiences
for their customers. Across all forms of consumer involvement—from
self-checkout to participation in staged experiences—the firm remains
responsible for orchestrating the overall experience.

While these approaches emphasize the consumer experience,
customers are still largely treated as passive participants. Such firms
exert significant control over the nature of the experience and remain
primarily product-centric, service-centric, and company-centric. The
focus is clearly on connecting the customer to the company’s offerings
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).

Recent research emphasizes that value creation cannot be understood
solely from a production perspective; instead, it emerges through
customers’ active participation in purchasing and consumption
activities. Value co-creation positions the service as the primary unit of
exchange, where both customers’ knowledge and firms’ capabilities
jointly determine value. Contemporary approaches highlight the
evolving interaction between firms and customers, blurring traditional
boundaries and enabling innovative ways to support mutual value
creation. Despite efforts to enhance customer experiences through
mechanisms such as self-service, co-design, and staged experiences,
firms often retain control over the overall process, maintaining a
primarily product- or service-centric focus.

2.3.3. IKEA effect

Existing views on the impact of work on evaluations suggest that asking
customers to take production costs into account when assessing a
product’s value should lead to a higher willingness to pay, as customers
subtract the value of their own labor from the product’s total value. An
opposing view posits that when individuals exert effort by performing
the work themselves, this effort can increase the value they attribute to
the resulting product.

Although work can be enjoyable (e.g., building a teddy bear with
one’s nephew) and can enable product customization (e.g., creating a
bear bearing the logo of one’s alma mater)—both of which may
enhance evaluations—we propose that the act of working itself may be
sufficient to generate greater attachment to the outcome. Even
assembling a standard dresser, a challenging and solitary task, can lead
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individuals to overvalue their (often imperfectly constructed) creations.
Consumers also place a higher value on products they constructed
themselves compared to identical items they did not construct — a bias
termed the 'IKEA effect' named after the Swedish manufacturer whose
products typically require self-assembly (Nortton et al., 2012).

Goods are rarely valued objectively; factors such as who made an
object, how it was produced, or who previously owned it have a
profound influence on its perceived value. This phenomenon is
captured by the IKEA effect, whereby consumers assign higher value
to objects they have created themselves. Although this bias appears
intuitive in contexts involving product customization (e.g., arts and
crafts), it also extends to utilitarian goods that involve little or no
creative input, such as modular furniture. Notably, individuals often
value their own poorly constructed creations more highly than expertly
made alternatives (Marsh et al., 2018). The IKEA effect has been shown
to generalize across a wide range of creation contexts, including food
preparation and online product customization (Franke et al., 2010).

Despite extensive empirical support for the IKEA effect, the
psychological mechanisms underlying this phenomenon remain
debated. Three primary explanations have been proposed: (1)
competence signaling, (2) effort justification, and (3) ownership.
According to the competence-signaling account, individuals value their
creations because these objects signal personal competence, akin to a
trophy (Biihren & PleBner, 2013; Mochon et al., 2012). Mochon et al.
(2012) demonstrated that feelings of competence mediated participants’
willingness to pay for self-assembled products. In contrast, the effort-
justification account posits that increased valuation reflects the effort
invested rather than perceived competence. From this perspective,
rewards are valued more when they are associated with substantial
effort, whereas minimal effort leads to diminished valuation. Thus,
heightened valuation may arise from the effort expended during
creation.

A third explanation emphasizes ownership. The act of creating an
object foster claims of ownership (Kanngiesser et al., 2010;
Kanngiesser & Hood, 2014) and enhances subjective feelings of
ownership. Increased psychological ownership, in turn, leads to higher
valuation of the object (Marsh et al., 2018).

More generally, adults tend to value their own possessions more
highly than equivalent unowned objects, likely due to feelings of
psychological ownership. Consequently, increased ownership may
underlie the elevated valuation of handmade objects. However,
empirical evidence distinguishing between these explanatory accounts
remains limited (ibid).

Prior research indicates that engaging consumers in the production
process can systematically increase the value they attribute to a product,
a phenomenon known as the IKEA effect. This bias reflects the
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tendency to overvalue self-created objects, even when they are
imperfect or lack creative input, and has been demonstrated across
diverse contexts including furniture assembly, food preparation, and
product customization. Although initially attributed to enjoyment or
customization, evidence suggests that the mere act of labor is sufficient
to enhance attachment and valuation. The underlying mechanisms
remain contested, with competence signaling, effort justification, and
psychological ownership proposed as the primary explanatory
accounts.

3. Discussion: An integrated model for consumption-led growth
The concepts of operational flexibility and consumer participation
examined in the literature review were synthesized in line with the goal
of "consumption-driven growth", which is the main thesis of the
National Economy Model (NEM), and the Demand-Driven Integrated
Production Model was proposed in this study (Bas, 2005). Unlike
traditional approaches, marketing and production departments do not
work as silos are isolated from each other; On the contrary, this model,
in which the data flow is real-time and bidirectional, is designed as the
micro-level carrier of macroeconomic equilibrium (Tortorella et al.,
2021a; Garrido-Vega et al., 2016).

The operating mechanism of the proposed model (Figure 2) starts
with the "preference data" that the consumer enters into the system
through digital configurators (Hvam et al., 2013; Mourtzis et al., 2021).
This raw data obtained from the marketing interface is directly
converted into production orders and transferred to cyber-physical
systems without the need for any demand forecasting. This integration
solves the "supply glut" crises that NEM criticizes at the source.
Because production is triggered only for pre-sold products; Thus, the
national wealth is prevented from melting in dead stocks (Nascimento
et al., 2019; Olhager & Prajogo, 2012).

The economic output of the model should be discussed through the
concept of "velocity of money". In NEM, the vitality of the economy is
linked to the frequency with which money changes hands. The
consumer's ownership of the product through the Co-Creation process
and the minimization of lead time through operational flexibility
accelerate purchasing decisions (Cambra-Fierro et al., 2017; Prahalad
& Ramaswamy, 2004). This acceleration in the consumption cycle
regulates the cash flow of producer companies and creates advantages
such as capital accumulation for new investments (Badakhshan &
Ivanov, 2025; Grosse-Ruyken et al., 2011).

From a holistic perspective, the proposed Mass Personalization
strategy supports NEM's "unlimited resources" approach with the
principle of "efficient use of resources". In standard production, raw
materials and energy spent on features that the consumer does not fully
want are wasted; In personalized production, only the features that "the
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customer attributes value to" are manufactured. This situation overlaps
the concept of "Value" in the Lean Production philosophy with NEM's
understanding of social welfare; as a result, a sustainable economic
ecosystem is created in which both consumer satisfaction (micro level)
and national resource efficiency (macro level) are maximized

simultaneously (Zhang et al., 2019; Bocken et al., 2014).

MARKETING INTERFACE
(Consumer & Co-Creation)

Real-Time
Demand Data

CYBER-PHYSICAL BRIDGE
(Integration & Decision)

CONSUMER (Prosumer)
Action: Co-Creation /
Configuration

Cloud-based ERP / loT Core

Critical Decision: Customer Order
Decoupling Point (CODP) shifts to

SMART OPERATIONS
(Flexible Manufacturing)

Technology: Flexible Manufacturing
Systems (FMS) & Digital Twin
Action: Soft-Reconfiguration (Zero

Outcome: Psychological Ownership Design Phase Setup Time)
Function: No Forecasting - Direct Result: Batch Size of One
Order Processing (1 Adetlik Uretim)

NEM MACRO-ECONOMIC OUTPUTS

Increased Consumption Velocity Optimized Resource Efficiency
(Paranin Dolagim Hizi Artar) (Sifir Stok / Israf Yok)

A

Source: The authors
Figure 2. The proposed Deman-Driven Integrated Production Model supporting
NEM goals

4. Conclusion

This study examined how the “consumption-oriented growth” thesis,
which constitutes the core of the National Economy Model (NEM), can
be translated into actionable practices at the micro-enterprise level. In
contrast to traditional supply-side paradigms, the analysis emphasized
that sustainable growth in contemporary economies depends on the
active involvement of consumers and on positioning demand as the
primary driver of production processes.

Based on the theoretical analyses and the proposed integrated
framework (Figure 2), the findings suggest that an Industry 4.0-based
“mass personalization” strategy can be operationalized as a practical
mechanism to reconcile the traditional divide between production and
marketing. Through the implementation of cyber-physical systems,
firms can achieve operational flexibility that enables product variety
without increasing unit costs. Simultaneously, the integration of co-
creation practices into marketing processes strengthens consumer
engagement, enhances perceived ownership, and increases purchase
motivation. In practical terms, micro-enterprises can adopt modular
production systems, digital configuration tools, and customer feedback
loops to align output more closely with real demand. This dual
mechanism contributes both to accelerating the velocity of money at the
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macroeconomic level and to improving resource efficiency by
minimizing the production of non-demanded goods.

The study further highlights the practical implications of the co-
creation paradigm for value generation in modern markets. Increasing
product variety alone does not ensure higher consumer satisfaction;
therefore, firms should transition from product-centric approaches
toward personalized, experience-based value creation. In practice, this
involves integrating consumers into product design, testing, and
refinement processes through digital platforms and interactive tools.
Co-creation should be structured across varying levels of participation
and creative freedom, allowing firms to systematically incorporate
customer input into innovation and marketing strategies.

A key operational principle underpinning this shift is customer
centralization. This requires firms to manage the value chain from the
customer’s perspective by aligning organizational structures,
workflows, and capabilities with individual customer needs. Digital
technologies play a critical enabling role by facilitating direct
interaction, real-time data collection, and adaptive production systems.
As a result, marketing evolves from a function focused on demand
stimulation to one centered on responsive supply configuration.
Customers thus become active contributors to value creation, providing
knowledge and competencies that firms can leverage in product
development.

The “IKEA effect” provides additional insight into the psychological
mechanisms supporting co-creation strategies. Empirical evidence
indicates that consumers tend to assign higher value to products they
have helped create. This phenomenon can be practically leveraged by
designing participation mechanisms that allow customers to invest
effort in the creation process, thereby fostering psychological
ownership, signaling competence, and strengthening emotional
attachment to the product.

The primary contribution of this study lies in reframing the NEM as not
only a macroeconomic framework but also a practical guide for industrial
transformation at the firm level. The proposed “Demand-Driven Integrated
Production Model” demonstrates that enterprises should eliminate rigid
separations between marketing and operations and utilize technology not
solely for cost efficiency but also as a tool for collaborative value creation
with consumers. This approach repositions human participation as a
central element of production systems.

As a conceptual contribution, the study is based on theoretical
synthesis and literature review. Future research should focus on
empirically validating the proposed model across different sectors,
particularly among small and medium-sized enterprises. Case studies,
survey-based research, and quantitative analyses are recommended to
assess the model’s applicability and to measure its impact on industrial
performance within the framework of the National Economy Model.
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