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Resume 
Gennem det seneste årti har deleøkonomien for alvor vundet indpas verden over. Nye peer-to-peer 

forretningsmodeller, hvor brugerne og deres uudnyttede ressourcer er de centrale aktører, bliver nu 

den helt nye måde at drive forretning på. Set i lyset af deleøkonomiens fremkomst og udvikling har 

dette speciale til formål at undersøge, hvordan brugerne i delingsfælleskabet bliver vigtige 

medskabere af de deleøkonomiske brands ved at klarlægge, hvilke underliggende brandprocesser der 

skaber brands som disse. Til at undersøge dette i dybden inddrages to casestudier, GoMore og Airbnb, 

for at supplere undersøgelsen med komplementerende og dybdegående indsigter. Undersøgelsen går 

eksplorativt til værks, idet det empiriske felt endnu ikke er kendt inden for den nyere 

brandinglitteratur. Ved hjælp af tre kvalitative metoder – (1) en online indholdsanalyse, (2) 

deltagende observation og (3) et ekspertinterview – finder denne undersøgelse induktivt frem til, at 

deleøkonomiske brands bliver skabt af tre overordnede strømme af processer – ”a brand use stream”, 

”a brand meaning and identity stream”, og ”a brand governance and reputation stream” – som 

tilsammen skaber hinanden, og som er gensidigt afhængige. Mere specifikt finder den første strøm af 

processer frem til, at brugerne i delefælleskabet, blot ved at bruge servicen i praksis, bliver så vitale 

medskabere af de deleøkonomiske brands, at brugerne selv, deres handlinger og deres fælles historier 

bliver kernen af alt, hvad brandet udgør i praksis. I forlængelse af dette finder den anden strøm af 

processer frem til, at deleøkonomiske brands derfor må forstås som dynamiske, bestående af 

mangfoldige brandrepræsentationer, idet mange forskellige brandfortællinger præger folks forståelse 

og oplevelse af brandet. Men i denne dynamiske virkelighed, hvor brandmening og -identitet konstant 

er til social forhandling, forsøger virksomheden bag løbende strategisk at definere og skabe nogle 

faste holdepunkter, hvorpå brandmening og -identitet kan udfolde sig. Dette resulterer i et delt 

identitetsbegreb. I den sidste strøm af processer finder undersøgelsen frem til, at både brugerne i 

delefælleskabet og virksomheden bag hver især bidrager til brandets troværdighed og omdømme 

gennem forskellige aktiviteter, og at der i en deleøkonomisk kontekst er behov for en vis form for 

styring af brandet, som sikrer inddragelse af brugerne i vigtige beslutninger, og som samtidig er i 

stand til at skabe trygge rammer for, at en delingsaktivitet kan finde sted under mere kontrollerede 

forhold. Dette speciale bidrager derfor med empiriske indsigter til den nye brand-as-processes 

brandlitteratur og giver nye implikationer for hvordan deleøkonomiske brands kan forstås som 

dynamiske, og hvordan den overordnede styring af brandet bliver et vigtigt redskab i en konstant 

dynamisk virkelighed.  
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1. Introduction 
The extant brand management literature has, throughout the years, discussed brands as static objects 

(e.g. Aaker, 1996). Earlier relational (e.g. Fournier, 1998) and now, newer European brand research 

proclaims that brands are dynamic socially mediated processes, co-created within multiple 

stakeholder networks through their (inter-)actions (e.g Merz, He, & Vargo, 2009; Hemetsberger & 

Mühlbacher, 2014.) According to European research (e.g. Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013), companies 

have, as a consequence, been witness to a new dynamic and complex brand reality, changing former 

brand practice because of new inventions in information and communication technologies. 

Consumers, as well as other stakeholders, have indeed been empowered by these new inventions and 

are, therefore, said to be able to co-create brands and their meanings, simply through their (inter-

)actions on, for instance, social media. Due to this dynamic brand paradigm, brands are no longer 

said to be unilaterally created by the firm or through dyadic relations with its stakeholders, which 

have otherwise dominated the brand management tradition for a long time (e.g Merz et al., 2009). 

Rather, brands are now formed through multiple stakeholder networks.  

 

In conjunction with the societal and technological changes explored in recent European brand 

research, it is also clear that new types of businesses are emerging; enabling and facilitating  

interactions and exchanges among strangers to a greater extent than before. Through the use of 

technology, sharing-based peer-to-peer (from now on P2P) platforms provide people with the 

opportunity to share their idle resources and spare capabilities with strangers for a short-term rental 

or collective use (Lan, Ma, Zhu, Mangalagiu, & Thornton, 2017). Consumers, who were formerly 

treated as end-users in traditional market models, are now entering new and multiple roles in these 

P2P models that are radically different from traditional market models (Lan et al., 2017; Kumar, 

Lahiri, & Dogan, 2018). In such models, peers themselves become vital actors in both value creation 

and the platform owner’s ability to sustain success and even exist (Kumar et al., 2018). Without  

participation, no exchanges would take place. These sharing-based P2P-models are, therefore, highly 

dependent on peers’ engagement.  

 

In the light of this, it is interesting to investigate the empirical phenomenon (i.e. sharing-based P2P-

models) from a dynamic branding perspective. By studying the (inter-)actions occurring in sharing-

based P2P-brand systems, this thesis thus seeks to investigate what new P2P models entail for 

branding practice. Hence, the interesting question is how P2P brands which by nature seem 
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interactive, are constructed through co-creational processes as newer branding theory suggests. 

Likewise, how should brand managers then relate to the branding of these P2P models?  

 

1.1 Problem Statement 
 
Based on the reasons outlined above, this thesis aims to answer the following research question: 

 

 
 

1.2 Delimitation 
To thoroughly investigate how sharing-based P2P brands are constructed through co-creational 

processes, this thesis delimits its focus to study the co-creational processes that occur among the main 

actors of the P2P-model (Kumar et al., 2018), which is the service enabler (i.e. the company) and the 

peers of the sharing community (i.e. the users). Although the scope of this thesis excludes other 

relevant brand stakeholders from the field of investigation, it does not neglect that other stakeholders, 

such as, for instance, institutional actors, may potentially impact the co-creational processes that 

construct sharing-based P2P brands. For instance, it is highlighted that sharing economy companies 

evolve as disruptive business initiatives that challenge mature industries which have gained interest 

from many stakeholders (Ritzau, 2019). Thus, this thesis only provides one perspective on how 

sharing-based P2P are constructed through co-creational processes.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

How are sharing-based P2P brands constructed through co-creational processes? 

 



 

 3 
  

1.3 Structure of the Thesis 
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2. Philosophy of Science  
In this chapter, the epistemological considerations that form this study will be presented. Thus, the 

researcher’s way of thinking and construing knowledge about the social world and its meanings will 

be discussed. These considerations act as the overall frame for exploring the co-creational processes 

of sharing-based P2P brands that are under investigation.  

 

2.1 A Social Constructionist Perspective 
This thesis finds its metatheoretical assumptions in the social sciences. More specifically, the thesis 

pursues a social constructionist perspective to epistemologically construct knowledge about the 

research aim, as it seems to hold some interesting horizons of understanding in regard to sharing-

based P2P-brands due to their interactive nature.  

 

Social constructionism takes no ontological stance, but finds its origin, mainly, in the relativistic 

tradition (Mellon & Gergen, 2017; Burr, 2019): ‘Social constructionism argues that our knowledge 

is not derived from the nature of the world as it “really” is; rather, people construct it between them 

through their daily interactions’ (Burr, 2019, s. 121). This means that we, basically, construct the 

world we live in, socially, while we are interacting and communicating with each other (Gergen & 

Gergen, 2005). Likewise; ‘knowledge is, therefore, seen not as something that a person has or does 

not have, and is neither correct nor incorrect, but is something that people create and enact together’ 

(Burr, 2019, s. 122). Seen from a social constructionist perspective, there exists no objective truth 

that can be discovered, as all we assume to be real is rather something that we socially have assigned 

meaning to or agreed upon within a community (Gergen & Gergen, 2005). Knowledge about the 

social world is, therefore, one possible construction among many, and no construction is truer than 

any other (Burr, 2019). People always draw on a cultural and historical tradition whenever they 

construct knowledge about the reality, they explore (Gergen & Gergen, 2005). Thus, a common 

agreement on how our social world is organised can be reached within a community, as long as people 

follow the same way of thinking (Gergen & Gergen, 2005). However, new worlds of meaning can 

arise in our interactions with others: ‘when we talk together, listen to new voices, ask questions, 

consider alternative expressions, challenge our common sense […]’ (Gergen & Gergen, 2005, 

translated, p. 10).  

 



 

 5 
  

Pursuing a social constructionist perspective on sharing-based P2P brands constitutes a view of 

brands as multiple socially mediated constructs continuously evolving from interactions or social 

activities among peers and other brand stakeholders. Such brands are, in other words, seen as a 

product of human thought, language and interaction, created and enacted together, rather than 

something that people objectively observe or subjectively explore (Burr, 2019). Put differently, 

knowledge about the brand emerges on the basis of the relations and interactions that peers and other 

stakeholders take part in, and how these interactions proceed (Haslebo & Haslebo, 2007). Thus, it is 

when peers and other brand stakeholders interact and communicate with each other, verbally or 

nonverbally, they socially construct their own versions of brand meaning, brand identity, and other 

potential brand constructs, as well as extend each other’s understandings (Haslebo & Haslebo, 2007). 

Moreover, peers’ and other brand stakeholders’ brand-related interactions also influence how people's 

self-concept and identity are shaped, as ‘we are co-creators of each other’ (Haslebo & Haslebo, 2007, 

translated, p. 117). Thus, the many, shifting, contextual, interactive processes taking place between 

the brand stakeholders and the brand potentially construct various potential selves of the brand and 

the individual brand stakeholders (Haslebo & Haslebo, 2007).  

 

For researchers in the social constructionist tradition, the aim is not to find universal explanations 

about the research topic nor to provide general contributions to the research field, as there exist no 

complete descriptions of reality (Burr, 2019). Instead, it is relevant to epistemologically acknowledge 

that people’s knowledge about their reality is a product of human interactions which is socially and 

culturally constructed. Thus, the realities that people live in are a result of the interactions and 

conversations that people take part in (Gergen K. J., 2009). Sharing-based P2P brands can, therefore, 

only be explored in some of their manifold realities due to the fact that the (inter-)actions taking place 

among the brand stakeholders, both offline and online, are capable of producing various socially 

mediated constructs of reality (Haslebo & Haslebo, 2007). Hence, this thesis seeks to unveil how 

brand-related interactions among peers of the sharing community, in various social contexts, 

stimulate various brand co-creational processes of sharing-based P2P-brands (i.e. they participate in 

the co-creation of sharing-based P2P brands). Thus, this research focuses on the constructive work of 

individuals, and their social interactions, in order to uncover the social practices of the brand 

stakeholders (Burr, 2019). By doing so, this thesis enhances understandings of how the examined 

sharing-based P2P brands are constructed through co-creational processes.  
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The thesis will pay close attention to language, as it is mainly through use of the spoken word, that 

people socially construct and perform their reality about the brand, themselves and others (Burr, 

2019). In addition, it is also interesting to explore indirect brand-related interactions. Indirect brand-

related interactions – such as Word of Mouth (Lin & Lu, 2010), customer-generated advertising 

(Thompson & Malaviya, 2013) and sharing of social media content (Lee & Ma, 2012) – similarly to 

direct brand-related interactions, have an impact on how brands are shaped and perceived by others 

(France, Merrilees, & Miller, 2015). Therefore, the formulations and perspectives in this thesis will 

form one specific understanding of brand-stakeholder interactions. However, other formulations and 

perspectives could, potentially, lead to other meaning constructions and findings, since words or 

brands, in this case, may have different meanings, depending on the socio-contextual setting they take 

part in or are explored in (Haslebo & Haslebo, 2007). This thesis takes an open approach to the 

construction of knowledge, where knowledge, the research objects and methods are socially 

constructed within a community of researchers (Gergen K. J., 2009; Löbler, 2011). This thesis takes 

on a brand-as-process way of thinking, while remaining open to other horizons of understandings of 

the research object that can arise during the research, constructing other truths. This open approach 

to knowledge creation creates room for dialogue and gives utterance to other viewpoints as well 

(Gergen K. J., 2009), although the knowledge production of this study primarily derives from the 

practices employed by researchers within the brand-as-process way of thinking.  

 
 

3. Literature Review 
The following will present the conceptual background that has guided the thesis. First, the theoretical 

underpinnings related to the sharing economy phenomenon will be presented. Hereafter, theoretical 

developments within the field of branding will be discussed.   

 

3.1 The Sharing Economy Phenomenon 
The sharing economy is a broad term used in many different contexts. The following sub-sections 

will, therefore, provide an initial conceptual understanding that can guide the thesis. Moreover, the 

relevant platforms, participants, and practices underlying the sharing economy will be discussed.  
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3.1.1 Conceptual Understandings of the Sharing Economy  
The sharing economy, as a phenomenon, was conceptualised in the literature in 2008 by Lessig. The 

author denotes that sharing economy includes ‘collaborative consumption made by the activities of 

sharing, exchanging and rental of resources without owning the goods’ (Lessig, 2008, p. 143). Other 

pioneers of collaborative consumption, Botman and Rogers (2011), further conceptualised 

collaborative consumption as a phenomenon evident in everyday practices of ‘traditional sharing, 

bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting and swapping, redefined through technology and peer-

to-peer communities’ (2011, p. xv). According to the authors, ‘collaborative consumption is enabling 

people to realize the enormous benefits of access to products and services, and at the same time to 

save money, space and time; make new friends; and become active citizens once again’ (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2011, pp. xv-xvi).  

In sharp contrast to prior conceptualisations of the sharing economy and collaborative consumption, 

which had been used interchangeably, Belk (2014) takes a more critical stance towards these 

descriptions. According to the author, sharing economy and collaborative consumption should be 

understood separately as the concepts carry different meanings. Hence, prior conceptualisations are 

argued to be misspecified and too broadly defined. Theorists tend to mix different concepts under one 

term without considering the cultural and historical meanings that different concepts rely on (Belk, 

2014). According to Belk (2007), the practice of sharing, in its traditional form, involves ‘the act and 

process of distributing what is ours to others for their use and/or the act and process of receiving or 

taking something from others for our use’ (p. 126). Thus, it is argued that no debt occurs in real 

practices of sharing (Belk, 2014). On the other hand, Belk defines the practices of collaborative 

consumption as: ‘collaborative consumption is people coordinating the acquisition and distribution 

of a resource for a fee or other compensation’ (Belk, 2014 p. 1597). Hence, Belk claims that many 

of the existing business initiatives evolving under the sharing economy are “pseudo-sharing” rather 

than traditional sharing.   

 

Frenken and Schor (2017) have recognised that it may be a difficult task to obtain agreement on a 

clear definition of sharing economy as a concept. The authors add to the discussion that sharing, as a 

term, is used in many cases and contexts today where money is a part of the arrangement, such as 

when people share an apartment or expenses (Frenken & Schor, 2017). Hence, from their perspective, 

it is insufficient to say that sharing practices cannot involve monetary remuneration as long as people 

share resources (Frenken & Schor, 2017). Therefore, the authors put forward a definition of sharing 
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economy that does not aim to disregard existing definitions held by the extant literature, but instead 

intends to define and provide an analytical tool that can help delimitate the sharing economy, as a 

concept, from other closely related forms of platform economy that are likely to be associated with 

sharing and cause conceptual confusion (Frenken & Schor, 2017). According to the authors, the 

sharing economy involves ‘consumers granting each other temporary access to under-utilized 

physical assets (‘idle capacity’), possibly for money’ (Frenken & Schor, 2017, pp. 4-5). The notion 

of sharing as an idle capacity is, accordingly, essential to understanding the ongoing phenomonon as 

it helps to delimit and distinguish the practice of sharing of resources from other forms of platform 

economy that are likely to be associated with the sharing economy (Frenken & Schor, 2017).  

 

 
Fig. 1. Sharing economy and related forms of platform economy (Frenken, Meelen, Arets, & Glind, 2015) 

 

As Frenke et al. (2015) visualise in the figure above, platform economies like on-demand, second-

hand, and product service are often associated with sharing economy, but do not conform with the 

conditions and practices of sharing economy, seen from their perspective, even though the concepts 

may be seen as similar. Consumer-to-consumer (C2C) interaction, temporary access, and physical 

goods must all be present to meet the characteristics of a sharing economy, according to Frenken and 

Schor (2017). Hence, Frenken and Schor argue, in line with other authors (Eckhardt & Bardhi, 2015), 

that business initiatives such as Uber involve ride-hailing, borrowing from traditional taxi services, 

rather than ride-sharing or carpooling. The reason for this is that Uber relies on an on-demand 

economy rather than a sharing economy, seen from a theoretical perspective, as a trip would never 

have taken place without an order or a demand (Frenken & Schor, 2017). Uber is, in other words, a 
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platform that provides private consumers with the opportunity to become drivers or service providers 

for other peers and to earn money in exchange for their service (Uber, 2018).  

 

In order to make sense of the social phenomenon evolving under the sharing economy, which seems 

set to gain more importance in the future, this research chooses to follow Frenken and Schor’s (2017) 

definition, as their description easily makes sense of the sharing activities and concepts that are 

present in today’s practice of the sharing economy. However, it is important to stress that no general 

explanation applies singularly to the social phenomenon being studied. The empirical cases for this 

thesis have also been selected based on the definition put forward by Frenken and Schor (2017).  

 

3.1.2 Classification of the Emerging Sharing Economy Field: Platforms, 

Participants and Practices 
In this sub-section, the characteristics of sharing platforms, practices, and participants evolving under 

the sharing economy will be outlined. Firstly, Schor and Fitzmaurice’s (2015) classification will 

provide clarity regarding the platform typologies that appear in practice. This classification was useful 

when selecting relevant case studies for this thesis. Secondly, Kumar et al. (2018) provide an 

understanding of how P2P models work within the sharing economy, and how consumers and 

suppliers are involved in the sharing practice.  

 

Four Typologies within the Sharing Economy  

According to Schor and Fitzmaurice (2015), four typologies characterise the platform structure and 

practices of the emerging businesses evolving under the sharing economy phenomenon (visualised in 

the matrix below). The matrix categorises and divides sharing economy platforms and practices 

according to two primary typological characteristics: (1) the organisation’s orientation towards profits 

and value creation, and (2) whether the sharing platform operates with P2P or B2P (i.e. business-to-

peer) exchanges. The typological characteristics are, accordingly; ‘[…]the predominant influences 

giving shape to the platforms, provide organizing logics, and also determine how disruptive to 

mainstream market models a platform may be and the ability of platforms to expand’ (Schor & 

Fitzmaurice, 2015, s. 419). Hence, it is a useful analytical tool to make sense of emerging businesses 

and practices. 
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              Fig. 2. A sharing economy platform typology (Schor & Fitzmaurice, 2015, p. 420) 

 

Although each sharing economy platform typology creates some ‘markets in sharing’, the sharing 

economy platforms fostering B2P exchanges are more likely to appear similar to conventional rental 

arrangements or services due to their business structure (Schor & Fitzmaurice, 2015). The sharing 

economy platforms fostering P2P exchanges are, on the other hand, seen as more authentic, because 

they by nature accommodate more natural practices of sharing, as they enable the participating peers 

to loan and exchange their goods and services to others, possibly for money if there is a for-profit 

orientation (Schor & Fitzmaurice, 2015). This thesis will explore P2P structures in a for-profit 

context.  

 

Sharing-Based P2P Models in Practice 

The model for P2P sharing consists of three participants or actors: (1) the service enabler, (2) the 

service provider, and (3) the customer. The service enabler is a firm who acts as an intermediary 

between the suppliers of a good or service (i.e. the service provider) and the customers who have a 

demand for the underutilised goods and services. These two latter mentioned parties are also known 

as the ‘peers’. Thus, it is a triadic model with two peers engaging with each other, facilitated by the 

service enabler: 
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Fig. 3: A P2P model within the sharing economy (Kumar, Lahiri & Dogan, 2018, p. 148) 

 

The service provider will through the service enabler offer idle resources to a customer who has a 

demand for the service. The customer will then pay the service enabler for the service, who will 

ensure that the service provider gets his payment after commission. Ultimately, both peers provide 

feedback to or through the service enabler based on the experience they have had (Kumar et al., 2018). 

In this way, a P2P model empowers traditional consumers to become prosumers who co-create the 

value of goods and services (Lan et al., 2017). This is different from a traditional B2C model where 

the firm can be seen as the main driver of value creation. 

 

3.2 The Emerging Field of Branding: Towards Brands as Processes  
The following sub-sections will provide a foundation for understanding the branding paradigm that 

will guide this research project. First, a traditional view of branding will be briefly presented. 

Hereafter, it will be discussed how brands are understood as dynamic, complex, and socially mediated 

processes. 

 

3.2.1 A Traditional View of Branding 
For decades the literature has discussed branding as a managerial practice that entails forming 

intended perceptions in the minds of consumers. In this sense, brands are seen as firm-provided 

property. This perspective on branding can be referred to as a ‘projective’ view of branding which 

proclaims that branding is mainly unilateral with a low degree of customer centrality (Louro & Cunha, 

2001). Brands are managed from the inside out and consumers are seen as somewhat passive 

recipients of the value created inside an organisation (Aaker, 1996; Louro & Cunha, 2001; Kapferer, 



 

 12 
  

2012). In this sense, the firm’s own brand manifestations and inputs are the primary generators of 

brand meaning (Louro & Cunha, 2001). Keller (2013) has, for instance, presented a conceptual model 

of brand equity which he defines as: ‘the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response 

to the marketing of the brand’ (p.1). Thus, Keller argues that branding is about building brand 

knowledge so that the consumer is familiar with the brand and retains some favourable, strong, and 

unique brand associations in their memory (Keller, 2013). This is a rather static perspective on 

branding as the main assumption is that brand knowledge is built by the brand manager or marketer 

in order to foster desired brand associations in the mind of the (passive) consumer. Similarly, Aaker 

(1996) emphasises a focus on ‘brand identity’ and argues that ‘brand identity is a unique set of brand 

associations that the brand strategist aspires to create or maintain. These associations represent 

what the brand stands for and imply a promise to customers from the organization members’ (Aaker, 

1996, p. 99). In this way, branding is about building the intrinsic values of the brand through the 

organisation’s history, business philosophy, ambassadors, products, names, character, etc. (Aaker, 

1996). This view on branding as ‘identity’ is supported by Kapferer (2012), who argues that brands 

should be managed as ‘identity systems’ that reflect the brand’s essence, i.e. the central, enduring, 

and distinctive aspects of the brand (Kapferer, 2012). Here, branding becomes an instrument for 

linking the brand with corporate values and positioning the brand in the mind of consumers. The role 

of the brand manager is thus to create and manage a unique set of stable associations (Chernatony, 

1999; Kapferer, 2012). In this way, brands should be managed as real, stable, and independently 

defined identities.  

 

Some authors have a slightly different perspective on branding, acknowledging that branding has a 

stakeholder dimension that must be considered. For instance, the early work of Hatch and Schultz 

(2008) argues that brand identity is at the core of branding, and that brands cannot be managed as 

stable and unilaterally defined identities (Hatch & Schultz, 2008). Rather, it is argued that the ability 

to create alignment between the firm’s vision, its culture, and the images of the brand is pivotal. Thus, 

the ‘corporate branding tool kit’ put forward by Hatch and Schultz centres on aligning and managing 

different types of identities (Hatch & Schultz, 2008), which signals a shift of some kind as it suggests 

that firms cannot perceive consumers and other brand-interested stakeholders as passive recipients of 

brand inputs. In a similar vein, and in an attempt to synthesise theory on product branding and 

corporate branding, Urde (2013) put forward ‘the CBIM framework’ (i.e. corporate branding identity 

matrix). As with the early work of Hatch and Schultz (2008), the CBIM framework proposes an 
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integration between market-orientation (an outside-in perspective) and brand-orientation (an inside-

out perspective). Thus, the CBIM-framework is balanced as it incorporates both an internal (identity) 

and an external (reputational) dimension. Nevertheless, these theories still view branding as 

something that is managed by brand managers, which Urde (2013, p. 748) also highlights: ‘A 

managerial framework for the strategic process of defining and aligning corporate brand identity’. 

From a traditional branding perspective, it is thus the brand managers that should create and maintain 

a corporate brand identity and communicate this coherently to consumers and other external 

stakeholders in order to position the brand in the minds of key stakeholders and build brand equity.   

 

3.2.2 Re-thinking Brands as Dynamic, Complex Socially Mediated Processes 
Recent brand literature developed by European researchers increasingly emphasises that brands can 

no longer be considered as firm-provided property (Merz et al., 2009) that can be managed 

unilaterally from a traditional functionalistic, normative brand management standpoint (e.g. 

Hemetsberger & Mühlbacher, 2014; Wider, Wallpach, & Mühlbacher, 2018). It is neither only 

relevant from a customer-perspective (Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013). The multiplicity of stakeholders 

plays a crucial role in the development of brands and is, therefore, important for understanding the 

brand reality in its entirety (Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013). Although a stakeholder-perspective remains 

a shared belief among various scholars of both conventional and more contemporary branding 

paradigms, there is nonetheless a paradigmatic shift in the marketing and branding literature towards 

a more co-creative paradigm. Throughout the last decade, a service-dominant logic (hereafter S-D 

logic) arguing that value is co-created by customers as well as other stakeholders rather than solely 

by the firm, has started to dominate much of the European marketing and branding research (Vargo 

& Lusch, 2004 & 2008; Merz et al., 2009). According to the research, consumers as well as other 

stakeholders have become active co-creators of brand value (Merz et al., 2009), meaning (Mühlbacher 

& Hemetsberger, 2008) and even identity (Wallpach, Voyer, Kastanakis, & Mühlbacher, 2017a). This 

has led to a new ‘stakeholder brand era’, according to Merz et al. (2009), which fosters a shift from 

a customer- and firm-centralised understanding towards a multi-stakeholder approach, where brands 

are interpreted as being procedurally co-created within networks of all brand-interested stakeholders 

rather than through dyadic relationships. More specifically, Merz et al. (2009) conceptualise brands 

as dynamic and social processes of stakeholder negotiations and (inter-)actions by which temporarily 

stable outcomes are co-created. Brands are ‘becoming’ rather than ‘being’ something (Derrida, 2000), 

as brands are co-created within stakeholder-based networks or brand eco-systems, where brand 
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meaning emerges continuously from the social discourse between the brand-interested stakeholders 

and the firm (Vargo & Lusch, 2008; Merz et al., 2009; Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Hemetsberger & 

Mühlbacher, 2014). Brands are, accordingly, constant flux processes (Lucarelli & Hallin, 2015) that 

‘appear as cognitive or cultural entities only when observed at a certain point in time’ (Wider et al., 

2018, p. 2). This understanding clearly challenges conventional understandings and practices 

demonstrated by more mainstream marketing and brand management paradigms (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004 & 2008; Merz et al., 2009).  

 

Firms and brand managers are no longer in control of how brands and their meanings evolve (Merz 

et al., 2009), or of brand identity (Wallpach et al., 2017a). Brand identity is seen as multifaceted and 

evolves from continuous interactions between a multiplicity of brand-interested stakeholders 

(Hillebrand, Driessen, & Koll, 2015) across different cultural settings (Csaba & Bengtsson, 2006; 

Voyer, Kastanakis, & Rhode, 2017; Wallpach et al., 2017). Mainstream brand management literature, 

which understands brand identity as a creation of managerial decision-making and implementation 

(e.g. Kapferer, 2012), is no longer suffient when seen from a brands-as-process-orientated view. 

Brand identity should rather be understood as ‘iterative identity construction processes involving 

multiple stakeholders who reflect upon, appraise, negotiate, and contest the brand.’ (Wallpach et al., 

2017, p. 395). Multiple stakeholders contribute to the development of brand identities (Silveira, 

Lages, & Simões, 2013) as they become manifestations of a brand’s meaning through their 

interactions (Wallpach et al., 2017a). Similarly, brand stakeholders’ identity evolves through ongoing 

interactions with other brand-interested stakeholders and their use of the brand (Wallpach et al. 

2017a). A growing number of empirical studies support this view and further contribute to 

understandings of the development of brands as a combination of dynamic, complex socially 

mediated processes. Kornum, Gyrd-Jones, Al Zagir and Brandis (2016) published an article showing 

that brand and stakeholder identity is a nested system of various identities that continuously (re-

)emerge from the interplay between inside-out brand management, outside-in brand communities and 

individual actions. Through a participartory enthographic study of a Danish Nike-related brand 

running community, the authors proved that a multiplicity of stakeholders enacted and actively 

participated in the co-creation of the intended brand identity (Kornum et al., 2017). To draw such a 

conclusion the authors relied upon Hemetsberger and Mühlbacher’s (2009) conceptualisation of the 

intended and enacted brand identity, which entails a two-facet approach, where brand identity is 

developed through a strategic process and through stakeholder enactment and social discourse. More 
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precisely, the intended brand identity is strategically constructed by the firm through the articulation 

of values and manifestations (Hemetsberger and Mühlbacher, 2009; Silveira et al., 2013). 

Stakeholders use these manifestations and interpret the proposed value and meanings in their own 

manner, and hereby develop their own identities while at the same time enacting the brand identity. 

Wallpach, Hemetburger and Espersen (2017b), furthermore, demonstrate through a case study of the 

LEGO fan community that brand and stakeholder identity is a reciprocal performative co-construction 

of brand and stakeholder identities. The authors put forward a critical view of prior research on brand 

identity, and provide an interesting perspective on the construction of identity, seeing it as something 

that people or brands ‘do’ or ‘perform’ rather than something they ‘have’ (Wallpach et al., 2017a/b). 

With their findings, they contribute an enchanced understanding of stakeholders’ involvement in the 

construction of polysemous brands’ identities (Wallpach et al., 2017a).  

 

Additionally, Wider et al. (2018) recently provided further explanations of the logic underlying 

brands as dynamic, complex socially mediated processes. They contributed with a more thorough and 

explicit understanding of brands-as-processes; drawing on Deleuze and Guattari’s (1999) definition 

of rhizomes, which is the assembling of a multiplicity of heterogeneous elements that take many 

forms below the surface and which continuously change over time and through space. Wider et al. 

(2018) explain that brands are similarly ‘constituted by heterogeneous and interrelated individuals, 

objects and concepts in time and space’ (p. 2). And ‘(…) all elements of a brand stakeholder network 

are interrelated in an ongoing state of reciprocation and influence among one another. Changes to 

or additions or omission of any one element have an impact on all the other elements’ (Wider et al., 

2018, p. 2). The continuous change is manifested in ‘movement’ rather than in ‘actual mobility’ 

(Chia, 1999), meaning that the structure of rhizomic brands never stays the same as yesterday, even 

though the rhizomic brands continue to exist (Wider et al., 2018). Brands are, therefore; ‘a stabilised 

moment in a process of continual becoming’ (Chia, 1999, s. 218) that evolve through ongoing 

interactions among multiple, networked brand-interested stakeholders (Mühlbacher & Hemetsberger, 

2008; Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013; Wallpach et al., 2017a).  

  

Hence, recent literature proclaims that brand managers are confronted with a somewhat new complex 

branding reality. The control aspect that underlies former brand management paradigms is no longer 

sufficient, seen from a brand-as-process perspective, as the control-centric logic held by these 

paradigms prevents brand managers or researchers from accepting brands as complex processes 
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(Wider et al., 2018). It is delusional to expect to be able to control all brand-related interactions 

(Wider et al., 2018). Brand managers must instead see themselves as active participants who are on 

an equal level with other brand-related stakeholders. Thus, their role is reduced to that of ‘active 

participants in planned and spontaneous interactions of heterogeneous stakeholders who co-

construct a permanently changing brand reality’ (Wider et al., 2018, p. 4). Seen from this dynamic 

perspective, former conceptualisations of brand identity, meaning, value and knowledge; the so-

called core constructs of brand literature, can no longer be considered to be under the close control 

of the firm as brands must be seen as continuously becoming (Wider et al., 2018). This dynamic way 

of thinking and operating branding still remains in its infancy stage in practice and in brand research 

(Wallpach et al., 2017a). Nonetheless, this understanding is crucial for the development and 

maintenance of successful brands in the ever-changing, dynamic and complex reality that firms are 

faced with today (Wallpach et al., 2017a).  

 

4. Methodology  
In this chapter, the methodological considerations that underlie this study will be presented. Hence, 

the research approach, -process and -strategy will be outlined in the following. 

 

4.1 Research Approach: A Qualitative-Exploratory Study 
This thesis takes a qualitative-exploratory approach (Stebbins, 2011) to examine how sharing-based 

P2P brands are constructed in co-creational processes, as brands within a P2P-context remain an 

unexplored research field within the extant brand literature and thus represent a field of inquiry. This 

approach is, according to Stebbins (2011), useful to apply ‘when a group, process, activity, or 

situation has received little or no systematic empirical scrutiny’ (p. 7), but the researcher nonetheless 

has reason to believe that the field of interest contains some interesting perspectives that are worth 

exploring. With regard to this research, the exploratory approach is seen as very applicable for 

answering the research question, as previous brand research shows insufficient knowledge on 

sharing-based P2P-brands and how such dynamic brands are constructed. Hence, this thesis aims to 

investigate how such brand systems operate in practice, by studying, exploratively, how the brand-

related (inter-)actions among peers of the sharing community and the service enabler construct the 

brand in co-creational processes. This understanding will help to throw light on the emerging 

businesses evolving under the sharing economy.  
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To accommodate the research purpose of this thesis, a qualitative research design is seen as useful as 

the qualitative method holds a number of advantages. As Ghauri and Gronhaug (2005) stress, 

‘qualitative methods are designed to assist a researcher in interpreting and explaining complex, 

contextual and abstract social phenomena that are difficult to directly access or measure’ (p. 88), 

such as, for instance, the embedded co-creational processes that underlie sharing-based P2P brands. 

This research therefore demands qualitative research techniques that are able to gather in-depth 

knowledge about social, dynamic and contextual mechanisms in order to obtain insights about how 

such brand systems work in practice.  

 

Moreover, method triangulation (Barbour, 2008) is required to answer the research question, as the 

many, shifting brand-related (inter-)actions that take place among the brand stakeholders seem to be 

complex and manifold. Interactions take place across different times, spaces and contexts, such as 

offline and online, and before, during and after a sharing exchange. Through the use of method 

triangulation, this thesis conducts complementary research that collectively enhances the knowledge 

production of the study. Method triangulation, in this case, means that this research uses a 

combination of different qualitative approaches to obtain multi-dimensional insights into the topic 

being studied (Barbour, 2008). Method triangulation enriches the research findings of this project, as 

it allows a more thorough investigation of the multiple co-creation processes. It should be noted that 

am universal picture will never be obtained, as everything under study is socially constructed and 

contextual (Gergen K. J., 2009). The purpose of this study, however, is to acquire in-depth insights 

into the social context being studied. The application of complementary qualitative research 

approaches serves the purpose of allowing a broader and deeper understanding of the social 

phenomenon being studied. 

 

Precisely, the method of this research project is threefold. The research methods are (1) qualitative 

content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005), (2) ethnography (Warming, 2007), and (3) in-depth, elite 

interviews (Kvale, 2007). These methods allow the researcher to explore and access different 

contextual settings of the social phenomenon being studied. In this section, the method selection 

criteria will be outlined; they will be explained more thoroughly later on in each method section. The 

qualitative content analysis represents the backbone of this thesis, as its research method serves as 

the primary source of information for this study; and as its analysis method provides the analytical 
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frame by which each applied method will be analysed from. Content analysis as a research method is 

useful to this project, as through its data collection techniques it enables the researcher to 

systematically collect and analyse a comprehensive amount of online archival data (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005), retrieved from (1) social media platforms, (2) review sites, (3) newspapers and (4) 

websites, that contain valuable insights about the numerous direct and indirect brand-related 

interactions occurring among peers of the sharing community, the service enabler and the social 

network.  

 

However, as a research method online content analysis alone cannot uncover the research question 

in-depth, as it may not be able to provide in-depth insights about the offline P2P interactions that 

occur in real-time during a sharing activity, or provide detailed knowledge about how the service 

enabler deals with the brand management discipline in practice. Nonetheless, it can provide some 

indications thereof. Therefore, ethnographic research methods (Warming, 2007) will be applied to 

acquire additional and more thorough insights about the offline sphere in which the sharing activities 

among peers occur. These insights are intended to increase the researcher’s understanding of the 

offline sharing-based P2P activity and what these interactions entail for the branding practice.  

 

Lastly, to more thoroughly investigate how the service enabler deals with the interactive nature of 

sharing-based P2P brands in practice, an in-depth elite interview (Kvale, 2007) with GoMore is 

suitable. By asking in-depth questions related to the service enabler’s practices of governing sharing-

based P2P brands, the researcher is able to explore the social phenomenon as seen from the service 

enabler’s perspective (Kvale, 2007). 

 

4.2 Research Process: An Iterative-Inductive Approach  
By applying a qualitative-exploratory approach as the research strategy, this thesis explores, 

inductively, how sharing-based P2P brands are constructed in co-creational processes (Stebbins, 

2011). Thus, the research findings of this study originate from the researcher’s own exploration and 

interpretation of the empirical data, from which new ideas and theoretical concepts are generated 

(Stebbins, 2011). Choosing this strategy does not entail that the project employs an inductive way of 

thinking, as from a social constructionist standpoint, it is basically impossible to have a clear mind-

set (Gergen K. J., 2009). This research understands humans as deriving from social traditions of a 

particular way of thinking, and these will always reflect our understandings, participation and ways 
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of approaching things (Gergen K. J., 2009). However, one can act reflexively towards assumptions 

and orientations (Gergen K. J., 2009). Therefore, this thesis is more inductive in its way of 

approaching things, and this enables one to be critical of what is usually taken for granted and be 

open-minded towards other viewpoints and perspectives that can emerge from the exploration and 

interpretation of the empirical data (Gergen K. J., 2009).  

 

As shown below, the research process of this research project contains iterative processes, although 

it follows an inductive logic. Hence, this iterative-inductive approach entails ‘[…] a practice of doing 

research […] in which data collection, analysis and writing are not discrete phases but inextricably 

linked’ (O'Reilly, 2012, s. 30). Thus, the research process is a continuous process through which 

knowledge increases. The iterative processes of this research occur, first and foremost, during the 

data collection process and analytical process. Codes and patterns in the empirical data derive from 

several iterations of data collection and analysis processes. The three types of methods, holding the 

content analysis as number one, provide knowledge relevant for the other studies, and thus, making 

an ongoing iterative process. Hence, the knowledge production increases as the researcher reaches 

further into the data collection and coding processes. The conceptual framework also emerges in an 

interplay with the former iterative processes and iteratively comes into being during and after the 

exploration and coding processes. This will be addressed in more detail later on, in the method and 

analysis chapters, when the researcher outlines and uncovers the analysis processes. 

 
Fig. 4: Overview of the research process 
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4.3 Research Strategy: A Multiple-Case Study Design 
The thesis additionally employs a case study approach to study the co-creational processes of sharing-

based P2P brands. A ‘[…] case study is a research strategy which focuses on understanding the 

dynamics present within single settings’ (Eisenhardt, 1989, s. 534). Doing a case study, therefore, 

enables the researcher to follow and understand a social phenomenon in depth through the exploration 

of a particular case or several cases (Meyer, 2001; Yin, 2018). A case study research is particularly 

suitable for the exploration of processes, behaviours or other sets of events that are little understood 

(Hartley, 1994), such as the embedded processes of sharing-based P2P brands. A case study approach 

thus enriches this research with in depth, practical knowledge about the social phenomenon being 

studied and which is difficult to explore by other means (Meyer, 2001; Yin, 2018).  

 

The thesis employs a multiple-case study design (Vallaster, Lindgreen, & Maon, 2012), as it is the 

most appropriate research strategy for answering the research question; as it strives to thoroughly 

investigate and throw light on the many, shifting co-creational processes of the sharing-based P2P 

brands, which seem to occur as a result of their interactive nature. The research aim can best be 

obtained through a multiple-case study research, as this strategy allows the researcher to compare and 

expand their knowledge through the exploration of several case studies (Starman, 2013; Yin, 2018). 

Pursuing a multiple-case study design over a single case study design can, therefore, enrich the 

research with a deeper and more thorough understanding of the social phenomenon which is studied 

(Yin, 2018).  

 

4.3.1 Selection of Case Studies 
To find relevant cases for this study, some selections and delimitations were made. In general, the 

sharing economy provides the contextual setting of this study, within which the cases were selected. 

In the search for relevant cases, this thesis was preoccupied with finding cases where consumers ‘[…] 

granted each other temporary access to under-utilized physical assets (‘idle capacity’), possibly for 

money’ (Frenken & Schor, 2017, pp. 4-5). As Frenken and Schor (2017) mention, (1) consumer-to-

consumer (C2C) interaction, (2) temporary access and (3) physical goods must all be present in the 

chosen cases to meet their characteristics of sharing economy practice. Based on this, the thesis has 

decided to include two case studies of ‘for-profit P2P-sharing models’, as they can better complement 

each other due to the fact that they are relatively alike in market orientation: (1) the Danish sharing 

economy platform GoMore and (2) the American sharing economy platform Airbnb. The particular 
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cases were selected, first of all, because they are two of the most significant brands within the sharing 

economy, as both have obtained national and international success and dominance 

(Erhvervsministeriet, 2017). Both brands are, therefore, constituted by a huge user-base of peers who 

participate in the sharing activities. Due to the brands’ size, there exists a huge amount of data on 

them – for instance on social media, their websites and in newspapers – which makes it easier to 

access and study the embedded co-creational processes of the two sharing-based P2P case brands. 

Second, by studying these brands and their underlying processes, the researcher could acquire 

knowledge about some of the most dominant brands that led the evolution and social phenomenon of 

the sharing economy. 

 

4.3.1.1 Case Presentation of GoMore 

GoMore is a Danish-founded sharing economy company who provides the technological 

opportunities for strangers to utilise their idle resources and share cars with each other in various 

ways (GoMore, 2020). GoMore started by being a ride-sharing platform (GoMore, 2020). However, 

over the last decade, GoMore has developed into becoming the most dominant sharing economy 

platform in Scandinavia who now also provides the opportunity for strangers to share their cars for 

private rental or to lease vehicles that can be shared in the GoMore community, when they are 

unutilised (GoMore, 2020). Thus, GoMore aims to provide a platform that connects people and help 

people to reach a destination, while at the same time ensuring more sustainable transportation 

solutions (GoMore, 2020). The mission of GoMore is, therefore, to help people to share cars, by 

providing a platform that facilitates carpooling, private rental and leasing of vehicles (GoMore, 2020). 

In order to comply with the definition of Frenken and Schor’s (2017), this research only concerns 

GoMore’s carpool and car rental sharing-activities.  

 

4.3.1.2 Case Presentation of Airbnb  
Airbnb is an American-based sharing economy platform that throughout the last decade, has grown 

into becoming one of the world’s largest and most dominant facilitators of peer-to-peer sharing   

(Airbnb, 2020). Airbnb, facilities more than 7 million accommodations and 40,000 handcrafted 

activities, powered by local hosts, and enables people all over the world to share homes, experiences, 

and their idle resources with each other by providing them with the technological opportunities to 

connect and share (Airbnb, 2020). Hence, the mission of Airbnb is “[…] to create a world where 

anyone can belong anywhere” (Airbnb, 2019). Airbnb is initially used for home-stays or rentals, but 
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recently Airbnb has developed into becoming a service, where local hosts also offer local and 

handcrafted experiences for their guest  (Airbnb, 2019). Similarly, to comply with the definition of 

Frenken and Schor’s (2017), this research only concerns Airbnb home stays and rental sharing-

activities. 

 

5. Method 
In this chapter, the methodical considerations that underlie this study will be presented. Precisely, the 

research design, including the applied methods and data collection process, will be outlined and 

discussed along with the empirical data and the researcher’s analytical approach. 

 

5.1 Research Design 
In the following sections, the applied methods and the data collection, processing and coding 

processes will be outlined to provide a more detailed explanation of the research process. More 

precisely, as visualised in the table below, the arguments for the selection of the three applied 

methods, (1) content analysis, (2) ethnography and (3) elite interview, including the researcher’s 

methodical considerations, will be addressed separately in the first section. Subsequently, the data 

collection and sampling processes of each method will then be presented one by one in the next 

section. Lastly, in the third section, the data processing techniques and coding process will be 

presented. Each method follows the same analytical approach to coding the empirical data to ensure 

a more coherent data analysis process.  

 
Tab. 1: An Overview of the Research Strategy and Process 
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Primary and Secondary Data 

As shown in the table above, the research relies on both primary and secondary data, but the primary 

data constitutes the main data source of this study. Primary data is the empirical data collected 

specifically for the research purpose, whereas secondary data is initially collected for other purposes 

(Hox & Boeije, 2005). The research relies mainly on primary data sources because the social 

phenomenon under study is complex and abstract and therefore demands (1) research techniques that 

are able to collect data related to the research aim; and (2) research material that can throw light on 

the embedded co-creational processes of the sharing-based P2P case brands, in order to answer the 

research question effectively. Thus, the advantage of using primary data is that the research strategy 

is tailor-made for the research question, which according to Hox and Boeije (2005) implies that the 

research question can be answered more precisely, as it ensures a more coherent data collection 

process that is relevant to the particular study.  

 
  

Primary data 
 

 
Secondary data 
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Online Qualitative content analysis 
• Social media content (Facebook 

and Instagram posts)  
• Trustpilot and P2P reviews 
• Content from websites e.g. 

Airbnb home page 
 
An ethnographic study of the GoMore 
carpool sharing activity (field notes) 
 
An elite interview with GoMore 
(transcript) 
 

Online Qualitative content analysis 
• Newspapers and -articles 
• Content from websites e.g. Airbnb 

blogposts 
 

Tab. 2: An overview of the data 

 
 
5.1.1 Applied Methods 
In this section, the applied methods will be presented in separate subsections. The methodical 

considerations and the approach used for the content analysis will first be addressed. Next, follows 

the ethnographic method and lastly, comes the elite interview.  

 
Tab. 3: An overview of the applied methods 
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5.1.1.1 Method: Qualitative Content Analysis 

The qualitative content analysis represents the backbone method of this thesis, as its research method 

and analytical method encompass and supply the entire research process with its research findings 

and its analytical techniques. An online, qualitative content analysis was particularly suitable for this 

project as it provides the foundation for studying the research question. It allows the researcher to 

systematically investigate the field of interest by studying the co-creational processes of sharing-

based P2P brands which are manifested in online sources; while the research method, at the same 

time, provides research inputs and analytical techniques to the other research methods. 

 

More precisely, qualitative content analysis is suited to the purposes of this study because its research 

techniques enable the researcher ‘[…] to systematically transform a large amount of text into a highly 

organised and concise summary of key results’ (Erlingsson & Brysiewicz, 2017, s. 94). Qualitative 

content analysis is, furthermore, particularly useful for studying ‘the characteristics of language as 

communication with attention to the content or contextual meaning of the text’ (Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005, s. 1278), instead of counting words, as known from quantitative content analysis. Thus, by 

using qualitative techniques, the researcher is able to examine the contextual and social meanings 

which underlie people’s speech acts, by studying the meanings of explicit and implicit language 

(Zhang & Wildemuth, 2017). A qualitative approach allows the researcher to use her human qualities 

to read between the lines and analyse and interpret content qualitatively, in a scientific manner (Zhang 

& Wildemuth, 2017), as the researcher efficiently organises textual or verbal content into codes of 

meaningful clusters of categories and themes that represent essential knowledge of the empirical 

content (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  

 

The Conventional Analytical Approach  

Moreover, this thesis draws on a conventional approach (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) to carry out the 

online content analysis. The conventional approach is a qualitative approach, which is particularly 

useful for studying a phenomenon where the existing theory or research literature is limited (Hsieh 

& Shannon, 2005). It is therefore highly applicable to this study’s purpose. The conventional 

approach follows inductive logic in its methodical and analytical sense, which implies that codes, 

categories and themes originate from the exploration and interpretation of empirical data instead of 

deriving from theory (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). The online content analysis of this research is, 

therefore, data-driven (Schreier, 2012) in its nature, as it is preoccupied with searching for patterns 
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in the empirical material (Graneheima, Lindgren, & Lundman, 2017) that can describe and throw 

light on the co-creational processes that construct sharing-based P2P brands, which are still 

unexplored in the extant brand literature. By choosing this strategy, the researcher avoids using 

preconceived categories, and instead allows the knowledge production to emerge from the study of 

the cases and the involved research participants who are being studied. Hence, the advantage of this 

approach is that the researcher is able to acquire a richer understanding of the social phenomenon 

which is under investigation, as the researcher avoids imposing preconceived theoretical perspectives 

that could potentially limit the data analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). The exact data collection and 

coding processes will be presented later on.   

 

5.1.1.2 Method: Participatory Ethnography 

In addition, a participatory ethnographic study (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999) was conducted to 

support and complement the findings of the other research methods. The participatory ethnographic 

study is useful in acquiring a more detailed understanding of the offline, social (inter-)actions and 

experiences that occur among the research participants (service providers and customers) in the 

sharing activity of doing a GoMore carpool. In particular, the ethnographic method is suitable for 

studying culture and acquiring socio-cultural insights into how people socially construct their 

worldviews and ascribe different meanings to different sets of events, actions and people in an 

interplay with others (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). Hence, the researcher joined the sharing 

activity of GoMore through her own presence and participation. The researcher became actively 

involved in the social activity of sharing in which the research participants take part (Kristensen & 

Krogstrup, 1999). Through active participation, the researcher is assumed to be in a better position to 

unveil socio-cultural meanings, hidden implicitly in the research participants’ (inter-)actions, as the 

researcher, by being present, is able to ask detailed questions about events and expressions that appear 

essential in activity (Spradley, 1980). 

 

The research material collected for this study will, therefore, take the shape of the concrete social 

settings and the researcher’s active presence (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). The researcher’s ‘active 

participation’ (Spradley, 1980) in the sharing activities co-aligns with the scientific standpoint of this 

thesis. Active participation is considered to be essential for the researcher’s ability to understand in 

depth what the offline sharing activity among the research participants implies for the branding 

practice of the case brands and the research participants’ brand experiences. Without active 
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participation, the researcher might not have been able to capture essential social (inter-)actions 

involved in the activity of sharing. Moreover, a researcher’s physical presence without participation 

may cause more disturbance to the social setting than the presence of a researcher who is engaged in 

the sharing activity, as a researcher who acts as an observer in the social activity of doing carpooling 

will not be invisible to the research participants. Thus, a ‘complete observer role’ (Kristensen & 

Krogstrup, 1999) might have been inappropriate for this particular research setting. 

 

Participatory Ethnography: The Researcher’s Fieldwork Role(s)  

For the reasons explained above, the researcher employed a ‘participant as observer’ role (Kristensen 

& Krogstrup, 1999) as the best approach for conducting this research. Choosing a ‘participant as 

observer’ role means that the researcher actively participates in the activities of sharing to explore the 

social (inter-)actions among the research participants at close hand while still acting explicitly as a 

researcher (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). The researcher, therefore, revealed her research 

intentions to the research participants in order to ethically justify this fieldwork, well knowing that 

the researcher’s role may be socially negotiated or constructed by the research participants, by 

revealing this (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). Nonetheless, this research approach seems reasonable, 

as a scientific fieldwork like this cannot be ethically justified in withholding vital information from 

the research participants, as this research project does not involve exceptional circumstances that 

require absolute concealment of the study from the participants. The researcher told the participants 

about the research by explaining the researcher’s overall interests in understanding what the sharing 

activities imply for the research participants’ experiences with the case brands and each other. The 

research participants were therefore aware that the relation between the researcher and the 

participants built on a fieldwork relationship, where the researcher observes and participates in the 

sharing activities while simultaneously establishing a social relationship with them in order to gather 

relevant knowledge (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999).  

 

By addressing the researcher’s purpose more explicitly, the researcher aimed to maintain her status 

as a researcher, while at the same time acting as a sort of ‘customer’. The researcher entered the 

sharing activities more as a ‘customer’ than a ‘service provider’ because the researcher joined the 

activities instead of providing. The researcher strove to act on the same wavelength as the research 

participants instead of acting superior to them. The researcher therefore entered the sharing activities 
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with an open mind and a willingness to participate on equal terms with the research participants in 

order to learn from their social activities of sharing.  

 

However, as the researcher was aware of in advance, the researcher’s intended role could potentially 

be re-negotiated in the social activity of doing ethnographic studies, as it is social dependent 

(Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). Something that the researcher experienced in the second fieldwork, 

where the researcher had some difficulties in breaking free of the researcher role, as the participants 

were very interested in the researcher’s work (Appendix: Field note 2). Nonetheless, the research 

participants allowed the researcher to gain access to their lived experiences. 

 

5.1.1.3 Method: In-Depth Elite Interview  

In addition to the above-mentioned research methods, an in-depth, elite interview was conducted to 

obtain a more profound understanding of the service enablers’ role in P2P sharing. Elite interviews 

are interviews with business executives or academics who have extensive knowledge within a certain 

area (Kvale, 2007). The elite interview was suitable for this research aim as it allowed the researcher 

to acquire in-depth knowledge that could help the researcher to uncover how the service enabler acts 

within the sharing community to govern the managerial practices of sharing-based P2P brands (Kvale, 

2007). The online content analysis also provided some indication of the service enablers’ governing 

practices. Nonetheless, this knowledge could not have been obtained in full without the elite 

interview, as the interview method enabled the researcher to acquire in-depth knowledge about the 

service enabler’s working methods from the service enabler’s own point of view. Thus, this method 

contributed valuable insights to the research.  
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5.1.2 Data Collection  
In this section, the data collection and sampling process for each method will be outlined separately, 

as they include different data collection and sampling techniques.    

 
Tab. 5: An overview of data collection processes  

 

5.1.2.1 Data Collection: Online Content Analysis 
The online content analysis builds on an extensive amount of both GoMore and Airbnb data. More 

precisely, the online content analysis was conducted using four different types of online data sources 

– (1) social media content (i.e. posts and comments), (2) reviews (i.e. Trustpilot and peer reviews), 

(3) newspapers and news articles and (4) content from websites (i.e. blogposts from Airbnb)  –  to 

study the co-creational processes of the case brands. Thus, the data consists of both textual and visual 

content. 

 

The data for each case study was collected separately. The GoMore data was collected first, followed 

by the Airbnb data, and both provided research inputs to each other. A more detailed overview of the 

exact media, search words, and the amount of collected content that constitutes each data source 

appears in the data collection schemes below. Separate data collection schemes were carried out for 

each case study, as each data collection process covered different sources, media, search terms, and 

time periods due to the empirical data available. Moreover, each variable, such as the time span and 

amount of collected content, was set due to the amount of data that was published for a given search 

term. For instance, some media sources and search words required a longer time span than others, 

due to the level of activity, to uncover relevant knowledge for this research aim. Hence, an iterative-

inductive process determined the data collection procedures. Each source, medium, search term and 

time span was defined and selected inductively, by browsing the empirical field. New media and 

sources, such as Trustpilot reviews and websites (i.e. blog posts), were added iteratively to the 

sampling during the research process, as they proved to hold vital insights for studying the research 

question. 
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Each piece of content was collected and initially analysed with the research question in mind. During 

the data collection processes, the researcher was therefore concerned with the brand-related (inter-

)actions that occurred among the peers of the sharing community and the service enabler in the 

empirical content, to unveil how these sharing-based P2P brands are constructed through co-

creational processes. When both similar and diverse patterns occurred in the empirical content, these 

were noted. 

 

 
Tab. 6: GoMore data collection Scheme, Online Content analysis 

 

 
Tab. 7: Airbnb data collection Scheme, Online Content analysis 

 

Source Media Search Words or Search Criteria Time 
Span/Period Type of Content Number of Content Collected

 @gomore.dk
 #gomore.dk
 #gomore
 #gomorelift
 #samkørsel
 #Sammenkørsel

Trustpilot-reviews GoMore.dk Jan.2017-
Sep.2019 Text 123 reviews

Peer-reviews  Rental and Carpool reviews 2016-2019 Text 10 persons

"GoMore, dansker"

"GoMore Samkørsel"

"GoMore, udleje"

Social Media Instagram

Newspapers and 
medias

4 articlesTextJan.2017-
Nov.2019

Text and picture 88 postsJan.2013-
Nov.2019

Reviews

National Danish newspapers and -medias (Informedia)

Source Media Search words and search criteria Time 
Spen/period Type of content Number of 

content collected
 @Airbnb May.2016
 @Airbnb værter Danmark Aug.-Dec.2019
 @Airbnb Dec.2019
 #airbnb Oct.-Nov.2019
 #airbnbhost Sep-Nov.2019
 #airbnbsuperhost Oct.-Dec.2019
 #airbnbguest Mar-Nov.2019
 #airbnbfail Feb.-Dec.2019
 #airbnbnightmare Oct.17-Nov.19
 #airbnbdenmark Jun.-Nov.2019
 #howtohost Apr.-Dec.2019

Trustpilot Airbnb.dk 01.01.2017-
01.09.2019 Text 49 reviews

Peer-reviews  Home-sharing and Rental reviews 2017-2019 Text 10 persons

"Airbnb, beskyldt"

"Airbnb, mareridt"

Airbnb.com #Host Guantee
Blog.atairbnb.com #Belone_anywhere #Community_stories

Facebook 35 postsText and Picture/video

Website Jul.2014-Dec.2019 Text and video 4 pages

Reviews

65 posts

Text 4 articlesJan.2018-Nov.2019

National Danish newspapers and -medias 
(Informedia)

News-
papers/ 
medias

Social Media
Instagram

"Airbnb, udlej"

"Airbnb vært"

"Airbnb, gæster"

Text and Picture
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5.1.2.2 Data Collection: Participatory Ethnography 

The ethnographic data collection process will be presented in three steps to make better sense of the 

procedures: first, the selection of fieldwork and research participants will be addressed. Next follows 

a more detailed description of how the researcher gained access to study the field of interest. Lastly, 

the two fieldwork studies will be presented with a more detailed explanation of the social situations 

that the researcher took active part in while conducting her participatory ethnographic study. 

 

Selection of Fieldwork and Research Participants  

GoMore’s carpool activity was selected as a relevant field for doing fieldwork, as this type of sharing, 

according to the content analysis, showed a high level of interaction between the service provider (i.e. 

driver) and the customers (i.e. passengers) in the offline activity of doing sharing.  

 

Hence, the service providers and customers, the so-called drivers and passengers, represent the main 

research participants of this fieldwork. The composition of service providers and customers was 

randomly made, as it was out of the researcher’s control who provided and joined the carpool activity 

on the day of fieldwork. Despite this fact, the researcher nevertheless had some selection criteria in 

advance which related to particular characteristics of the service providers and the sharing exchange: 

1. Service providers were selected based on age and gender to ensure a broader variation in age 

groups and genders.  

2. The researcher only booked trips which had a duration of around three hours, as time was 

considered essential for the researcher’s ability to do more thorough fieldwork and to establish 

a good relationship with the research participants, allowing the researcher to explore their 

social practices during the offline sharing activity.  

3. It was also ensured in advance that the trip had been booked by other customers, as the 

interaction and the social practices among the service provider and customers were considered 

crucial for the research purpose.  
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Establishing Access to the Field and an Ethical Relationship with the Research Participants 

The researcher gained access to the field by using GoMore’s booking platform to initiate the first 

initial contact with the ‘gatekeepers’ (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999) of the field, which in this case 

are the service providers. Without their permission to participate, the researcher would not have been 

able to access the field of interest (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). The service providers have the 

official authority to accept or deny both the researcher’s and other (research) participants’ (i.e. 

customers/passengers) access to the sharing activity (GoMore, 2019). The service providers also have 

the authority to establish rules and set prices for the sharing exchange (GoMore, 2019). Hence, it was 

important for the researcher to initiate a good and friendly contact with the gatekeepers from the 

beginning in order to gain access to the sharing activities in the most favourable way for this research 

project (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). Three days in advance, the researcher initiated contact with 

the service providers by introducing them to the research purpose. The researcher included in her 

description of the research purpose that she would like to participate on equal terms with the other 

customers by paying for the service like any other customer. Moreover, the researcher also gathered 

permission from the other co-customers or research participants, for ethical reasons, so that all were 

aware of the project in advance.  

 

Participatory Ethnography: Fieldwork 

 
The Fieldwork Settings    

As visualised below, the fieldwork took place within the activity of carpooling. Specifically, the 

researcher did two field studies of GoMore’s carpooling activity, where the researcher joined the 

sharing activity by sitting in the GoMore cars with the research participants who were being studied. 

At one and the same time, the researcher acted as both observer and participant, as the researcher 

herself was engaged in social activities with the research participants. The researcher went from 

Copenhagen to Aarhus and back again, in two individual trips.  
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Fig. 5: An overview of the field studies 

 

The car and ferry became the physical settings in which the researcher, through her own participation 

and experiences, could intersubjectively explore the research participants and the offline social 

activity of sharing cars. In the first fieldwork study, the place turned out to have vital impact on the 

social situation of sharing (Appendix: Field note 1). While the car created a natural space for social 

interactions and friendly conversations, the researcher experienced that the social situation changed 

radically on the ferry. Here, we became almost strangers to each other again, although two hours in 

advance we had had both lively and good conversations with each other. Hence, from this experience, 

the researcher judges that the car was able to generate a ‘magical’ space that generates social bonds 

within a certain moment of time. 

 

Additionally, the researcher personally experienced how social situations of doing ride-sharing are 

very socially dependent on the unique composition of social actors. In each fieldwork the composition 

of actors was unique, as were the researcher’s experiences and observations. The researcher had a 

good experience during the first fieldwork, while the second was slightly different. In the first 

fieldwork, the atmosphere were friendly and positive (Appendix: Field note 1), but the second turned 
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out to be a trip where the other research participants did not have much in common, which changed 

the social situation radically from the first study (Appendix: Field note 2).   

 

Participant Observation and Ethnographic Interviews 

The researcher’s participatory research included both ‘descriptive’ and ‘focused’ observations and  

‘ethnographic interviews’ (Spradley, 1980). In the researcher’s first encounter with the research field 

and the research participants, the researcher started by being descriptive in her observations, 

exploring the physical and social setting that the researcher had arrived in by taking note of what was 

going on (Spradley, 1980). The researcher also made descriptive observations during the fieldwork 

to better understand the social situations that were playing out. With implicit descriptive questions in 

mind, the researcher asked herself ‘what are they/we doing’ and ‘how do they/we respond to each 

other’ etc., in an attempt to discover as much as possible from the social situations that the researcher 

and the research participants took part in (Spradley, 1980).  

 

Furthermore, the researcher carried out focused observations with the aim of exploring the field of 

interest, well knowing that other social situations might be omitted by the researcher’s focus 

(Spradley, 1980). An ethnographic focus is, according to Spradley (1980), a necessity to ensure an 

in-depth investigation. To obtain more focused observations, the researcher used ethnographic 

interviews to get closer to the research aim by asking explicit structural questions about the research 

participants’ brand experiences with each other and GoMore, and how they usually did the sharing. 

The interviews were informal (Spradley, 1980) and loosely structured (Kvale, 2007), and many of 

the interview questions emerged spontaneously from the participant observation and in the 

conversations with the research participants. The researcher had also prepared some overall themes 

and questions in advance (Munz, 2017), as the content analysis had provided some research inputs 

that could be relevant to explore further in the fieldwork. The interview guide appears in the appendix.  

 

5.1.2.3 Data Collection: Elite Interview  

The researcher conducted one in-depth interview (Kvale, 2007) with the management of GoMore for 

a duration of one hour. The Chief Commercial Officer of GoMore, Thomas Christensen, who has 

general commercial responsibility for GoMore and their customer care service, was selected as the 

relevant interviewee. Due to his position, Thomas has a thorough knowledge of the GoMore business 
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and the GoMore sharing community and was thus able to provide sufficient knowledge to address the 

research question. 

 

The in-depth interview was conducted in a semi-structured manner, which meant that the researcher 

had defined some guiding themes and questions in advance (Appendix: Interview Guide), that could 

be relevant to discuss, yet the interviewer did not follow them in a strict and formal manner 

(Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2020). The interview guide served to initiate relevant discussions during 

the interview. The interview guide was designed with open-ended questions related to the field of 

interest while at the same time allowing new perspectives to emerge from the interview conversation 

with GoMore (Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2020). During the interview, the interviewer used different 

types of interview questions to guide the interview conversation in the direction of the research 

question (Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2020). For instance, opening questions, such as ‘On Instagram, 

I see that you make a lot of effort to share your users’ great experiences; what are your thoughts 

behind this?’, were used to introduce a new discussion topic. Whereas explorative questions, such as 

‘Can you please tell me more about what your role as a service enabler is within the peer-to-peer 

network?, were used to obtain a more thorough description of what the interviewee was talking about. 

Moreover, direct questions, such as ‘On your website, I see that you write that no carpool experience 

is ever the same. What does it mean for the GoMore brand that no experience is ever the same?’ were 

used to reach more concrete answers related to the research question. 

 

However, as several authors (e.g. Zuckerman, 1972; Kvale, 2007) proclaim, doing interviews with 

the elite can be a challenging and demanding task, as they often act superior in the interview setting 

due to their influence, authority, power, and prestige. In an attempt to compensate for this imbalance, 

the researcher did some initial research about the case company, the industry, and the topic, and 

designed an interview guide that aimed to show the researcher’s interest and knowledge in order to 

become a more interesting conversation partner (Kvale, 2007).  
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5.1.3 Data Analysis  
In this section, the data processing of each method will be presented as the initial step of the data 

analysis process. Next follows the coding strategy that underlies the data analysis. As previously 

touched upon, each method follows the same data coding logic to ensure a more coherent data analysis 

process.   

 
Tab. 8: An overview of data processing and analysis 

 

5.1.3.1 Data Processing 
 
Qualitative Content Analysis: Codebook 

The researcher designed a codebook for each case study which followed the same code scheme in 

order to ensure a more coherent and consistent coding process of the raw data (Wildemuth, 2017). 

Hence, as content analysis serves as the primary analysis method of this research, raw data from the 

online content analysis, the ethnographic study and the interview were coded using the same coding 

scheme. The coding was carried out in two Excel spreadsheets (one for each case company) as this 

allowed the researcher to structure content systematically into (1) sub-categories of categories and 

(2) categories of themes. A separate worksheet tab represented each category (i.e. the overall process) 

and within each tab sub-categories (i.e. sub-processes) appeared. Categories are divided into themes 

through the use of colours: (1) the green colour represents a brand use stream, (2) the blue colour 

represents a brand meaning and identity stream and (3) the red colour represents a brand governance 

and reputation stream. Hence, the codebook contains all the relevant data sources for both case 

studies, and acts as a reference when the analysis is unfolded later on.   

 

Participatory Ethnography: Field Notes 

The field notes represent the researcher’s primary data source for this ethnographic research, as the 

notes report the researcher’s observations, explorations and experiences from the fieldwork in rich 

descriptions. In particular, the field notes consist of descriptive and focused observations, and 
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transcriptions of audio-recorded ethnographic interviews. During the fieldwork, the researcher used 

her smartphone to make audio-recordings and field notes, as the researcher experienced that it was 

socially acceptable to use one’s smartphone during the social activity. Nonetheless, the researcher 

only took the most necessary notes during the fieldwork in order to be present and not disturb the 

social situation by note taking (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999). After each fieldwork ended, the 

researcher expanded her field notes with details which were not recorded on the spot, and included 

rich descriptions of the explored phenomenon (Spradley, 1980). This enabled the researcher to reach 

a deeper understanding of the socio-cultural practices that played out during the sharing activities. 

The field notes thus contained some degree of interpretation (Kristensen & Krogstrup, 1999), 

although the researcher strove to remain as true as possible to the nature of what was explored in the 

field work, when doing the ethnographic writing. 

 

Expert Interview: Transcription 

The interview with the CCO of GoMore, Thomas Christensen, was audio recorded and later 

transcribed. In the transcription, the interviewee is referred to as “TC”, whereas the interviewer is 

referred to as “I”. The interview was transcribed word for word to ensure the quality of the data 

(Kvale, 2007). Where necessary, to provide clarity, the researcher completed or expanded the 

interviewee’s sentences by referring to what was meant by the interviewee. This is indicated in the 

transcriptions by square brackets: […]. In addition, the atmosphere of the interview setting was also 

noted in the transcription in cases where it impacted the social situation (Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 

2020).  

 

5.1.3.2 Coding Strategy 

As already touched upon, the data coding and analysis process of each applied method follows the 

inductive logic, inspired by Hsieh and Shannon’s (2005) conventional approach, in order to structure 

and analyse the collected data more coherently. The data analysis of the three applied research 

methods thus follows the same analytical frame each time, as visualised in figure 6 below. Therefore, 

the analytical approach, which constitutes the data coding and analysis process, will only be presented 

one time. As mentioned, each case study will be carried out in separate Excel files, yet their structures 

became more similar as the data analyses progressed and patterns emerged.  
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Fig. 6: An overview of the data analysis and coding process 

 

As figure 6 shows, pursuing the conventional approach as an analytical strategy implies that the data 

analysis starts with immersion in the empirical data by reading the content, initially, until a sense of 

understanding is acquired by the researcher (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). The data analysis starts from 

this moment, where the researcher immerses herself in the empirical data and starts to make sense of 

the empirical field in accordance with the research purpose.  

 

Hereafter follows a process where the researcher starts to derive codes to capture key topics of the 

empirical data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). This coding process starts with the researcher reading each 

piece of content word by word, while at the same time highlighting words, subjects and actions in the 

written, visual or spoken data that appear relevant to the research question (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  

 

While reading the content word by word, another and interlinked process emerges, where the 

researcher takes notes and reflects upon the emerging patterns that occur in the empirical data sets 

(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). During this process, the researcher attempts to notice latent meanings as 

well as record her initial thoughts, analysis and interpretations of the emerging codes (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005). Throughout the entire research process, codes will iteratively emerge from this 

continuous way of approaching and analysing the empirical data. The labels for the codes will emerge 

based on the empirical data, through reflexive and on-going processes, constructing an initial coding 

scheme, where codes will be sorted into themes of meaning and categories that are interlinked with 

each other (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). To help organise all the derived codes into meaningful clusters 

of categories and sub-categories, categorised under different themes of meaning (Hsieh & Shannon, 
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2005), the researcher uses a colour coding technique to structure the categories under the themes 

(Erlingsson & Brysiewicz, 2017).  

 

5.1.4 Quality  
Throughout the research process, the researcher made several attempts to establish quality in her 

research practice to ensure reliability and validity within the relativistic research tradition of the social 

sciences. True to the researcher’s scientific standpoint, the researcher does not assume that an 

objective truth exists (Gergen & Gergen, 2005). Hence, the researcher acknowledges that the quality 

of this research belongs to a certain way of thinking and that this research may, therefore, not be 

accessible to other research communities that rely on another research tradition. 

 

In general, ‘reliability is concerned with the replicability and consistency of findings’ (Franklin & 

Ballan, 2011, s. 273). In qualitative research, reliability is a quality instrument to define to what extent 

other researchers could apply the same data collection and analysis procedures to explore similar 

findings (Franklin & Ballan, 2011). In line with what Franklin and Ballan (2011) suggest, the 

researcher made several attempts to be open and transparent about the researcher’s way of collecting, 

processing and analysing the empirical data to improve the reliability of this study. Firstly, in the 

method section, the researcher provides explicit explanations and details of the researcher’s 

methodological and methodical considerations that underlie this research, to increase others’ ability 

to apply the same research strategy. Secondly, in the following chapter (i.e. the analysis), the 

researcher unveils the research processes that shaped the data analysis process in order to provide 

insights into how the analysis process proceeded in practice.   

 

In an attempt to ensure validity, which refers to the accuracy and credibility of findings (Franklin & 

Ballan, 2011), the researcher was particularly preoccupied with internal validity. The aim of internal 

validity is to ensure that the researcher examines exactly what the researcher intends to explore 

(Franklin & Ballan, 2011). To accommodate the research question and the complexity it holds, the 

researcher designed a multi-case study research design of complementary methods that collectively 

provided knowledge relevant to the research question, within different empirical settings. The method 

triangulation increased the study’s validity, as each method, besides providing additional findings, 

further supported each empirical finding. Although the research has, as intended, illumined how 

sharing-based P2P brands are constructed through co-creational processes, some methodical 
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limitations are present. This could potentially lower the validity of the study and the limitations are 

therefore highlighted here. First, it was only possible to obtain an interview with the management of 

GoMore even though the researcher attempted to get an additional interview with the management of 

Airbnb. Instead, a blogpost where the Airbnb management articulated relevant strategic insights was 

consulted. Consequently, the GoMore data is slightly richer than the Airbnb data. Secondly, the 

ethnographic study of GoMore bears rather shallow insights, as it builds on only two field studies. 

The ethnographic insights thus need to be interpreted with some degree of caution. However, the 

online content analysis has proved to be richer than was initially expected, which makes up for the 

somewhat low number of insights provided by these supplementary methods. 

 

With regard to external validity, which is concerned with whether the results of this study can be 

generalised to other research contexts (Franklin & Ballan, 2011), the results must be interpreted with 

attention to the fact that the field of investigation takes place within a P2P context. It is possible, 

therefore, that the results cannot be generalised to other research contexts without being aware of this 

empirical difference. 

 

6. Analysis 
In this chapter, the analysis of the collected data will be presented. As the thesis takes on a process-

orientated view, which sees brands as a socially mediated process continuously evolving within social 

networks, the analysis will present snapshots of the procedural brand processes occurring within the 

period of investigation. Hence, the focus of the analysis is centred on how peers co-create sharing-

based P2P-brands through various brand-related processes. The chapter is divided into two overall 

parts: (1) unveiling how the data analysis process has proceeded in practice; and (2) presenting and 

unfolding the results of the analysis process.  

 

6.1 Uncovering the Analysis Process in Practice  
The data analysis is unfolded iteratively-inductively, meaning that knowledge emerged reflexively as 

an ongoing and repeated process, deriving from immersion in the empirical field. The data collection, 

analysis and writing processes were, therefore, inextricably linked (O'Reilly, 2012). As the figure 

below shows, the data was approached and processed in four overlapping and repeating analytical 

cycles: 
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Fig. 7: Data coding and analysis in four cycles 

 

The first analytical cycle was initiated during the data collection process when the researcher 

immersed herself in the empirical field to collect relevant data for the research purpose. An analytical 

focus, guided by the research question, was essential for the researcher to be able to collect and make 

initial sense of the empirical field and the data that was explored. During this exploration phase, the 

researcher was interested in speech acts that could provide insights about how sharing-based P2P 

brands are constructed in co-creational processes through the service enablers’ and the peers’ brand-

related (inter-)actions. The researcher started out by doing online content analysis: first of GoMore 

and then of Airbnb. The researcher went systematically through all the data sources, starting with 

social media, then Trustpilot reviews and peer-to-peer reviews, and lastly newspapers and websites. 

Later, field notes from the ethnographic study and the transcription from the GoMore interview were 

added to the data analysis. The researcher focused on one data source at a time in order to analyse the 

data comprehensively. In general, the data analysis was processed iteratively, within vertical data 

collection processes, as each piece of collected content was read and analysed repeatedly over several 

points in time whereas several data collection processes were expanded at the same time as the data 

analysis with new research inputs (Erz & Christensen, 2018). Hence, the data processing proceeded 

in several repeating processes, where the researcher started out by coding each piece of content word 

by word, by highlighting words, subjects, and actions in the empirical data that captured the key 

topics of the empirical data. Concurrently with this coding process, the researcher noticed the latent 

meanings, too, while at the same time deriving labels for the emerging codes. The researcher 

structured her initial thoughts, analysis and interpretations of the derived labels into mind maps, and 
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these mind maps were developed and re-defined as the data collection and research process 

progressed. Labels such as ‘GoMore is also used for the transportation of goods’ or ‘Peers, the sharing 

objects and their stories constitute peers’ brand-related discussions’ were derived from studying the 

content. In a similar vein, plenty of labels were developed from the derived codes and were revised 

several times throughout the first analytical cycle when new data sources, research methods, and 

another case study were added to the analysis.  

 

In the second analytical cycle, the researcher reviewed the labels of the derived codes, through several 

and repeating processes, until a clearer pattern of processes or categories started to emerge. Each 

category or process emerged reflexively one by one as the research process proceeded, and new 

research inputs were added to the analysis. Several brainstorming sessions assisted the researcher in 

deriving categories (i.e. processes) and sub-categories (i.e. sub-processes). During these sessions, the 

researcher analysed the underlying meanings of the derived codes and labels in order to group each 

label into meaning clusters of categories and sub-categories. The categorisation processes were 

likewise unfolded iteratively, through several repeated reviews and reversions.  

 

The third analytical cycle was closely interlinked with the preceding analytical cycle. After several 

repeating revisions of the categories and potential themes, three overall themes of meanings or 

streams derived from the study of the categories: (1) a brand use stream, (2) a brand meaning and 

identity stream, and (3) a brand governance and reputation stream. Each category and the associated 

data were classified and organised under the relevant stream through the use of a colour coding 

technique.  

 

In the fourth analytical cycle (i.e. the writing process), each piece of data was coded with attention to 

the derived categories and themes. As the writing process proceeded, some categories or processes 

were iteratively revised and re-defined into one process consisting of sub-processes instead of two 

processes. 

 

6.2 Analysis: Unfolding the Results 
In the following section, the results of the analysis will be presented. As described in the section 

above, the results have emerged as a non-linear process involving several repeating processes. 

However, to make it easier for the reader to grasp the results of the thesis, the results will be presented 
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in a rather linear manner going from a higher level of understanding towards a lower level. Thus, the 

thesis will start by explaining the overall themes that appeared in the collected data. These themes 

will be referred to as streams (i.e. higher level). Hereafter, the underlying categories of each stream 

will be explained and unfolded in detail. The categories underlying each stream will be referred to as 

processes (i.e. lower level).  

 

6.2.1 Unveiling P2P Brand Co-Creation in Three Overall Streams 
Upon gathering and reviewing the data, a pattern of three overall streams emerged. Namely, (1) brand 

use stream, (2) brand meaning and identity stream, (3) brand governance and reputation stream. 

Each of these overall streams comprises a number of underlying processes which together constitute 

the stream. From the empirical data it is thus possible to derive that the underlying mechanisms that 

underpin sharing-based P2P brands co-develop in three overall co-creational streams with associated 

processes. These streams are mutually dependent and collectively contribute towards the co-

construction of each other and the sharing-based P2P brands. However, to present the findings of the 

analysis, each process under each stream will be presented individually, bearing in mind that these 

streams and processes are closely interlinked. 

 
Fig. 8: Three co-creational streams that co-construct sharing-based P2P brands 
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The streams and processes became empirically apparent through a thorough analysis of the P2P 

brand-related (inter-)actions during the data coding and analysis process. Signs hereof will be 

presented along with examples from the empirical case studies to document the co-creational 

processes that underpin the sharing-based P2P case brands. More precisely, the analysis of each 

process will be unfolded by providing examples of patterns occurring in the data sets. Hence, data 

from the GoMore and Airbnb case studies will be used as supporting and complementary 

documentation. Any differences that occur among the case study will be addressed under each 

process.  

 

6.2.2 Unveiling P2P Brand Co-Creation within a Brand Use Stream 
Through the empirical investigation of the co-creational processes that construct the sharing-based 

P2P case brands, a brand use stream emerged. The brand use stream is constituted by three co-

creational processes where peers of the sharing communities (i.e. service providers and customers) 

co-create and unfold the brand in practice through their consumption and enactment. In other words, 

the data shows that peers are crucial value co-creators of sharing-based P2P-models, being 

responsible for the exchange and the primary service that is delivered in the sharing activity. Hence, 

the way that the peers use and co-produce the brand usage has a crucial impact on these P2P-brands 

and how they evolve and unfold in practice. The table below provides an introduction to the two 

processes constituting the brand use stream: 

 
Stream Brand Use Stream 
Process(es) #1  

Sharing objects, stories and peers become 

pivotal brand manifestations 

 

#2 

Peers co-create (new) ways of using the 

brand 

 
 

 

 

Definition and meaning Peers, their sharing objects and stories 

become brand manifestations in their own 

right, shaping and co-constructing peers’ 

brand experiences and the narratives of 

the social brand discourse 

 

In the P2P interaction, the users 

collectively co-produce new brand uses, 

thus creating new meanings 
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5.2.2.1 Process#1: Sharing Objects, Peers and Stories Become Pivotal Brand 

Manifestations 
The research has empirically revealed that (1) sharing objects, (2) peers and (3) stories are pivotal 

brand manifestations that constitute key subjects in the content of peers’ brand-related discussions. 

Peers, their stories, and the sharing objects that are brought into the sharing activity, in their own 

right, become pivotal brand manifestations that not only co-create and unfold the brand in practice, 

but become the brand experience that shapes the brand and the narratives of the social brand 

discourse. These manifestations are, therefore, representative of much of what people experience 

when they engage with, or hear about, the brand and the sharing community. Hence, these brand 

manifestations are shown to have a constructive impact on the evolvement of sharing-based P2P 

brands. Examples hereof will be provided in the following sub-sections, where the analysis of each 

brand manifestation will be unfolded. The figure below provides an overview of the relations between 

the manifestations. 

 
Fig. 9: Pivotal brand manifestations of sharing-based P2P brands 

 

 

Sharing Objects Become Pivotal Brand Manifestations 

One relevant brand manifestation that emerged out of the data is the sharing objects themselves (i.e. 

cars and homes). These sharing objects are brought into the sharing community by the service 

providers and become vital brand manifestations of P2P brands, shaping and constructing peers’ 
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brand experiences and stories. Thus they have a decisive impact on how one’s brand perception is 

constructed. One example that emphasises this process is expressed by a customer on the social media 

platform Instagram. In an Instagram post, she mentions and highlights the decorations and location 

of the hut she rented through Airbnb (i.e. the sharing object) as important constructs for whether her 

experience with Airbnb will be successful or not:  

 

‘Airbnb delivers again 🙌 […] This is the cutest little hut perched on the cliff-side of a private island; 

there’s only a handful of residents who live down the very bottom and three other private huts 

scattered around the other. I picked this place specifically for its outdoor bath (which you may have 

seen on my stories😍) but the cosy cabin is also perfect in itself!’ (Airbnb, process#1, no. 21). 

  

The empowerment of the service providers, allowing them to become co-creators of sharing objects, 

has been shown to make sharing-based P2P-brands both empowered and vulnerable at the same time 

in terms of their relation with the service providers’ production of sharing objects. On the one hand, 

the data shows that the brand can benefit from the service providers’ production of sharing objects. 

For instance, in an Airbnb context, homes are able to generate local, extraordinary, and unique brand 

experiences that make the customers feel that they are living like locals or in something authentic and 

unique. Content on Instagram has indicated this. For instance, in several Instagram posts, customers 

share pictures of the house, cabin or shelter they are staying in:  

 

‘Tonight, I am staying in an Airbnb. […] I kind of enjoy how each host of the house decorates their 

place with little things from their specific culture. This area is a big Chinese community that’s why 

the place that I stay look more like Chinese old-style house and it especially makes me feel so much 

like home’ (Airbnb, process#1, no. 31). 

 

Similar patterns occurred in GoMore contexts as well. In particular, sharing objects (i.e. cars) enable 

the construction of positive and special brand experiences that stimulate customers’ desire to 

participate in the sharing community. As an example, a peer on GoMore shared her first GoMore 

experience, including a picture of a VW Bulli: ‘Had the joy of riding along to Hamburg in this 

charming fella! First #gomore experience and it was way more enjoyable than flixbus or an expensive 

train’ (GoMore, process#1, no. 23). 
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Again, the sharing object becomes a relevant brand manifestation where the car becomes the brand 

experience. This is also apparent in the ethnographic study. Here, two of the peers had a conversation 

about how GoMore experiences, in extraordinary or comfy cars, generated special and lavish brand 

experiences. One of the peers initiated this talk by saying that on her way to Aarhus she was driving 

in a Tesla and added that: ‘I've never been driven in Tesla before’ (Gomore, process#1, no. 31, 

translated), while indicating, with her body language, that it was a cool experience. The other peer 

confirmed this by stressing that: ‘True, you get the opportunity to drive in some cool cars. I’ve done 

this myself’ (Gomore, process#1, no. 31, translated). The first peer added to the conversation that 

comfy cars, like the Citroën Picasso, have had a positive impact on her brand experiences: ‘The 

Picasso is really roomy. You can lean back: it was great!’ (Gomore, process#1, no. 31, translated). 

 

Moreover, data from the online content analysis further indicated that sharing objects, such as Tesla 

cars, are important brand manifestations that stimulate the brand-related discourse in social networks. 

For instance, in one post on Instagram, one GoMore user used the car to articulate and put emphasis 

on the GoMore carpool-sharing activity as a sustainable solution: ‘Are you going home from 

#Christmas on #renewableenergy? Enjoying a #carshare with @gomore.dk in a @teslamotors. 

Travelling on #WindEnerg. #gomore […]’ (Gomore, process#1, no. 20).  

 

However, as mentioned earlier, empowering the service providers to become co-creators of the 

sharing objects also, on the other hand, makes sharing-based P2P brands more vulnerable towards 

how service providers co-create these sharing objects. The service providers can co-produce negative 

brand-related stories and experiences that affect brand perception and social brand discourse 

negatively. For instance, on Instagram, one Airbnb user showed a picture from her experience with 

Airbnb, while stressing, ironically, that the house made for a lovely stay: ‘We had a lovely stay at our 

Airbnb on Hudson, NY. Limited electricity, cold and smelled like mold. Yay for not being murdered! 

#airbnbnightmare (Airbnb, process#1, no. 32). One person from her social network commented on 

her post saying: ‘That's why I only stay in 3-star hotels or better... Forget Airbnb’ (Airbnb, process#1, 

no. 32).  

 

Peers and Their Stories Become Pivotal Brand Manifestations 

The data also revealed that peers, and their stories, become pivotal brand manifestations of sharing-

based P2P brands. From the data, it is possible to derive that peers are linked to the brand in most of 
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the brand discussions. More specifically, it is apparent that peers become the narratives of each other’s 

brand stories, which shape and construct the brand experiences and perceptions, and, ultimately, the 

entire social brand-related discourse about the P2P brands. Peers become the manifestations that 

represent the brand in practice – just by using the brand. One example that supports this finding is 

from an Airbnb service provider who shared a story on Instagram about two happy customers who 

had a great experience at her place: ‘Lyndsay and Stuart came from Stockholm to stay in my Airbnb 

apartment this week […] They did incredible things like climbing mountains in the morning and had 

a fresh Aperitivo in the vineyard in the evening (Airbnb, process#1, no. 4). 

 

The same is noticeable from the study of GoMore. Here, another example from the online content 

analysis further emphasise how the peers, and their stories, became important brand manifestations: 

‘GoMore conversations are really something special. I’ve met the flagpole importer, the painter, the 

widow, the girl with veils, and so many others. I remember each trip because of the stories and 

conversations
👍

’ (GoMore, process#1, no. 33, translated). 

 

This understanding of peers and their stories as brand manifestations was additionally evidenced in 

the ethnographic study of GoMore. During the carpool, one of the passengers mentioned that she had 

had a funny experience where she and some of the other passengers brought their pets with them in 

a stuffed car while driving home for Christmas: ‘We were five people in total, three dogs, two guinea 

pigs, and a rabbit, plus all of our luggage and gifts. It was stuffed! […] and his name (i.e. the driver) 

was Noam, so we called it ‘Noam's ark’ (after Noah’s ark). (GoMore, Process#4, no. 46) 

 

Again, the story about the experience became a manifestation of the GoMore brand. The CCO of 

GoMore, Thomas Christensen, also mentioned in the interview that the users, and the whole sharing 

community, are the most pivotal actors in their business model: ‘[…] without them (i.e. the users) 

there would be nothing at all…’ (GoMore, process#1, no. 20, translated). He further expressed that 

the way the peers behave in the sharing activity has a focal impact on the brand: ‘[…] the behaviour 

of the users is crucial. If someone is in a very bad mood or someone doesn’t keep the appointment, 

then it will also affect the GoMore brand in a negative manner, as the carpool is powered by GoMore’ 

(GoMore, process#1, no. 20, translated). This demonstrates how peers, and the stories they tell, can 

be both co-constructive and de-constructive for the brand-related discourse. 
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6.2.2.2 Process#2: Peers Unfold and Co-Create New Ways of Using the Brand 

Another prevalent process, linked to the brand use stream, is the way peers on the P2P platform 

collectively unfold and co-produce the brand by creating novel ways of using the brand together. 

Signs of this process were shown in both the Airbnb and GoMore cases where peers on the platform 

co-created three new and different ways of using the case brands: (1) transporting things and not only 

humans, (2) letting passengers become co-drivers, and (3) creating an experience rather than just 

providing a simple stay.  

 

Peers Use GoMore to Transport Things and Not Only Humans 

As presented in the case description, GoMore was, originally, about carpooling; however, the data 

indicates that peers are now also using the brand to transport their goods: ‘Who needs Postnord (i.e. 

local postal service) when you have #gomore 😂😅👌 Martha (i.e. the car) is stuffed to the breaking 

point with a closet a lady bought in Svendborg and then had to transport to Nykøbing’ (GoMore, 

process#2, no.2, translated). 

 

Thus, GoMore users have co-developed a new way to use the service to transport their own private 

goods. It is, however, not only goods that are transported. Other peers on the GoMore platform have 

shared how they use GoMore to transport their pets: ‘We were a little nervous about sending Bailey 

(i.e. a dog) all by himself, but along the way we got messages and pictures so we could see that Bailey 

was okay and that it was all going as it should. Bailey arrived save in Aalborg (GoMore, process#2, 

no.5, translated). 

  

In addition, the ethnographic study provided insights that support the above statements. Here, one of 

the peers told the researcher that he had been asked to bring a frozen cheese with him on a trip from 

Copenhagen to Aarhus: ‘Yesterday we got a funny question, someone wrote to us if we could bring a 

frozen cheese to Aarhus’ (GoMore, process#2, no.7, translated). While this provides a rather 

humorous example of a different way of using GoMore, it nevertheless supports the idea that GoMore 

peers are using the brand in a different manner than the one originally intended by the GoMore 

founders.  
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Peers are Switching Roles to Become ‘Co-Hosts’ on the GoMore Platform 

Another example that highlights how peers create novel ways of using the brand is apparent from the 

GoMore case. From the data, it is clear that the customers and service providers sometimes shift roles 

so that the passenger becomes the driver and vice versa:  

 

‘If we say that I'm going to a Christmas party, and I know that I’m going to be really drunk so that I 

will not be able to drive home the day after. Well, then they (i.e. the service providers) will book 

people instead of asking for another lift or something like that – then they ask people, well, can you 

drive instead of me?’ (GoMore, process#2, no. 12, translated). 

 

The ethnographic study further illuminated that, in general, there was a common understanding 

between the peers that this role shifting was a good idea for ensuring that everyone would have a safe 

trip (GoMore, process#2, no. 12). Again, this provides an example of the process whereby the peers 

on the platform co-develop the service by creating new ways of using the platform and brand.  

 

Peers on Airbnb Create Experiences Rather Than Providing Simple Stays 

The data has also illuminated how peers on the Airbnb platform unfold the brand in novel ways. This 

was, for instance, shown when a peer on Instagram shared her newly renovated home in order to 

create a great experience for possible guests rather than just providing a simple stay: ‘Our place is 

perfect for all events. Whether it’s a bridal shower, bachelor/bachelorette party, baby shower, or a 

weekend getaway—we want to give you the best experience possible! 
✨💫

’ (Airbnb, process#2, no. 

3). 

 

Thus, while many of the stays offered by peers are in relatively simple accommodation, there seems 

to be a tendency for some peers to focus on the whole experience surrounding the stay. This is 

especially obvious in a post by a peer who had a great experience staying in a ‘bubble dome’ (i.e. a 

tiny home in an air bubble often placed in outdoor terrains):  

 

‘I just prefer to admire it (i.e. nature) from inside in this amazing #AirBnB bubble dome in 

#canmorealberta. It was our home in the Rockies. This was the coolest camping experience I have 

ever encountered. Because it was #glamping! 🤣 Thanks to our wonderful #AirBnB host!  (Airbnb, 

process#2, no. 4). 
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While the latter mentioned example is quite extraordinary, it does highlight how Airbnb hosts unfold 

and co-create new and great experiences together with the customers. It’s not only about a simple 

stay, but also the experiences surrounding the stay. Hence, this process is closely linked to process 1, 

discussed earlier, as these experiences create important brand manifestations connected to the Airbnb 

brand.  

 
 
6.2.2.3 Summarising the Brand Use Stream 

In sum, a brand use stream has been revealed, showing that peers become vital co-creators of the 

sharing-based P2P brands simply through their enactment and use of the brand in practice. First, it 

has been demonstrated that peers, their stories, and the sharing objects that peers bring into the sharing 

activity, in their own right, become pivotal brand manifestations that shape and construct the brand 

and the narratives of the social brand discourse. This empowerment of peers, to co-create the 

manifestations of the brand, can make the P2P brands vulnerable and empowered at the same time 

depending on whether they co-construct or de-construct the brand. Second, the analysis has revealed 

that peers on the P2P platform, collectively, unfold and co-produce the brand by creating novel ways 

of using the brand together. This shapes the P2P brands from being something to becoming something 

else.  
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6.2.3 Unveiling P2P Brand Co-Creation within a Brand Meaning and Identity 

Stream 
Another stream that emerged from the empirical exploration of the sharing-based P2P brands is a 

brand meaning and identity stream. The stream is constituted by two processes, where peers and the 

service enablers collectively contribute to the co-creation of the brand meaning and identity through 

their (inter-)actions. Thus, the processes unveil how sharing-based P2P brands are defined and re-

defined through ongoing negotiation of brand meaning and identity. 

 
Stream Brand Meaning and Identity 
Process(es) #3 

Unique and diverse brand 

experiences and stories  

co-construct multiple 

brand realities 

 

#4 

Brand meaning and identity are unfolded and co-created  

through discrete and deliberate actions  

 

 

 

#4.1 

 Peers influence 

brand meaning and 

identity through 

discrete actions 

 

#4.2 

P2P-service enablers 

influence brand 

meaning and identity 

through deliberate 

actions 

#4.3 

Discrete and 

deliberate actions 

are interlinked, 

enabling a shared 

identity 

Definition and 

meaning 

Sharing-based P2P  

brands appear in  

multiple representations, 

 thus co-constructing 

multiple brand realities 

Peers stimulate  

the brand-related 

discourse through the 

enactment of unique 

brand realities  

 

P2P-Service enablers 

stimulate the brand-

related discourse by, 

strategically, sharing 

brand-related content  

The intersections 

between discrete 

and deliberate 

actions contribute 

collectively to the 

co-construction of 

a shared identity 
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6.2.3.1 Process#3: Unique and Diverse Brand Experiences and Stories Co-Construct 

Multiple Brand Realities  
The first process under the brand meaning and identity stream is a process closely related to what has 

been discussed in the section above. This process shows how the multiplicity of peers, sharing objects 

and stories that constitute the P2P brand system, all co-construct multiple and diverse brand 

experiences which make each brand contact unique.  

 

That each brand experience is unique was for instance indicated by a peer reviewing GoMore on 

Trustpilot: ‘Gomore is the users. The platform is unique and so are the majority of the users as well 

[…]’ (GoMore, process#3, no. 18, translated). Similar indications were provided by the CCO of 

GoMore, Thomas Christensen, who stressed that unique brand experiences are an inevitable part of 

sharing-based P2P brands: 

 

‘Yesterday, I rented out my car to someone called Claudia who was going on a weekend trip; but if 

she for instance goes on a trip during the autumn holiday, she will get another experience, as it will 

be a different person who hands over the keys and goes through all the things with her. Thus, she will 

then have another, different experience’ (GoMore, process#3, no. 17, translated). 

 

As Thomas articulated in the interview, the multiplicity of unique brand experiences, therefore, seems 

to cause the co-construction of multiple and diverse brand constructions that result in multiple brand 

realities among the peers of the sharing community. Plenty of examples hereof appear in the online 

data, showing how both positive and negative brand stories and experiences, co-construct or de-

construct multiple, diverse and unique brand realities. One example that shows this is highlighted by 

an Airbnb host is asking other hosts in the online host-community ‘AirBnB Værter Danmark’ on 

Facebook whether they can recognise the brand constructions that characterise her ex-husband’s 

brand reality:  

 

‘Dear hosts. Have any of you heard about someone or have you experienced yourself that your renters 

infested your home with bedbugs? Or that renters had hidden cameras or weed in your house, or 

other “worst case-examples”? I’m asking because my ex-husband has gone bananas because I rent 

out my house and he thinks that it’s totally irresponsible because of our children […] I myself think 
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that this fear is totally groundless and the probability of experiencing something like this is more or 

less zero’ (Airbnb, process#3, no. 9, translated).  

 

Studying the user-generated content on Trustpilot made it further apparent that multiple and diverse 

brand realities of sharing-based P2P brands co-exist. In the data, plenty of examples indicate that 

peers’ brand reality is socially constructed through the social (inter-)actions and the brand experiences 

they have with each other. This causes multiple understandings and diverse perceptions of the brand. 

For instance, the following was indicated by a peer reviewing Airbnb on Trustpilot: ‘[…] when I read 

people's reviews, I find it difficult to recognize the negative picture that is drawn’ (Airbnb, process#3, 

no. 2, translated). Other expressions serve as counterarguments to prove the unrecognisable brand 

realities wrong. For instance, examples such as the following: ‘I NEVER experienced issues myself. 

It’s crazy with all these angry reviews, I have ONLY had good experiences as a renter and tenant’ 

(Airbnb, process#3, no. 7, translated), ‘GoMore is great for both carpooling and car rental. I haven’t 

yet experienced any issues and I’ve used it for 2 years now. […]’ (GoMore, process#3, no. 6, 

translated), and ‘I've only had good experiences on my GoMore trips. Good company and good talk. 

[…] GoMore is good karma’ (GoMore, process#3, no. 13, translated). Here the peers highlight their 

own socially constructed brand realities as a counterpart to the negative brand realities.  

 

6.2.3.2 Process#4: Brand Meaning and Identity are Co-Created through Discrete and 

Deliberate Actions 
Within the brand meaning and identity stream, a process whereby peers and service enablers together 

contribute to the co-construction of the brand meaning and identity of the sharing-based P2P case 

brands, has been revealed by the empirical investigation. As the figure below visualises, the data 

showed that the construction of brand meaning and identity occurs through two continuous sub-

processes: (1) deliberate actions performed by the service enabler, which are the intended articulation 

of brand meaning and identity to community members, and (2) discrete actions, which are peers’ 

separate and distinct enactments of brand meaning and identity within the community. Together, 

through a continuous ongoing process, these two sub-processes co-construct what can be described 

as a shared identity. The content of the figure below will be elaborated throughout the upcoming 

sections: 
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Fig. 10: Co-creation of brand meaning and identity through deliberate and discrete actions 

 

Sub-Process#4.1: Peers Influence Brand Meaning and Identity Through Discrete Actions 

The following section will elaborate how peers of the sharing community contribute to the brand 

meaning and identity discourse by performing what can be determined as discrete actions. Discrete 

actions, in this sense, refers to the separate and distinct enactment and articulation of brand meaning 

and identity by peers within the sharing community. As touched upon in the prior section, P2P brands 

seem to be characterised by multiple brand realities as a consequence of the unique and diverse brand 

experiences and stories that emerge when the brand is unfolded in practice. Thus, the individual 

enactment by peers can either co-construct or de-construct the brand meaning and identity, based on 

the peers’ brand reality.  

 

Peers’ continuous enactment of brand identity and meaning is apparent in both empirical cases. The 

enactment seems to occur directly in the interactions between peers through word-of-mouth and user-

generated content. The enactment seems to be implicit in some cases, while more explicit in other 

cases. One such explicit expression appears in the GoMore data, where a user highlights that GoMore 

is about community, meeting new people, and sharing good stories:  

 

‘In a real festival spirit, I gave these fresh festivalgoers a lift. They didn't know each other until we 

got in the car, but after a super cozy ride with fun stories and loud music, they had already agreed to 

meet later in the evening for a concert. GoMore is actually like the Roskilde spirit (i.e. a Danish 
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festival) – it's about community, helping each other, meeting new people and sharing good stories’ 

(GoMore, process#4, no. 3, translated). 

 

In a similar vein, another GoMore user stressed that GoMore is about having great experiences 

together, being present in the moment, being accommodating, and forming new relationships with 

strangers: 

 

‘The experiential transport – with GoMore you see life in the present. Your passengers – and you 

yourself – are on their way to a goal, a loved one, a job meeting, a concert, a new way of life, a family 

increase, a marriage, etc. In the GoMore car, we share the moments we are in, right now. And we all 

have a unique story to tell. That's what makes it so amazing – to meet right there where it happens. 

Every time I’m amazed at all the lovely people there are, and where they are in life.’ (GoMore, 

process#4, no. 8, translated). 

 

Another stream of brand meaning and identity enactment is related to sustainability. For instance, 

some GoMore users stated the following independently of each other:  

 

‘Saving CO2
☝

Again on my way to Copenhagen with GoMore friends😊’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 

15, translated). 

 
‘GoMore is just great! Good for the climate, good for the conscience, good for your budget, and good 

socially. Can only say, “Do it!”’ (GoMore, process#4, no. 20, translated). 

 

Thus, through their social inter(actions) and expressions, peers on the GoMore platform contribute to 

the brand meaning and identity discourse simply through their discrete actions i.e. where they use 

and talk about the brand in practice. The same seems apparent from the Airbnb case. For instance, 

one user highlighted that Airbnb is about ‘belonging’ and ‘feeling like a local’, when sharing the 

following: ‘@AIRBNB because I love to feel like a local whenever I travel’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 

7). 

 

Similarly, another user emphasised that Airbnb is about the great experiences between customers and 

hosts: ‘We happened to arrive in Saint Emilion the day our Airbnb hosts started to harvest the grapes 
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of their small family-run vineyard. One of the best experiences of the trip and our hosts were the 

sweetest people!’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 4). 

 

Hereby, the users contribute positively to the co-creation of the P2P brand. While much of the data 

indicates this positive co-construction, it also appears that users may occasionally de-construct the 

brand through negative discrete actions. This is, for instance, shown in the following where a user 

had a bad experience with Airbnb, and, as a consequence, expressed their displeasure to the 

community:  

 

‘First day in Cali was straight out of a horror movie 🧛   the first part of the day was awesome and 

fun, we hiked and got food, then we checked into our Airbnb […] we opened the drawers to find a 

bag of weed stems, Barbie dolls, kid’s clothes and drawings. Then we open another drawer to find 

saws, hammers, bleach, rubber gloves, and bolt cutters. Go into the bathroom and there is a used 

toothbrush, open toothpaste with no cap and a hair net. Not to mention there were half-smoked joints 

all over the property.’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 11). 

 

Thus, in sum, it appears that users become vital co-creators of the P2P brands through their positive 

or negative enactment and contribution to the brand meaning and identity discourse. In this way, 

through their unique participation, users take active part in defining and redefining what the P2P 

brands become.  

 

Sub-Process#4.2 Service Enablers Influence Brand Meaning and Identity Through Deliberate 

Actions 

In the following, it will be discussed how the P2P service enablers stimulate the brand-related 

discourse through deliberate actions, when sharing brand-related content. This sharing of brand-

related content appears to be an attempt to, deliberately, communicate the meaning and identity of 

the P2P brand to existing community members and potential new users. Attempts to stimulate the 

brand-related discourse are apparent in both of the empirical cases. A good example of how Airbnb 

tries to influence the discourse is its marketing initiatives or campaigns. For instance, Airbnb 

introduced a new logo called ‘Bélo’ as part of a rebranding campaign a few years ago. Airbnb shared 

the following on social media, highlighting the essence of the brand: ‘Introducing Bélo. Imagine a 

world where you can #BelongAnywhere’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 11). 



 

 57 
  

 

The campaign expressed one of the service enablers’ desired core values: ‘belong anywhere’. This is 

just one example. Airbnb has made multiple such attempts to influence the brand meaning and 

identity discourse through marketing campaigns. The campaign ‘Don’t go there. Live there’ (Airbnb, 

process#4 no. 12) provides another example. Similar attempts to influence the discourse are apparent 

from the GoMore case. Here, the CCO of GoMore, Thomas Christensen, stressed that defining what 

GoMore is about, is a major task of the service provider: ‘The brand identity, what we stand for, is 

something that we try to define ourselves. It’s about sharing, and, most importantly, that we are using 

our resources wisely’ (GoMore, process#4, no. 2, translated). 

 

As a concrete example, GoMore drew attention to itself, when it dropped a car into the canals of 

Copenhagen under the headline ‘Share or Sink’. This could be seen as an attempt to influence the 

discussion about CO2-emissions, and emphasise that sharing rides through GoMore could help lower 

emissions. As with Airbnb, it seems that GoMore tries to influence the meaning and identity of the 

brand through marketing initiatives. In this specific case, to communicate that GoMore is about 

sustainability: 

 

‘We put a car into the canals of Copenhagen under the “Share or Sink” tagline 🌊 We did this to 

remind everyone that we need to use our resources better as the planet is warming and extreme 

weather is becoming more and more common. And to have fun while trying to make things a little 

better... Keep an eye on the car in the coming weeks and book a free lift
❤

 The car will also visit 

other Danish cities later 🇩🇰 #shareorsink’ (GoMore, process#4, no. 59, translated). 

 

Another way that the P2P case brands seek to deliberately influence the discussion about the brand is 

by sharing experiences and stories from users. In this way the users of the platform become directly 

involved in the actual branding content of the P2P brand. This particular action was also something 

that CCO of GoMore, Thomas Christensen, highlighted in his interview: ‘[…] our business does not 

exist without our users. So, we share the coolest content to enable an understanding of what GoMore 

is about – we share the real experiences’ (GoMore, process#4, no. 43, translated). For instance, 

GoMore shared the following, articulating the essence of GoMore:  
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‘“Two hours ago, I didn't know these people. Now we are sitting and playing cards at Mols Linien 

and sharing stories about our plans for the weekend. GoMore wins my heart once again and I wish 

there were more concepts like this. #gomore #sharing economy #weekend”. You also win our hearts, 

@ kl3rcke❤  Thank you so much for the nice picture 😊’ (GoMore, process#4, no. 29, translated). 

 

Similarly, GoMore shared another story about two people who met each other through the platform, 

and later got a ‘GoMore baby’. By sharing the story, GoMore emphasised that the platform can be 

about forming new relationships:  

  

‘About a month ago Oswald came to the world❤  He's a real GoMore baby 👪 Oswald’s parents met 

each other on the backseat of a GoMore lift in Autumn 2016. “I would like to say that it is a bit of a 

task to get such a little one to pose. So that's why there are shakes and blurs in the picture – 

wonderfully imperfect, just like having a child and becoming a family”’ (GoMore, process#4, no. 34, 

translated). 

 

The same is apparent from the Airbnb case. As with GoMore, Airbnb selects relevant user stories to 

deliberately communicate what Airbnb is about. For instance, Airbnb shared a story about a couple 

who host guests through the platform. In this particular story, the hosts mention the social aspect of 

Airbnb, hereby highlighting one of the benefits, or values, tied to the brand: ‘We love meeting new 

people from all over the world no matter how brief the interaction is. I open up my home for dinner—

this (i.e. Airbnb) is simply an extension of that’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 13). 

 

Likewise, Airbnb shared another story from a host, highlighting one of the values mentioned above, 

‘belong anywhere’: ‘I would really like them to experience my home like they were Icelanders for a 

week or so. And that is what’s fantastic about Airbnb’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 13). 

 

Again, this is an example that can be described as a deliberate marketing action. Thus, in sum, the 

study of the empirical cases has illuminated that the service enablers seem to share and communicate 

brand-related content in order to deliberately influence the brand meaning and identity discourse.  
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Sub-Process#4.3 Discrete and Deliberate Actions are Interlinked Enabling a Shared Identity 

The two distinct actions (i.e. deliberate and discrete) seem to be interlinked. The deliberate actions, 

performed by the service enablers, do not solely determine the identity of the brand. Nor do the 

discrete actions, performed by the peers, alone determine what the P2P brands stand for. It seems to 

be a continuous ongoing interaction between discrete and deliberate actions that, ultimately, results 

in a shared identity. This is, for instance, indicated in a blogpost that explains the development that 

Airbnb went through a few years ago, when the organisation decided to re-brand itself. Here, discrete 

actions, performed by peers of the community, caused the Airbnb service enabler to re-evaluate the 

meaning and identity of the brand: ‘What we (i.e. Airbnb management) realised is that the Airbnb 

community has outgrown the original Airbnb brand […] So we’ve redesigned the entire Airbnb 

experience to better reflect the people who make up this community’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 1).  

 

Originally, Airbnb was simply about renting houses; however, as the community grew, Airbnb 

became more about ‘sharing homes’ and ‘feeling like being at home’. So, through continuous discrete 

actions peers contributed to define and re-define what Airbnb is about, simply through how they 

unfolded the brand in practice. This was further elaborated in the Airbnb blog post: ‘In the end, 

nothing can express our identity more profoundly than the stories of people who make up this 

community […]’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 1).  

 

The discrete actions of peers led the Airbnb service provider to articulate the brand meaning and 

identity through deliberate actions in the form of a rebranding campaign: 

 

‘We asked ourselves: What is our mission? What is the big idea that truly defines Airbnb? It turns 

out the answer was right in front of us. […] You see, a house is just a space, but a home is where you 

belong. And what makes this global community so special is that for the very first time, you can belong 

anywhere. That is the idea at the core of our company: “belonging”’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 1).  

 

Similarly to what is shown in the Airbnb case, the CEO of GoMore, Mathias Dalsgaard, explained 

how peers of the sharing community have contributed to the evolution of the brand’s meaning and 

identity. Again, it can be seen that discrete actions have helped shape what the GoMore brand is about 

through peers’ social interactions: 
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‘There are some social and environmental dimensions of carpooling that we really first discovered 

along the way. At the beginning, we downplayed the social dimension a little bit and instead focused 

on saying that GoMore is just for transport, and it’s cheap. We told our customers that they didn't 

need to have conversations, they could just be quiet or read a book, but later we realised what 

carpooling is really about. Consider: half a million Danes meet each other every year, they get used 

to sharing their things, and they come home from a trip thinking that the world is a good place. You 

find out that it’s actually nice to meet other people and that the majority of people are sweet, kind, 

open, and helpful, full of good motives’ (Gomore, process#4, no. 1, translated). 

 

Likewise, the CCO of GoMore, Thomas Christensen, emphasised in the interview that the identity of 

GoMore is partly defined by the service enabler, but is also enacted by the users of GoMore: ‘It is us, 

who define what our identity is, and what our vision and values should be, but of course, they (i.e. 

the peers) take active part in expressing this in practice’ (Gomore, process#4, no. 2, translated).  

 

Thus, as all the above examples highlight, clear links exist between, on the one hand, discrete actions 

performed by the peers of the community, and on the other hand, more deliberate actions performed 

by the service enabler. Continuously, these actions enact the brand meaning and identity of the P2P 

brand, and together, they establish the foundation for a shared identity. This was also highlighted in 

the following quotation from Airbnb on its rebranding: ‘[…] Airbnb is a recognition that our identity 

simply cannot be separated from all of you. This is a shared brand identity’ (Airbnb, process#4, no. 

1). 

 

6.2.3.4 Summarising the Brand Meaning and Identity Stream 
In sum, a brand meaning and identity stream has been revealed, showing how peers co-create the 

meaning and identity of the P2P brands. First, it has been shown that multiple brand realities exist as 

a consequence of diverse and unique experiences. Secondly, it has been revealed that brand meaning 

and identity develop through the continuous actions (i.e. deliberate and discrete actions) of peers and 

the service enablers, respectively, resulting in a shared identity.   
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6.2.4 Unveiling P2P Brand Co-Creation within a Brand Governance and 

Reputation Stream 
In addition to the other streams that have been discovered, a third, so-called brand governance and 

reputation stream has also been revealed. The processes related to this stream cover the empirical 

findings that concern both organisational and peer-related governance of brand trust and reputation. 

Thus, the three processes which have been identified provide empirical findings showing how the 

brand systems that underpin sharing-based P2P brands are governed through co-creational processes 

in various ways.  

 
 

Stream Brand Governance and Reputation Stream 
Process(es) #5  

Service enablers enable the 

‘playing field’ while peers 

demand influence and control 

 

#6 

Peer behaviour is 

‘governed’ to protect  

brand trust and reputation 

 

 
 

#7 

Service providers 

become ‘value partners’ 

 

 

 

 

Definition and meaning The service enablers create an 

environment where the 

sharing activity can prosper. 

Peers demand influence on the 

boundaries that construct the 

sharing activity, while also 

demanding that the service 

enabler intervenes and takes 

responsibility 

Technological/social 

mechanisms (e.g. review-

systems) help protect 

brand trust and reputation 

of the P2P brands by 

rewarding appropriate 

behaviour 

Service providers (i.e. 

hosts) share knowledge 

and practices and 

become vital ‘value 

partners’ for each other  

 
 
6.2.4.1 Process#5: Service Enablers Enable the ‘Playing Field’ while Peers Demand 

Influence and Control 
The first process that emerged under the brand governance and reputation stream is related to how 

the service enabler enables the ‘playing field’. In this context, enabling the playing field means how 

the service enabler provides the necessities to facilitate a P2P-sharing brand, service and platform. In 

this regard, it has been shown that peers of the platform require influence on the playing field, while 
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at the same time insisting that the service enabler take control, as they are expected to take 

responsibility if any disputes occur. 

 

The Service Enabler Initiates the ‘Playing Field’ 

From the data, it became apparent that the service enabler plays a pivotal role in providing the 

fundamentals that enable the sharing activity. This facilitating role was something that CCO of 

GoMore, Thomas Christensen, emphasised during the interview: ‘We always need to make sure that 

both (i.e. customers and service providers) have a good experience so that they continue to use the 

platform […] So, therefore, we try to take a facilitating role’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 10, translated). 

For instance, GoMore provides basic rules and terms, insurance in case of accidents, and the 

technological platform that makes P2P sharing possible: ‘We have made it possible to offer a lift, 

which you can accept based on our terms […] we have an insurance through Tryg (i.e. a Danish 

insurance company), and we have the rental agreement that can be accessed through our app’ 

(GoMore, process#5, no. 3, 56, translated). The same is apparent from the Airbnb case. Airbnb also 

provides all the necessary documents, basic rules and terms, and insurances. In fact, Airbnb has a 

‘Host Guarantee’ to ensure that service providers are covered in case of any damage to the hosts’ 

property (Airbnb, process#5, no. 10).  

 

Another tool that the service enablers make available to help facilitate the sharing activity is the 

review system where one peer can rate another peer based on the experience they had. The review 

system can thus provide credibility and confidence to the platform: ‘Most of our users don’t know 

each other, so they haven’t built up any trust. So, through our rating system, we try to build credibility 

and security’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 10, translated). Besides creating confidence in the platform, 

the review system also seems to play an important role in governing the behaviour of peers; this 

particular function will be elaborated later on when process#6 is discussed.  

 

Furthermore, the data showed that the service enablers try to educate the service providers in how to 

become a good host or renter. Again, this can be seen as an attempt to facilitate and ensure good 

interactions among peers. This is seen, for instance, when GoMore calls new peers and instructs them 

in how to get off to a good start: ‘Let's say that you rented your car out, then we would call you and 

welcome you to say “nice that you have decided to rent your car out. To ensure that you get off to a 

good start, here is some good advice”’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 13, translated). CCO of GoMore, 
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Thomas Christensen, further elaborated how they instruct new peers: ‘We do a lot to try to educate. 

How to take good pictures of the car, remember to update your calendar if the car isn’t available, 

and remember to use the rental agreement’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 13, translated).  

 

The same is apparent with Airbnb, which arranges events and makes short movies featuring devoted 

service providers to educate people on how to become a good host: ‘Over the past few months I’ve 

been working with @Airbnb on their #HowToHost series, and I’m so excited to announce that my 

episode is live. I’ve learned so much over my six years as an #airbnbhost and am thrilled to be able 

to share a bit of my knowledge and journey’ (Airbnb, process#5, no. 10). Interestingly, Airbnb teamed 

up with devoted service providers to co-create the community norms for how a good host should 

behave. In this way peers play an active part in enabling the ‘playing field’.   

 

In general, it seems that both Airbnb and GoMore are somewhat feedback oriented, in the sense that 

peers help redefine existing rules based on feedback or their behaviour. For instance, GoMore decided 

to change a rule preventing younger people from renting a car through the platform based on feedback 

from peers: ‘You are so good at sharing with each other
❤

 That's why we are now changing the 

requirements for new renters so that more people can join GoMore👬👭👫 This means that you now 

only need to have had a driver's license for 1 year and be 21 years of age to rent a car on GoMore. 

Then it will be easier to share a car with more sweet people
♻

’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 7, 

translated).   

 

In this way the service enabler enables what can be described as the ‘playing field’. However, it also 

seems that peers provide feedback to help redefine the ‘rules’ of the sharing community. 

 

Peers Demand Influence and Control 

As touched upon in the section above, both GoMore and Airbnb are somewhat feedback oriented, in 

the sense that they listen to customer feedback and re-define what can be determined as the ‘playing 

field’. However, the data shows that peers do not seem to be satisfied with only providing feedback 

on existing rules, terms, products, and services that the service enabler has advocated. It seems that 

peers demand more influence when it comes to defining the ‘playing field’ and the boundaries that 

enable the P2P sharing.    
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Throughout the empirical study of the GoMore case, it became apparent that peers of the sharing 

community require more influence and co-determination than they are given. This was indicated on 

Trustpilot, for instance, where a large group of service providers expressed their dissatisfaction about 

being left without influence when GoMore, unilaterally, decided to change and increase the 

transaction fee that peers pay to GoMore:  

 

‘It’s clear now that GoMore is no longer a platform where community, sharing economy, and 

sustainability are the focus; it is no longer the service provider who decides what the terms should 

be. Earlier, it was the service provider who decided the price, not like now where we can only choose 

among predetermined price ranges’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 26, translated).  

 

Likewise, another service provider called GoMore ‘greedy’ and a ‘money-spinner’ (GoMore, 

process#5, no. 30), destroying the original idea of GoMore through the new fee structure: ‘It’s a 

shame when the fee greediness casts a shadow over all the good things about carpooling’ (GoMore, 

process#5, no. 25, translated). As the data shows, in the case of GoMore, leaving the community 

without influence when it comes to fundamental decisions may cause resistance from irritated 

community members, and ultimately result in negative brand constructions when peers feel left out 

of crucial decisions. The fact that peers want influence over the products and services of the platform 

was also highlighted by another peer who, in frustration, expressed the following: 

 

‘It’s good that you would like to develop the platform further. Partial routes are fine, but definitely 

not a must-have. Google Maps is completely irrelevant, and not something I would pay a penny for. 

The integration with ‘Rejseplanen’ (i.e. a Danish travel assistant) is likewise nice to have, but not 

necessary at all. It is a pity that nice-to-haves destroy the must-haves; for example, a cost-effective 

service’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 29, translated). 

 

Hence, there seems to be a demand among a large number of community members to feel more 

actively involved in co-creating, defining and developing the playing field, including the rules, 

products, and services that enable the sharing activity.  

 

Although, peers demand more influence in some situations, it likewise seems that peers demand more 

control and responsibility from the service enabler in other cases, especially when disputes arise. 
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With regard to disputes, it seems that a discrepancy exists between the service enabler and the peers. 

On the one hand, the peers expect the service enabler to take responsibility, while on the other hand, 

the service enabler claims to be a facilitator rather than a traditional company with legal responsibility 

for the sharing exchange. This was expressed by the CCO of GoMore, Thomas Christensen: ‘We do 

what we can to help the involved parties; however, in the end it’s up to the involved users to solve the 

problem’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 57, translated). He further elaborated: ‘So, I think it would damage 

our brand even more if we constantly had to go around being the judge of issues’.  

 

Thus, it appears that the service enabler will do a lot to solve issues between peers; nevertheless, 

peers seem to have another understanding, as they demand and expect the service enabler to take 

responsibility. For instance, a peer expressed the following, emphasising that GoMore failed to take 

responsibility as a company: ‘GoMore is only working as an app. The second you are in need of help 

from their customer service, and you need the company to take action as a real company with 

responsibility and ethics, they fail’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 49, translated). Similarly, another peer 

stated the following: ‘Have used Gomore for a longer period, but at my last rental a damage occurred 

where Gomore waived all liability as the insurance didn’t cover me or the tenant […] In my view, 

GoMore fails in its moral responsibility when it leaves it up to the renter and tenant to deal with how 

to pay for any damage incurred during the rental period’ (GoMore, process#5, no. 56, translated). 

Hence, the peers feel like they have made a transaction with a ‘real’ company with obligations, and 

when peers’ expectations are not met, it can potentially result in negative brand constructions, 

reputational issues or boycotts. Conversely, when GoMore or Airbnb take action, it seems to create 

satisfaction among peers (Airbnb, process#5, no. 10; GoMore, process#5, no. 55). 

 

Thus, on the one hand, it seems that peers want to have influence on the “playing field” or boundaries 

that form the P2P brands. On the other hand, it is clear that peers also demand that the service enabler 

takes more control and responsibility in case of disputes to secure the wellbeing of the community. 

If the service enabler does not meet these requirements from peers, it could potentially lead to 

negative brand constructions. 

 
6.2.4.2 Process#6: Peer Behaviour is ‘Governed’ to Protect Brand Trust and Reputation 
Within the brand governance and reputation stream, another process related to brand trust and 

reputation has emerged from the data. The data shows that peer behaviour and the brand stories that 
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are told can have vital implications for the brand trust and reputation of the case brands. For instance, 

experiences where a user misbehaved or acted inappropriately have been shown to cause reduced 

brand trust, ultimately resulting in bad brand reputation or vice versa. This was something that the 

CCO of GoMore, Thomas Christensen, highlighted in the interview: ‘If people, for instance, don't 

look after each other's cars, then it can have major negative brand-related consequences for us’ 

(GoMore, process#6, no. 19, translated). Similar findings occurred in the Airbnb data as well. Here, 

a peer, for instance, expressed her distrust in the brand after having a bad experience: ‘Airbnb is 

failing its hosts. I’ve got stolen precious jewellery with great affection value to me’ (Airbnb, Process 

#6, no. 11, translated)  

 

When these experiences are shared through reviews or on social media, it clearly gives rise to 

concerns among other community members and people within the social network. For instance, a 

peer commented on a post by someone who had had a bad experience with the following: ‘Your crazy 

story makes me NEVER want to use Airbnb’ (Airbnb, process#6, no. 2). Again, this shows how bad 

experiences and inappropriate behaviour of community members may result in brand distrust. In 

contrast a good experience can result in increased brand trust: ‘So far I’ve only met nice people when 

renting cars. People talk nicely to each other, and it's easy and safe to use the app. It's a great concept 

when you, like me, live in the city and have chosen not to have a car’ (GoMore, process#6, no. 17, 

translated). 

 

An approach to govern peer behaviour is the review system, which according to GoMore is a pivotal 

tool for governing brand trust within the P2P brand system: ‘[…] most of the people don’t know each 

other, so they haven’t built up any credibility with each other. Therefore, we ensure trust and security 

through the rating system’ (GoMore, process#6, nos. 11, 61, translated). The review system functions 

as a self-regulating mechanism, in the sense that it governs peer behaviour without outside 

interference (i.e. without externally imposed controls or regulations). This was highlighted by the 

GoMore management: ‘It has a neutral self-regulating impact; if you want to rent a car through 

GoMore, it’s important that you have a high rating, and that is enough incentive for users to behave 

nicely’ (GoMore, process#6, no. 39, translated). Thus, it seems that peers use the reviews to 

communicate to other peers directly and indirectly, to express what good and bad behaviour is within 

the community:  
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Fig. 11: Mutual peer-governance through the review system 

 

As illustrated in the figure above, peers mutually review each other after a sharing activity has 

occurred. Through the reviews, peers indicate whether the sharing activity occurred in accordance 

with the community norms and values. The reviews can be either positive or negative, and they often 

concern the customer, the service provider, or the sharing object. For instance, one user expressed 

that he had a great experience where his driver behaved as expected: ‘Really nice guy, he is really 

good at making the ride cosy, and he creates a good atmosphere in the car 😊 Highly recommend 

driving with him’ (GoMore, process#6, no. 72, translated). 

 
 
6.2.4.3 Process#7: Service Providers Become Important ‘Value Partners’   
From empirically investigating the Airbnb data, another process has been identified, whereby service 

providers (i.e. hosts) become important ‘value partners’ who share knowledge, best practices and 

discuss dilemmas with each other to deal with issues, rules and ways to host. In this way they impact 

each other’s way of hosting. As the figure below shows, five primary areas were identified: 

 

 
Fig. 12: Hosts become value partners in five areas 
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As visualised in the figure, one prevalent area where hosts became value partners was in relation to 

guest-related issues and requests. Plenty of examples were found of hosts sharing experiences and 

knowledge while discussing how to deal with guest issues. One example that highlights this is a host 

who had an issue with a guest: ‘Hi. Unluckily, I have experienced that someone has smoked in my 

home. How can I remove the smell easily? Has anyone tried this?’ (Airbnb, process#7, no. 14, 

translated). Other topics related to this area concern conversations where the host discusses how to 

‘punish’ and report guests who misbehaved (Airbnb, process#7, nos. 9 & 12), and how one should 

respond to various guest requests (Airbnb, process#7, no. 19). 

 

Another area where hosts become value partners is in the process of co-creating sharing objects and 

the practicalities of the sharing exchange. In particular, the data has revealed that hosts advise each 

other on several aspects such as how to decorate their homes (Airbnb, process#7, no. 15); set attractive 

prices for rentals (Airbnb, process#7, nos. 7 & 16); or whether it is a good idea to rent out, for instance, 

on New Year’s Eve (Airbnb, process#7, no. 25).  

  

A third area where hosts become value partners is in the case of ensuring communal trust among 

hosts. The data shows that hosts share experiences, tips, and warnings about inappropriate guests to 

protect and advise each other regarding suspicious guests or requests. For instance, one host shared 

her bad experience with a particular guest within the host community ‘Airbnb Værter Danmark’, 

warning other hosts to be cautious: ‘Here is my experience with a peer. […] They smoked indoors, 

left a burn mark on our kitchen counter, slept in our beds without bedsheets, brought along more 

people than we agreed upon, stole two of our lawn chairs and a kitchen knife, left leftovers in the 

kitchen along with a mound of washing-up, and left lots of stains on our carpet after they spilt food 

on our sofa […]’ (Airbnb, process#7, no. 31, translated). These actions seem to create communal 

trust that is highly valued by the entire host community. For instance, another host commented on the 

above-mentioned post: ‘Thanks for sharing. I think you acted exactly in accordance with what this 

community-site is about; precisely that we help each other against such fools. […]’. Additionally, the 

data shows that hosts advise and teach each other about how to write guest reviews after having bad 

experiences in order to ensure communal trust (Airbnb, process#7, no. 12, translated).  

 

A fourth area, where hosts become value partners is in the case of interpreting and handling official 

rules and procedures. First, the data has shown that hosts help each other to interpret and follow 
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regulations and tax rules (Airbnb, process#7, no. 26). In addition, the data further shows that hosts 

share knowledge and experiences related to various Airbnb procedures such as, for instance; how to 

maintain one’s super host status (Airbnb, process#7, no. 20), how to follow the policies of Airbnb, 

what strict-cancellation fees entail (Airbnb, process#7, no. 34), and how to acquire refunds from 

Airbnb’s ‘Host Guarantee’ (Airbnb, process#7, no. 32).  

 

A fifth and final area where hosts seem to become value partners is in the case of starting or running 

an Airbnb rental. By studying the data, it became apparent that some hosts share knowledge and best 

practices to help each other succeed in becoming a host. This is, for instance, shown in the following 

example: ‘We did a fun Q&A in our stories last night for anyone interested in the process of starting 

an Airbnb! I’ll save it to a highlight if you missed them. Thanks for all your questions and always 

happy to answer more […]’ (Airbnb, process#7, no. 6). This knowledge sharing provided by some 

hosts seems highly appreciated by the other host community members. One commented on the host’s 

post, stressing: ‘I truly appreciate how generous you are sharing your insights and tips for hosting. 

Some folks treat these as insider secrets that can’t be shared and it’s really kind and authentic of you 

to be so open with your knowledge and advice. 🙏’ (Airbnb, process#7, no. 6).   

 

Thus, as the data shows, the hosts become ‘value partners’ in several areas, helping each other to cope 

with the role as becoming a host and all it entails to host guests. 

 

6.2.4.4 Summarising the Brand Governance and Reputation Stream 

In sum, a brand governance and reputation stream has been revealed, showing how the sharing enabler 

and the peers together contribute towards establishing governing processes that enable the sharing 

activity and safeguard brand trust and reputation. First, it has been shown that the sharing enabler 

initially provides the necessities to create an environment where the sharing activity can prosper. In 

relation to this, it was found that peers demand both influence and control, which should be 

accommodated by the service enabler to protect brand trust and reputation. Secondly, it was found 

that the behaviour of peers has a pivotal impact on brand trust and reputation. In this regard, it can be 

argued that the review system plays a crucial role in governing behaviour. Lastly, it was found that 

service providers (e.g. hosts) have established a governing process where they interact with each other 

in order to share knowledge and practices, etc., essentially becoming ‘value partners’. In this way, 

peers are governing the brand without a direct impact from the service enabler.  
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7. Discussion 
This thesis explores how sharing-based P2P brands are constructed by investigating the concrete 

processes that contribute to the co-creation of the brands. It shows that P2P brands are constructed 

by three different streams of processes: (1) a brand use stream, (2) a brand meaning and identity 

stream, and (3) a brand governance and reputation stream. Each of these streams comprises a number 

of underlying processes that together constitute the stream. The streams are mutually dependent and 

collectively contribute to the co-construction of each other and the sharing-based P2P brands. These 

findings bear several interesting contributions. 

 

Firstly, the findings demonstrate that P2P brands are indeed brands from a brands-as-processes 

perspective. This is something that is highly under-investigated in the current literature even though 

P2P brands appear to be dynamic with transient interactions among peers. The findings revealed that 

peers (i.e. customers and service providers), like other stakeholders, become endogenous and vital to 

the value co-creation processes of sharing-based P2P brands (Merz et al., 2009). Service enablers and 

peers can be seen as resource integrators that collectively contribute to the co-creation of brand value 

(Merz et al., 2009). In particular, the findings unveiled that peers become co-creators of the sharing-

based P2P brands into its very core; meaning that peers within sharing-based P2P models are so 

empowered that they become the focal point of the sharing exchange. Through peers’ enactment and 

ways of using the brand in practice, peers co-create the brand and what it becomes. Thus, the dynamic 

nature of P2P brands provides a compelling and extreme case of brands as processes where value is 

co-created ‘in-use’ rather than through a traditional output-oriented ‘value-in-exchange’ model (Merz 

et al., 2009). Furthermore, the findings respond to calls for more empirical research on the exact 

processes that mediate the generation of brand manifestations within a brands-as-processes 

perspective (Hemetsberger & Mühlbacher, 2014).  The findings show that by sharing stories about 

themselves, the objectives they bring to the sharing activity, and their experiences, peers become a 

vital part of the brand in many ways. In this sense, it is the interactions that peers have with each 

other in practice that form the brand manifestations of P2P brands; peers co-create the experiences in 

which they themselves are the centre, and, as such, peers become the brand experience. Accordingly, 

it can be argued that as peers are the focal point of the brand stories and experiences, they become 

the brand manifestations themselves. This is somewhat relatable to what Wallpach et al. (2017a) have 

suggested; that consumers, and other brand-related stakeholders, may become manifestations of a 

brand, and its meaning, themselves. In addition, the findings show that brand manifestations are 
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mediated through peers’ (inter)actions when co-creating completely new ways of using the brand 

together. In this way, social actors share their resources in collective activities to co-produce 

manifestations (Hemetsberger and Mühlbacher, 2014) independently of firm input or stewardship. 

This can, for instance, be seen when peers co-produced a new way of using GoMore to transport 

goods rather than solely humans. In this sense, peers are empowered to unfold the brand in practice; 

and simply through their (inter)actions and way of using the brand, peers determine and define what 

the brand becomes.  

 

Secondly, the findings bear several interesting findings related to the discussion about brand meaning 

and identity construction (Wallpach et al., 2017a; Derrida, 2000; Lucarelli & Hallin, 2015; Vallaster 

& Wallpach, 2013). The study shows that multiple brand realities exist with regard to P2P brands, as 

a consequence of the unique, diverse and dynamic experiences that peers in the sharing community 

have with each other. The multiplicity of brand experiences comprises fragments of different realities 

that together make up the P2P brand. Every unique brand experience that peers have (e.g. a carpooling 

experience) creates a temporary brand reality, and as new experiences are added, the brand reality 

evolves on a continuous basis. The notion that brands can be understood as an ongoing process of 

social interaction is not new. Most recently, Wider et al. (2018) took the concept to an extreme by 

discussing ‘brands as rhizomes’, where brands are understood as ongoing processes of social 

interaction among continuously interrelated heterogeneous actors that contribute to constantly 

changing multi-faceted brand realities. However, while Wider et al. (2018), among others, argue that 

brands are ongoing and complex processes in constant flux escaping the control of brand managers, 

this study shows something different. The thesis’ findings support that brands are dynamically 

developed, but the findings also show a contrary need for some degree of stabilisation and control, 

ultimately for the purpose of providing a feeling of cohesion among peers. The study shows that P2P 

brands develop through continuous deliberate actions performed by the service enabler, and discrete 

actions performed by the peers of the sharing community, resulting in a shared identity. These actions 

are somewhat relatable to what Hemetsberger and Mühlbacher (2009) describe as ‘intended identity’ 

and ‘enacted identity’. However, whereas newer research has discussed how brands de-stabilise and 

re-stabilise in creative and spontaneous freedom (Wider et al., 2018), this thesis shows that through 

peers’ discrete actions, the community eventually outgrows what the brand is about, and based on 

this, the service enabler utilises peers’ brand inputs, as a strategy, to redefine the brand identity. This 

is, for instance, shown in the rebranding of Airbnb where the (inter-)actions between members of the 
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sharing community had outgrown the Airbnb brand; based on this, the service enabler deliberately 

re-defined what Airbnb should be about (i.e. the meaning and identity of the brand). Similarly, 

redefinition of brand identity is seen when the service enablers deliberately share content, such as 

user-generated content, to indicate and suggest to fellow community members what the P2P brand is 

about. Thus, while Wider et al. (2018), for instance, reduce managers to active participants, this thesis 

has shown that, at least in a P2P context, the manager role may be more than just an active participant. 

As P2P brands are in constant flux, and no single brand experience is the same, there seems to be a 

need for the brand to be somewhat enduring (Silveira et al., 2013), which entails flexibility for brand 

evolution, while also keeping the static idea of lasting brand ‘references’ and maintaining stable 

‘anchors’ (Silveira et al., 2013). The findings of this thesis indicate that creating and maintaining such 

brand references or anchors may be the job of the service enabler (i.e. the manager in this case). Thus, 

P2P brands need to respond flexibly to contextual changes while preserving a somewhat stable sense 

of self (Silveira et al., 2013). These contextual changes entail peers’ discrete actions to develop and 

define what the brand is about, while the service enablers’ marketing initiatives are strategies to 

establish the abovementioned sense of self. Thus, at one point the flux of spontaneous, creative, and 

freely spreading brand articulation are, momentarily, stabilised. 

 

Thirdly, the study contributes with findings related to brand governance, trust and reputation, topics 

often associated and discussed in relation to the role of brand managers (Hatch & Schultz, 2010; 

Wider et al., 2018; Wallpach et al., 2017a). The findings indicate that service enablers (i.e. the 

managers of P2P brands) need to strike a balance between two equally important matters. On the one 

hand, the study echoes what plenty of researchers have found; specifically that stakeholders (in this 

context peers) contribute to the co-creation of the brand and demand influence (Merz et al., 2009; 

Wallpach et al., 2017a; Hatch & Schultz, 2010). On the other, the findings provide an interesting 

perspective by showing that peers demand that the service enabler demonstrate control in particular 

situations. With regard to influence, it was found that peers demand a high degree of influence in a 

P2P context; for instance, a fee increase by the GoMore management led to dissatisfaction among 

peers (i.e. service providers), as they saw it as an intervention in the core service provided to the 

community. Thus, failure to ensure the inclusion of peers in important decisions may result in brand 

de-constructions. A likely explanation for this demand of influence could be the fact that the peers 

are very involved in the brand experience, with a high degree of transparency, access, and close 

interactions with the service enabler (Hatch & Schultz, 2010). In this way, the findings stress and 
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acknowledge that in relation to brand governance it is important to have a dialogue-based approach 

to avoid reputational consequences (Hatch & Schultz, 2010), especially in a P2P-context where peers 

are highly involved with the service enabler. In this sense, the study acknowledges that the role of a 

manager is that of an ‘orchestrator’ who orchestrates brand reality in continuous interaction with the 

peers (or stakeholders) participating in the brand (Wider et al., 2018). However, it is also found that 

such a perspective may not capture the entire picture. In some situations, for instance in the case of 

disputes, the orchestrating role of the service enabler is not sufficient as such instances demand a 

‘master of control’ who can deal with disputes and unfold solutions to protect brand trust and 

reputation. The findings thus indicate that brand management, within a P2P context, may not become 

entirely obsolete, despite the fact that P2P brands rely on a highly dynamic and integrative logic. In 

this sense, the findings advance the understanding of brand governance and the role of brand 

managers, as they highlight that service enablers (i.e. the brand managers) should both allow peers 

influence and, simultaneously, intervene if necessary. Clearly, service enablers (i.e. brand managers) 

should strike a balance between these two equally important elements, which shows how the 

governance of dynamic brands, such as sharing-based P2P brands, is rather complex. 

 

Lastly, also in relation to brand governance, trust and reputation, the study illuminates three 

‘governing processes’ that show how the community self-regulates through community members’ 

(i.e. service enablers, service providers, and customers) interplay and mutual governance. These are 

somewhat similar to what Hemetsberger and Mühlbacher (2014) describe as social networking 

practices that reinforce social and moral bonds among brand stakeholders to ensure the development 

of communal spirit. However, the findings from this thesis specifically outline three sub-processes of 

mutual governance: (1) a welcoming process where the service enabler initiates the ‘playing field’, 

(2) a governing process with the review system as the focal point, and (3) a knowledge-sharing 

process where peers become ‘value partners’. First, the findings show that the service enabler, for 

instance, calls new peers to instruct them on how to get off to a good start with the brand and the 

platform. Through this welcoming sub-process, the service enabler encourages peers to follow 

community rules and norms and ensure brand learning. Second, through mutual reviews, peers 

directly and indirectly articulate appropriate behaviour to each other within the sharing community. 

This governing sub-process serves as explicit directions of member engagement. Thirdly, the findings 

show how peers (i.e. service providers) become ‘value partners’ who share knowledge and best 

practices with each other, discuss guest issues and how to handle rules and procedures, engage in 
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dialogue to co-create sharing objects, etc. Though this knowledge-sharing sub-process the service 

providers help protect brand trust and reputation by ensuring the quality and trustworthiness of the 

brand. Together these processes show how the community’s wellbeing is ensured, and how brand 

trust and reputation are safeguarded through the interplay between mutual communal governance 

processes 

 

8. Conclusion 
This thesis sought to understand how P2P brands are constructed by exploring the processes that 

contribute to the co-creation of the case brands. The findings show that P2P brands are constructed 

through three mutually dependent streams of processes that, collectively, contribute to the co-

construction of each other and the sharing based P2P brands. The streams are: (1) a brand use stream, 

(2) a brand meaning and identity stream, and (3) a brand governance and reputation stream.  

  

Firstly, the brand use stream demonstrated how peers become vital co-creators of the sharing-based 

P2P brands though peers’ use and enactment of the brand in practice. Two specific processes were 

illuminated within this stream. Process#1 revealed that peers, their stories, and the sharing objects 

that peers bring into the sharing activity, become pivotal brand manifestations, in their own right, that 

shape and construct the narratives of the social brand discourse. In this sense, peers are empowered 

to co-create the manifestations of the brand and, hereby, cause brand co-constructions or, 

occasionally, de-constructions. Furthermore, process#2 revealed how peers unfold and co-produce 

the brand, collectively, by creating completely novel ways of using the brand together. Arguably, this 

process of peer interactions is what transforms P2P brands from being one thing to becoming 

something else.  

 

Secondly, the brand meaning and identity stream demonstrated how peers contribute to the co-

creation of the P2P brands together with the service enabler. Process#3 revealed how the multiplicity 

of diverse and unique experiences and stories among peers shapes the brand narratives, resulting in 

multiple brand realities. In addition, process#4 showed how the brand meaning and identity of the 

P2P brands develop through the continuous discrete actions of peers and deliberate actions of the 

service enabler. In relation to this, it was unveiled how a shared identity emerges when the service 

enabler, based on the multiple brand realities, and inputs from peers, endeavours to create a 
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momentarily stable outcome (i.e. a brand reference or anchor) in a dynamic environment where much 

is in constant flux.    

 

Thirdly, the brand governance and reputation stream demonstrated how the sharing enabler, together 

with the peers, contributes to the establishment of mutual communal governance processes that enable 

the sharing activity and safeguard brand trust and reputation. Process#5 revealed how the sharing 

enabler initiates the ‘playing field’ by facilitating a proper environment for the interactions to take 

place within. In relation to this, it was found that peers demand influence over the co-creation of the 

exact boundaries that constitute the sharing activity, while simultaneously demanding that the service 

enabler takes control in certain situations; such as when disputes arise. Consequently, service enablers 

must strike a balance between two equally important approaches. Process#6 illuminated how peers’ 

behaviour impacts brand trust and reputation, and, furthermore, how peers directly and indirectly 

articulate appropriate behaviour to each other through the review system. As such, the review system 

serves as a set of explicit instructions regarding member engagement. In addition, Process#7 showed 

how devoted service providers become ‘value partners’ who share knowledge and best practices with 

each other. These processes thus show what should be accommodated by service enablers in order to 

ensure the community’s well-being.  

 
 

9. Implications 

9.1 Theoretical Implications 
Recent research on branding has discussed brands as processes that evolve continuously through 

inter(actions) among brand-related stakeholders (Merz et al., 2009; Hemetsberger & Mühlbacher, 

2008; Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013; Wallpach et al., 2017a; Wider et al., 2018).  However, only a few 

attempts have been made to explain the processes that contribute to the co-construction of brands 

(Hemetsberger & Mühlbacher, 2014). These attempts are often theoretically derived rather than 

empirical (Hemetsberger & Mühlbacher, 2014). Likewise, the discussions are often centred around 

B2C brands (Wallpach et al., 2017b; Kornum et al., 2017) and in some instances also B2B brands 

(Mäläskä, Saraniemi, & Tähtinen, 2011; Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013) rather than P2P brands, which 

are highly under-investigated even though such brands have a dynamic nature with transient 

interactions among peers. This study synthesises two prevailing research areas and provides empirical 
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insights into the co-creational processes that construct P2P brands, by proposing three different 

streams of processes: (1) brand use stream, (2) brand meaning and identity stream, and (3) brand 

governance and reputation stream. The illumination of these processes bears several interesting 

contributions to the current literature on brands as processes.  

 

Firstly, the study enriches current literature by providing an initial understanding of the exact practical 

processes that contribute to the co-construction of P2P brands. It shows that P2P brands provide an 

extreme case where peers co-create the brand in use and, in fact, become manifestations of the brands 

themselves.  

 

Secondly, the findings demonstrate how peers’ discrete actions contribute to developing and 

continuously defining what the brand is becoming (Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013; Wallpach et al., 

2017a/b). In relation to this, it is found that service enablers (i.e. managers) cannot be reduced to just 

‘active participants’ (Hemetsberger & Mühlbacher, 2008; Wallpach et al., 2017a; Wider et al., 2018). 

Service enablers play an important role: through deliberate actions, they provide stable outcomes 

such as brand references or anchors in a dynamic environment where everything is in constant flux 

(Silveira et al., 2013). Thus, even though multiple authors (e.g. Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013; Lucarelli 

& Hallin, 2015; Wider et al., 2018) have argued that brands are in constant flux, developed through 

creative and spontaneous actions, it seems that cornerstones, in the form of references or anchors, are 

provided to create a feeling of cohesion. 

 

Thirdly, the study acknowledges that brand managers of P2P brands can be seen as ‘orchestrators’ 

(Wider et al., 2018) of the brand reality who are in continuous interaction with the peers participating 

in the brand. However, it is found that being an orchestrator, or a facilitator, alone is not always 

sufficient. In a complex brand reality with contradictory tensions between peers, and constant 

management of paradoxes, there might occasionally be a need for a ‘master of control’ to deal with 

disputes and provide solutions.  

 

Lastly, the findings show how P2P brands self-regulate through the interplay among peers and their 

mutual (self-)governance. This thesis contributes to the existing discussion of ‘social network 

practises’ (Hemetsberger & Mühlbacher, 2014) by exploring such processes in detail.  
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9.2 Managerial Implications 
The thesis also holds relevant implications for practitioners, especially managers of P2P brands. The 

findings may aid managers in understanding how their brands are constructed through various 

processes, and their specific role as brand managers. Managers of B2C or B2B brands should be 

cautious in making direct inferences, as the logic underlying such brands or models may be different. 

However, they could use the findings as inspiration or for drawing comparisons.  

 

Firstly, brand managers must understand the exact role that peers play in co-creating the brand. The 

findings show that peers are the focal point of the experience with the brand and, as a consequence, 

peers become manifestations of the brand. In relation to this, the role of brand managers may be to 

facilitate a proper environment for the interactions to take place in; for instance, managers could 

attempt to educate peers in existing rules, norms and behavioural expectations, or they could engage 

in collaboration with devoted service providers. Likewise, managers could attempt to stimulate the 

discourse through user-generated content and marketing initiatives.   

 

Secondly, the findings demonstrate that it is the practical interactions among peers that develop and 

define what the P2P brand is becoming. However, brand managers can use the multiplicity of discrete 

brand inputs to redefine and suggest to community members what the P2P brand is about, and, hereby, 

create a momentarily stable outcome. This could be an important act in a dynamic environment where 

brand meaning and identity are in constant flux. In this sense, peers’ discrete actions can be strategised 

by brand managers, who, through deliberate actions such as marketing initiatives, provide brand 

references and anchors of brand meaning.  

 

Thirdly, the findings of the thesis may aid brand managers in understanding their role in a complex 

and dynamic branding reality. On the one hand, managers should ensure the inclusion of peers in 

important decisions, and provide them with enough influence to co-create the boundaries enabling 

the sharing activity. On the other hand, managers must have the courage to intervene and take control 

in other situations. Ultimately, brand managers should strike a balance between these two equally 

important approaches in order to protect brand trust and reputation.  
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10. Limitations and Further Research 
This thesis must be interpreted with the following limitations in mind. Firstly, this thesis does not 

capture the dynamics of sharing-based P2P brands in their entirety. As current brand-as-process 

literature (e.g. Mühlbacher & Hemetsberger, 2008; Merz et al., 2009; Vallaster & Wallpach, 2013) 

proclaims, all kinds of stakeholders, not only consumers, become vital co-creators of brands and their 

meaning and identity, as they take active part in shaping the social brand discourse. Yet, the field of 

interest in this case only concerns the service enabler and the peers of the sharing community. 

However, the researcher does not neglect the underpinning logic of a processual stakeholder-oriented 

view on brands, but it was necessary to delimit the focus to what CCO of GoMore, Thomas 

Christensen, defines as the main actors of their model (Appendix: GoMore interview), in order to 

thoroughly investigate the co-creational processes that occur among the peers of the sharing 

community and the service enabler in a P2P-context. Hence, this thesis only provides a fragment of 

the dynamic reality that constitutes sharing-based P2P brands. Further research should explore and 

extend this research to other relevant brand stakeholders, such as for instance politicians, media, or 

local authorities, as it was further indicated in the interview with Thomas Christensen that these actors 

also play an important role in a P2P context (Appendix: GoMore interview).  

 

Secondly, another limitation of this thesis is that cultural differences were not taken into account 

when data was collected. In an Airbnb context, it turned out to be an impossible task to filter according 

to national context on Instagram, as Airbnb is a global brand, where peers all over the world contribute 

to the creation of user-generated content. As the primary purpose of this thesis was to uncover the co-

creational processes of sharing-based P2P brands among peers and the service enabler, the study of 

cultural differences was not fundamental to this research. Nevertheless, further research should 

consider cultural differences, as scholars (e.g. Csaba & Bengtsson, 2006) have highlighted that 

cultural contexts are significant for the development of brands and brand identity.  

 

Thirdly, further research should investigate the mechanisms underpinning the identified processes in 

more detail. This thesis only provides initial insights about these, as the aim of this research was to 

unveil the co-creational processes taking place among peers and the service enabler. 

 

Lastly, the researcher encourages others to further investigate two interesting perspectives evolving 

from the exploration of the empirical data. Firstly, as discovered under the brand governance and 
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reputation stream, it might be interesting to look more thoroughly into how Airbnb collaborates with 

devoted super hosts to govern the brand community, and how these super hosts become important 

brand allies. Secondly, further research may also follow another interesting perspective discovered in 

the empirical field. Unfortunately, in order to pursue this perspective additional data will need to be 

gathered beyond that provided by this research; nonetheless, indications show that super hosts may 

become such devoted service providers that they become sub-brands under the P2P brand. Hence, in 

another research project, it could be interesting to study, for instance, how the Airbnb brand and 

service providers reciprocally co-construct each other’s brand identities.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 80 
  

11. References 

 
Airbnb. (30. April 2019). Airbnb Experiences update. Hentet January 2020 fra news.airbnb.com: 

https://news.airbnb.com/airbnb-experiences-update/ 

 

Airbnb. (2020). About us. Hentet 2020 fra Airbnb.dk: https://news.airbnb.com/about-us/ 

 

Aaker, D. A. (1996). Building Strong Brands. The Free Press. 

 

Barbour, R. (2008). Introducing Qualitative Research . United Kingdom, London: SAGE 

Publications, Ltd . 

 

Belk, R. (2007). Why not share rather than own? Annals of the American academy of political and 

social science, Vol. 611, pp. 126-140. 

 

Belk, R. (August 2014). You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative consumption 

online. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 67(Issue: 8), pp. 1695-1600. 

 

Botsman, R., & Rogers, R. (2011). What's mine is yours. London: HarperCollinsPublishers. 

 
Brinkmann, S., & Tanggaard, L. (2020). Kap 1: Interviewet: Samtalen som forskningsmetode. 

Brinkmann, & L. Tanggaard, Kvalitative metoder. København: Hans Reitzels. 

 

Burr, V. (2019). Social Constructionism. I P. Liamputtong, Handbook of Research Methods in 

Health Social Sciences (pp. 117-132). Singapore: Springer. 

 

Chernatony, L. d. (1999). Brand Management Through Narrowing the Gap Between Brand Identity 

and Brand Reputation. Journal of Marketing Management,  pp. 157-179. 

 

Chia, R. (1999). A “rhizomic” model of organizational change and transformation: Perspective 

from a metaphysics of change. British Journal of Management, Volume 10(Number 3), pp. 



 

 81 
  

209-227. 

 

Csaba, F., & Bengtsson, A. (2006). Rethinking Identity in Brand Management. I J. E. Schroeder, & 

M. Salzer-Mörling, Brand Culture (pp. 118-135). London: Routledge. 

 

Deleuze, G., & Guattari, F. (1999). A thousand plateaus: Capitalism and schizophrenia. . London: 

Bloomsbury Publishing. 

 

Derrida, J. (2000). Hostipitality. Angelaki: Journal of Theoretical Humanities, 5(3), Vol. 5(No. 3), 

pp. 3-18. 

 

Eckhardt, G. M., & Bardhi, F. (28. January 2015). The Sharing Economy Isn’t About Sharing at 

All. HBR, s. pp. 1-6. 

 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of Management 

Review 1, Vol. 4 (4), pp. 532–550. 

 

Erhvervsministeriet. (2017). Deleøkonomien i Danmark - Erhvervs- og vækstpolitisk analyse. 

Erhvervsministeriet. Hentet fra Erhvervsministeriet: 

https://www.ft.dk/samling/20171/almdel/sau/spm/69/svar/1443023/1818010.pdf 

 

Erlingsson, C., & Brysiewicz, P. (2017). A hands-on guide to doing content analysis. Vol. 7, s. pp. 

93-99. 

 

Erz, A., & Christensen, A.-B. H. (2018). Transforming Consumers Into Brands: Tracing 

Transformation Processes of the Practice of Blogging. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 

Vol. 43, pp. 69-82. 

 

Fournier, S. (Mar 1998). Consumers and Their Brands: Developing Relationship Theory in 

Consumer Research. The Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 24, pp. 343-373. 

 



 

 82 
  

France, C., Merrilees, B., & Miller, D. (2015). Customer brand co-creation: a conceptual model. 

Marketing Intelligence & Planning, Vol. 33((6)), pp. 848-864. 

 

Franklin, C., & Ballan, M. (2011). Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research . I B. Thyer, The 

Handbook of Social Work Research Methods (pp. 273-292). Thousand Oaks: SAGE 

Publications, Inc. 

 

Frenken, K., & Schor, J. (2017). Putting the sharing economy into perspective. Environmental 

Innovation and Societal Transitions, Volume 23, pp. 3–10. 

 

Frenken, K., Meelen, T., Arets, M., & van de Glind, P. (20. May 2015). Smarter regulation for the 

sharing economy. Hentet 26. May 2018 fra The Guardian: 

https://www.theguardian.com/science/political-science/2015/may/20/smarter-regulation-for-

the-sharing-economy 

 

Gergen, K. J. (2009). En invitation til social konstruktion (2. edition). København: Forlaget 

Mindspace. 

 

Gergen, K. J., & Gergen, M. (2005). Social konstuktion - ind i samtalen. København: Dansk 

Psykologisk Forlag. 

 

Ghauri, P., & Gronhaug, K. (. (2005). Research methods in business studies: a practical guide. 

Europe: Prentice Hall. London : Pearson Higher Education. 

 

GoMore (a). (2019). Lift: Hvordan virker det (bilister). Hentet July 2019 fra www.gomore.dk: 

https://gomore.dk/rideshare/how/drivers 

 

GoMore. (2019). Lift: Hvordan virker det (bilister). Hentet July 2019 fra www.gomore.dk: 

https://gomore.dk/rideshare/how/drivers 

 

GoMore. (2020). Om. Hentet January 2020 fra gomore.dk: https://gomore.dk/about 

 



 

 83 
  

Graneheima, U. H., Lindgren, B.-M., & Lundman, B. (September 2017). Methodological 

challenges in qualitative content analysis: A discussion paper. Nurse Education Today , Vol. 

56, pp. 29-34. 

 

Hartley, J. F. (1994). Case studies in organizational research. I C. Cassell, & G. Symon, In 

Qualitative methods in organizational research: A practical guide (pp. 209-229). Thousand 

Oaks, London, New Delhi and Singapore: SAGA Publication Ltd. 

 

Haslebo, G., & Haslebo, M. L. (2007). Etik i organisationer - fra gode hensigter til bedre 

handlemuligheder. København: Dansk Psykologisk Forlag. 

 

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2008). Taking Brand Initiative: How Companies Can Align Strategy, 

Culture, and Identity Through Corporate Branding. Jossey-Bass. 

 

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2010). Toward a theory of brand co-creation with implications for 

brand governance. Brand Management, pp. 590-604. 

 

Hemetsberger, A., & Mühlbacher, H. (2009). Do brands have an identity? A critical reflection and 

extension of the brand identity construct. Proceedings of the 38th EMAC conference. 

France: Nantes. 

 

Hemetsberger, A., & Mühlbacher, H. (2014). Brands as Socially Mediated Processes. n.a., pp. 1-26. 

 

Hillebrand, B., Driessen, P., & Koll, O. (2015). Stakeholder marketing: Theoretical foundations and 

required capabilities. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 43(No. 4), pp. 

411–428. 

 

Hsieh, H.-F., & Shannon, S. E. (November 2005). Three Approaches to Qualitative Content 

Analysis. Qualitative Health Research, Vol. 15(9), pp. 1277-1288. 

 



 

 84 
  

Kapferer, J.-N. (2012). The New Strategic Brand Management: Advanced Insights and Strategic 

Thinking. KoganPage. 

 

Keller, K. L. (2013). Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer-Based Brand Equity. 

Journal of Marketing, pp. 1-22. 

 

Kornum, N., Gyrd-Jones, R., Al Zagir, N., & Brandis, K. A. (2016). Interplay between intended 

brand identity and identities in a Nike related brand community: Co-existing synergies and 

tensions in a nested system. Journal of Business Research, Volume 70, pp. 432-440. 

 

Kristensen, S., & Krogstrup, H. K. (1999). Deltagende observation. København: Hans Reitzels 

Forlag. 

 

Kumar, V., Lahiri, A., & Dogan, O. (2018). A strategic framework for a profitable business model 

in the sharing economy. Industrial Marketing Management, pp. 147-160. 

 

Kvale, S. (2007). Doing Interviews. London, Thousand Oak, New Delhi, Singapore: SAGE 

Publication Ltd. 

 

Lan, J., Ma, Y., Zhu, D., Mangalagiu, D., & Thornton, T. (2017). Enabling Value Co-Creation in 

the Sharing Economy: The Case of Mobike. Sustainability. 

 

Löbler, H. (2011). Position and potential of service-dominant logic – Evaluated in an ‘ism’ frame 

for further development. . Marketing Theory, Vol. 11(No. 1), pp. 51-73. 

 

Lee, C. S., & Ma, L. (March 2012). News sharing in social media: The effect of gratifications and 

prior experience. Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 28(no. 2), pp. 331-339. 

 

Lessig, L. (2008). Remix: making art and commerce thrive in the hybrid economy. New York: 

Penguin. 

 



 

 85 
  

Lin, L.-Y., & Lu, C.-Y. (2010). The influence of corporate image, relationship marketing, and trust 

on purchase intention: the moderating effects of word-of-mouth. Tourism Review, Vol. 

65(no. 3), pp. 16-34,. 

 

Louro, M. J., & Cunha, P. V. (2001). Brand Management Paradigms. Journal of Marketing 

Management, pp. 849-875. 

 

Lucarelli, A., & Hallin, A. (2015). Brand transformation: A performative approach to brand 

regeneration. Journal of Marketing Management, Volume 31(No. 1/2), pp. 84-106. 

 

Mellon, K., & Gergen, K. J. (2017). Socialkonstruktionisme og uddannelse. København: Hans 

Reitzel Forlag. 

 

Merz, M. A., He, Y., & Vargo, S. L. (2009). The evolving brand logic: a service-dominant logic 

perspective. Journal of the Academic Marketing Science, Volume 37, pp. 328-344. 

 

Meyer, C. B. (2001). A Case in Case Study Methodology. Field Methods, Vol 13(no. 4), pp. 329-

352. 

 

Munz, E. A. (2017). Ethnographic Interview. I M. Allen, The SAGE Encyclopedia of 

Communication Research Methods (pp. 455-457). Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

 

O'Reilly, K. (2012). Ethnographic Methods (2. edition). London and New York: Routledge. 

 

Schor, J. B., & Fitzmaurice, C. J. (2015). 26. Collaborating and connecting: the emergence of the 

sharing economy. I L. A. Reisch, & J. Thøgersen, Handbook of research on sustainable 

consumption (pp. 410-425). Cheltenham, UK; Northampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar 

Publishing. 

 

Schreier, M. (2012). Qualitative Content Analysis in Practice. London: Sage Publication Ltd. 

 



 

 86 
  

Silveira, C., Lages, C., & Simões, C. (2013). Reconceptualizing brand identity in a dynamic 

environment. Journal of Business Research, pp. 28-36. 

 

Spradley, J. P. (1980). Participant Observation. Belmont, California, USA: Wadsworth. 

 

Starman, A. B. (2013). The case study as a type of qualitative research. Journal of Comtemporary 

Educational Studies, Vol. 1, pp. 28–43. 

 

Stebbins, R. A. (2011). Exploratory Research in the Social Sciences. Thousand Oaks: SAGE 

Publications, Inc. 

 

Thompson, D. V., & Malaviya, P. (2013). Consumer-Generated Ads: Does Awareness of 

Advertising Co-Creation Help or Hurt Persuasion? Journal of Marketing, Vol. 77(no. 3),  

pp. 33-47. 

 

Uber. (2018). uber.com. Hentet 8. 06 2018 fra uber.com/drive: https://www.uber.com/da-DK/drive/ 

 

Urde, M. (2013). The corporate brand identity matrix. Journal of Brand Management, pp. 742–761. 

 

Vallaster, C., & Wallpach, S. V. (2013). An online discursive inquiry into the social dynamics of 

multi-stakeholder brand meaning co-creation. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 66, pp. 

1505-1515. 

 

Vallaster, C., Lindgreen, A., & Maon, F. (Spring 2012). Strategically Leveraging Corporate Social 

Responsibility: A Corporate Branding Perspective. California Managment Review , Vol. 

54(No. 3). 

 
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. (January 2004). Evolving to a New Dominant Logic. Journal of 

Marketing, Vol. 68(No. 1), pp. 1-17. 

 

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008). Service-dominant logic: continuing the evolution. Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 36, s. pp. 1-10. 

 



 

 87 
  

von Wallpach, S., Hemetsberger, A., & Espersen, P. (2017b). Performing identities: Processes of 

brand and stakeholder identity co-construction. Journal of Business Research, Volume 70, 

pp. 443–452. 

 

Voyer, B. G., Kastanakisa, M. N., & Rhode, A. K. (January 2017). Co-creating stakeholder and 

brand identities: A cross-cultural consumer perspective. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 

70, s. pp. 399-410. 

 

Wallpach, S. v., Voyer, B., Kastanakis, M., & Mühlbacher, H. (2017a). Co-creating stakeholder and 

brand identities: Introduction to the special section. Journal of Business Research(Vol. 70), 

s. pp. 395–398. 

 

Warming, H. (2007). Deltagende observation. I L. Fuglsang, P. Hagedorn-Rasmussen, & P. Bitsch 

Olsen, Teknikker i samfundsvidenskaberne (1. udgave). Frederiksberg: Roskilde 

Universitetsforlag. 

 

Wider, S., von Wallpach, S., & Mühlbacher, H. (2018). Brand management: Unveiling the delusion 

of control. European Management Journal, pp. 1-5. 

 

Wildemuth, B. M. (2017). Applications of Social Research Methods to Questions in Information 

and Library Science (2nd Edition). Santa Barbara, Califonia; Denver, Colorado: libraries 

Unlimted. 

 

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods. Thousand Oaks, 

United States: SAGE Publications Inc. 

 

Zhang, Y., & Wildemuth, B. M. (2017). Qualitative Analysis of Content. I B. M. Wildemuth, 

Applications of Social Research Methods to Questions in Information and Library Science 

(Second Edition). Santa Barbara, California; Denver, Colorado: Libraries Unlimted. 

 

Zuckerman, H. (Summer 1972). Interviewing an Ultra-Elite. The Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 

36(No. 2), pp. 159-175. 



 

 88 
  

 

12. Appendix 
The table below provides an overview of the appendixes. Each appendix will be attached to the 

USB. 

 
Appendix Description 
GoMore Codebook  
 

This appendix: the GoMore codebook contains all the GoMore 
data that has been collected and coded. It includes data from; 
(1) the online content analysis, (2) relevant elements from the 
field notes, and (3) transcriptions of relevant statements from 
the GoMore Interview. Thus, the GoMore codebook serves as 
the reference of the empirical examples that are shown the 
analysis.  
 
In the analysis section, the reference appears as (GoMore, 
Process#1-6, no. x)  

Airbnb Codebook  
 

This appendix: the Airbnb codebook contains all the Airbnb 
data that has been collected and coded. It includes data from the 
online content analysis. Thus, the Airbnb codebook serves as 
the reference of the empirical examples that are shown the 
analysis.  
 
 
In the analysis section, the reference appears as (Airbnb, 
Process#1-7, no. x)  

Interview Guide, ethnographic 
study 
 

This appendix contains the interview guide that has guided the 
researcher during the fieldwork 

Field Note 1 
 

This appendix contains a full version of the completed field 
note from the first fieldwork study 

Field Note 2 
 

This appendix contains a full version of the completed field 
note from the second fieldwork study 

Interview Guide, Elite 
Interview 
 

This appendix contains the interview guide that has been used 
to conduct the interview with the GoMore Management 

GoMore Interview 
 

This appendix contains a full transcripted version of the 
GoMore interview  
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