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ABSTRACT 
 

Sharing economy is a phenomenon that has changed the consumption behavior within the past year. 

Consumer attitudes have shifted toward a more sustainable and economic way of consuming. 

Sharing economy has gained a lot of attention by scholars and the media over the past years. While 

many companies have seen great success, the less glorified truth is many start-up companies have 

never managed to scale and thereby failed.   

 

The purpose of this thesis is to understand what business model framework companies with sharing 

economy schemes can use to project business opportunities and success. Adopting a business model 

perspective provides a powerful set of lenses for the opportunities and success of sharing economy 

companies.  

A preliminary business model framework is developed based on emerging literature on business 

models. The framework is build around eight key components, which are considered by researchers 

to project business opportunities and success. Following, the components are applied and analyzed 

in relation to sharing economy characteristics defined in the literature review of sharing economy. 

To determine the applicability of these components for sharing economy companies, case-

companies with opposing characteristics are compared.  

The outcome of the analysis reveals that adjustments of the preliminary meta-model are required. 

While some components in the model require realignment to meet specific requirement by sharing 

economy companies, other components are considered to necessitate special importance by sharing 

economy entrepreneurs. The research, furthermore, identifies two additional components, which are 

considered important for the opportunities and success of sharing economy companies.  The paper 

finalizes by illustrating three meta-models, which potentially can be applied by entrepreneurs to 

project opportunities and success for sharing economy companies.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Motivation and relevance 

“Sharing economy is dead, and we killed it” (Kessler, 2015). The phenomenon sharing economy 

has gained considerable attention over the past years. The increasing attention can be recognized by 

the growing number of sharing economy companies that has appeared over the last years. However, 

the phenomenon has also gained substantial attention by researches and in the Media who called 

sharing economy one of the “10 Ideas That Will Change the World” (Walsh, 2011).  

Why buy when you can rent? The principal behind the phenomenon sharing economy is leaning 

toward a more sustainable and cost efficient way of consuming. Around the world this new wave of 

customer-to-customer (C2C), access-based service industries are shaking up established markets. 

Successful companies such as Airbnb and Uber were founded in the aftermath of the global 

financial crises. However, sharing economy schemes now extends much further than hospitality and 

transportation. Consumers can now share anything from bikes and cars, to tools, pets and even 

money though online sharing economy intermediaries.  

 

While sharing economy has dominated the American consumer market for quite some time, the 

trend has also reached the European market. Especially the start-up scene in Germany has 

experience great success with companies like, Wimdu, 9flats, exchange-me, and the carsharing 

service Nachbarschaftsauto. Researchers expect sharing economy schemes gaining a greater impact 

on the German market as the younger generation, who has little disposable income, use social 

media and technology more intensively (Amann & Tietz, 2013).  

 
Although sharing economy has received a lot of attention both in the media and scientific research, 

a broader understanding for this disruptive phenomenon still requires further research.  
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1.2. Problem outline  

The starting point for this research was formed based on the newspaper article by Kessler (2015) 

that looked at the backside of the otherwise glorified sharing economy. The article emphasizes only 

very few sharing economy companies have managed to scale and become sustainable businesses. 

This observation of failure amongst the majority of sharing economy companies led to the 

assumption that failure might be systematic. These failures could be explained by different patterns 

such as, lack of consumer demand for this type of markets, or insufficient value creation by sharing 

economy companies. However, in order to avoid failure many start-ups use a number of techniques 

and tools. Business models are a common tool used by entrepreneurs and venture capitalists to 

disclose opportunities and potential success in the market (Magretta, 2002). However, since several 

sharing economies failed, it seems reasonable to question the fit of tool and industry. To investigate 

the expected missing fit several research possibilities were considered: 

 

a. The business model tool is not applicable to sharing economy businesses; application of and 

relying on the tool would result in systematic failure (tool validation error) 

b. The failure rate of companies applying business model tools within the sharing economy is 

not different from start-ups in general; perception of high failure is influenced by media 

attention (statistical error) 

c. Entrepreneurs are unable to apply business model tool to their business activities due to lack 

of experience; likewise investors are unable to valuate sharing economy companies properly 

using this tool (application error) 

 

Though, conducting the analysis of these hypothesizes is constrained by accessible information: 

Investigating research possibility (c) would require deep insights from an entrepreneurial angle of 

various failed companies. This information is hard to obtain, as it requires contact to decision 

makers in failed companies and venture capital. Analyzing research possibility (b) on the other hand 

would require sufficient statistical data, in terms of sample size and variables, to analyze the topic 

using multivariate analysis. Also here access to required information is limited because variables of 

interest are usually sensitive and thus confidential.  
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Consequently, the choice was made toward research possibility (a). Here, required inputs are 

accessible in form of research literature on the two topics, business models and sharing economy. 

As such, the motive of this paper is to merge an investigation on the specifics of the sharing 

economy with a structured analysis of business model frameworks and their general applicableness 

to the subject. Hereby, the ontological assumption behind this research is that existing business 

model tools are not considered exhaustive to capture promising business opportunities and expected 

success for sharing economy companies.  

 

1.3. Research Question 

The objective of this research is to explore the concept of sharing economy and furthermore 

understand the opportunities and success for sharing economy companies from a business model 

perspective. As such this research will answer the question; 

 
 

What business model framework can companies, intending to start business with 
sharing economy schemes, use to project business opportunity and success? 

 
 
 

In order to guide the research in a structured manner, the following questions will be answered.  

• What is sharing economy and what drives the demand for it? 

• What are business models and business model components? 

• Do components of existing models cover all sharing economy characteristics?  

• Or is an extension of given models required? 

 

The first question is meant as a question for setting the stage for the research. The second consider 

the existing literature on business models. And finally, the focus of the third question strives to 

answer if the existing literature is sufficient in answering the research question. 
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1.4. Thesis Structure 

The following chapter (chapter 2) provides a literature review on sharing economy and the 

discussion on terms and definitions. Furthermore, its characteristics, drivers and relevant industries 

are outlined. The subsequent, chapter 3 is a presentation of the business model concept that serves 

as the conceptual framework for analyzing the field of sharing economy. Hereby, the overall 

definition and purpose is depicted, followed by a critical discussion towards alternative concepts 

and the relation towards technology. Finally, most relevant models and common components are 

introduced.  

In chapter 4 the methodology of the research and the data collection approach will be outlined. 

Next, chapter 5 contains the analysis of the research where business model components are 

analyzed based on different sharing economy characteristics and industry specific examples. In the 

following chapter, chapter 6, the findings of the analysis will be discussed and a meta-model for 

sharing economy companies is outlined and illustrated.  

Finally, chapter 7 will recap and conclude the findings of this paper and provide a reflection of the 

research. 
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2. Framing the concept of sharing economy 

2.1. Introduction 

Sharing, renting, lending or borrowing personal assets to others is not a new phenomenon. Quite the 

contrary, it has been a fundamental form of economic distribution in society for hundreds of years 

(Belk, 2010). Even before the rise of “Sharing Economy” as an economical market trend, people 

shared their homes, resources, and belongings with others - sometimes for payment and sometimes 

just to feel good about helping someone out (McArthur, 2015). However, the concept of sharing can 

be confronted as a clear alternative towards traditional market economy. Skytte (2014) defines the 

traditional economy as a “linear economy” where products are produced, consumed, and thrown 

away. Sharing economy is a “circular economy”, where resources are used again to create value for 

others in a circular continuity (Skytte, 2014). In the end, new ways of consumption have emerged 

that allows anyone to be both producer and consumer (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015; 

McArthur, 2015). 

 

The phenomenon of sharing has been studied since the early 1970 as a fundamental consumer 

behavior. It is a communal act that brings people together (Belk, 2010). However, with the rise of 

Internet technology sharing transactions can be formalized and facilitated at scale (LaBrecque, 

2014). In 2013, economic magazine FORBES estimated that the revenue flowing through the 

sharing economy would surpass $3.5 billion the same year (Geron, 2013). However, the hospitality 

platform Airbnb alone made $900 million in revenue last year, which accounts for 25% of the 

evolving industry (Kokalitcheva, 2015). The Danish researcher and author of the book "Skal vi 

dele?" (2014) Claus Skytte states that 40% of the population in the United States already engages in 

the sharing economy while the penetration in Europe is at its very start. No estimates for the 

European market were found. 
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2.2. Definitions of sharing economy 

Sharing economy has been discussed extensively throughout the literature during the last years. 

Even more, it is hard to find any publication in the field of information technology (IT) not 

mentioning sharing economy. However, the term is used inconsistent across publications and often 

exchanges with related terms or define interchangeable hierarchies among terms used.   

Hereby, scholars offer a number of related terminologies and different perspectives on sharing 

economy and the terms "Shared economy," "Collaborative economy," "Collaborative 

consumption", “access-based consumption," "access-economy," "circular economy," and "peer-to-

peer economy" (subsequent “P2P”) are used synonymously throughout the literature (Botsman, 

2013; Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015; Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015).  

 

Botsman (2013:2015) attempted to define and distinguish the most common terms: sharing 

economy and collaborative consumption. According to Botsman (2013) the main difference 

between them lies in their prevalent transaction model. Where sharing economy is driven by 

consumer-to-consumers (C2C) market places, collaborative consumption market places are 

characterized by transactions between businesses and consumers (business-to-consumers (B2C)). 

However, Botsman herself uses the example of Airbnb (a C2C platform) to determine a 

collaborative economy and later - in her 2015 paper - to determine the platform as part of the 

sharing economy. Other authors agree that there exist differences between sharing and collaborative 

consumption (Belk, 2014), but do not provide a clear definition for the different terms.  

 

Several authors have likewise attempted to derive a definitive definition for sharing economy that 

encompasses the sharing economy as a whole.  Botsman & Rogers (2011) define sharing economy 

as the peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods and services, 

coordinated through community-based online services (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015, p. 1). 

Hamari et al. (2015) consider sharing economy as “an umbrella concept that encompasses several 

ICT [information and communications technology] developments and techniques, which endorses 

sharing the consumption of goods and services through online platforms” (p. 2). However, he 

further defines collaborative consumption as a sub element of sharing economy – characterized by 

repeated participation in the sharing process.  
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Other authors simply define sharing economy as a “Technological Phenomenon” in which online 

services enable accesses to sharing, borrowing, or renting services or goods from other consumers 

in the community (Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015). However, others again argue that this definition is 

too broad and mix up the ideas of marketplace exchange, gift giving, sharing, and renting (Belk, 

2014). Ganske (2012) calls the phenomenon “The Mesh” which is based on access to service and 

goods rather than ownership, and is enabled by advanced web and mobile data networks. However, 

where other authors attempt to determine a broad definition for sharing economy, Gansky (2012) 

define the Mesh as the “sweet spot” for costly goods (not services), which are frequently used and 

therefore more likely to be shared. In addition, many also include further dimensions, such as 

drivers and a diverse set of industries to complete their definitions (Kessler, 2015). 

Recapitulating, the variety in terminologies and definitions highlights the arbitrary set of aspects 

authors focus on in their respective research.  As a result, “most terms are partially appropriate, but 

most fail to fully capture the collaborative phenomena or tend to obscure the original socio-cultural 

implications of sharing” (Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015, p. 289).  

 

The author of this paper therefore introduces a meta-definition merging key aspects from existing 

literature, including several elements which are further characterized in the following section. 

Hence, in the following sharing economy is defined as (1) a C2C-based (2) activity of sharing, 

renting, lending and borrowing (3) goods and services, (4) coordinated via community-based 

online services (5) enhanced by technology and the Internet.  

 

In the following paragraphs the sharing economy characteristics, technology as well as the effect of 

temporary-use and customer-to-customer interactions is more extensively discussed. Furthermore, 

drivers of the sharing economy phenomenon are outlined to explain why sharing economy have 

experienced such an uptake. Finally, this chapter will introduce some industries which are already 

impacted by sharing economy ventures. 

 

2.3. Characteristics of sharing economy 

In order to better understand how the literature has looked at sharing economy this research will 

attempt to breakdown and visualize the most common aspects that authors, for most part, seem to 

agree upon that characterize sharing economy.  
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2.3.1. Enablement by ICT 

Traditional offline businesses follow a simple formula: create a product or service, sell it, and 

collect the money; a formula in which customers are limited to the role as a consumer (Gansky, 

2012). With the development of information technologies, Internet and Web 2.0 interaction 

technologies, however, consumers got empowered with more product choices, product information, 

communication tools (amongst peers) and eventually stronger bargaining power (Belk, 2014). 

 

Belk (2014, p. 1595) states the “Internet itself is a giant pool of shared content that can be accessed 

by anyone with an Internet connection”, and indeed, information and communications technologies 

(ICTs) have enabled the rise of online platforms that promote user-generated content, sharing of 

information, and collaboration and so set the technical basis for sharing economy platforms 

(Gansky, 2012). Since these platforms operate on the principle of marketplaces, the junction of 

supply and demand at scale determine its efficiency and thus success of the platform (Berger & 

Gleisner, 2009).  ICT enables businesses to reach potential customers at scale and scope but also to 

handle the amount of created data in the process effectively (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015). 

By implication, sharing economy platforms cannot exist without ICT and thus is a vital 

characteristic element. 

 

Furthermore, sharing economy businesses are throughout e-business ventures: E-business is defined 

as all electronic mediated information exchange that supports the range of business processes 

(Chaffey, 2011). For sharing economy all business processes are mediated by the Internet and 

information technology. Communities and content are managed on platforms by companies and can 

be reached either from computers or, in most cases, as apps1 on Smartphone (Pedersen & Netter, 

2015).  

 

2.3.2. Temporary usage of goods & services 

Besides the dependency on technology, the temporary-use of goods is a key characteristic of 

Sharing Economy. Hereby the terms “temporary-use/usage”, “non ownership” and “temporary 

access” consumption are used synonymously. The concept, however, already existed before in the 

non-profit or public sphere (e.g. public libraries) but also through traditional rental forms such as 

                                                
1 App is an abbreviation for application and is a software program you downloaded onto your mobile devices.  
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car rental, apartment or vacation accommodation rental. Non-ownership or temporary access to 

goods have until recently been perceived as an inferior mode of consumption (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 

2012). Some authors see the change in consumption towards temporary-use due to a transformation 

and development of technologies enhancing the ability to share (Walsh, 2011).  

 

Most scientific research agrees that sharing economy is a phenomenon about consumers providing 

each other temporary access to assets, and not about the transfer of ownership (Frenken, Meelen, 

Arets, & Glind, 2015). Many authors of the researchers formerly mentioned in this research support 

this point of view. Botsman and Roger (2011) for example explain, “Contrary to traditional 

businesses market, which is based on ownership, the ‘‘Sharing Economy’’ is built on using and 

sharing of products and services among others.” The social web has forced a paradigm change from 

owning to using goods and services. Thus, sharing economy does not include marketplaces such as 

eBay (a consumer-to-consumer marketplace), Trendsale (a secondhand marketplace) or other 

marketplaces in which goods are sold or given away to other consumers on online platforms 

(Puschmann & Alt, 2016).  

 

The non-ownership or temporary use is also referred to as access-based consumption. Dredge and 

Gyimóthy (2015) argue that new ways of consuming have created a shift away from ownership 

consumption towards temporary access-based use of service and goods, enabled by technology 

(Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015). On the other hand, Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) argue that there is a 

difference between access and sharing. In this particular case they define sharing as transfer of 

ownership, though access-based consumption implies no transfer of ownership. As, such, regardless 

of the unclear definition to what non-ownership transactions should be named, authors for the 

largest part agree that sharing economy is about temporary usage of goods and services from one 

consumer to another. With this notion we have already introduced the third important factor in 

determining sharing economy, the Consumer-to-consumer relation. 

 

2.3.3. Consumer to Consumer (C2C) markets 

The third attribute that researchers use to define sharing economy is in relation to who is providing 

(and holding ownership) of the shared goods. The difference here is between business-to-consumers 

(B2C) businesses and Customer-to-customer (C2C) businesses. A B2C business is the classic case 

of a company providing goods and services towards the consumer, as in e-commerce web shops, 



  Page 15 of 98 

music-streaming sites, paid newspapers or a merchant on an online marketplace as amazon.com. 

C2C markets though are interactions between consumers through online platforms operated by a 

mediating company (Chaffey, 2011).  

 
As in traditional market places, the service-provider in sharing economy is generally a company 

working as intermediary between the suppliers and the customers by proving the platform2. The 

relationship between a company and the channel members is referred to as the marketplace channel 

structure (Chaffey, 2011). However, whereas the traditional businesses rely on other businesses on 

the supplier side, in sharing economy the suppliers are private people or other consumers. The 

platforms are merely intermediate and do not possess any ownership of the products or goods being 

shared. As such, sharing economy is not about renting or leasing goods from a company (B2C) but 

about real consumer interactions. In comparison, the B2C market would be a product-service 

economy, where a consumer gains access to a product whilst the company retains ownership over 

the product (Frenken, Meelen, Arets, & Glind, 2015). 

 
Hamari et al (2015) argue that both the contribution and use of resources are intertwined through 

C2C networks in a sharing economy3. Botsman (2015) likewise describes sharing economy as the 

economic system derived from sharing assets or services between individuals. Botsman (2015), 

nevertheless, refers to these consumer interactions as peer-to-peer marketplaces (subsequent P2P). 

Many authors likewise use the term P2P markets interchangeable with C2C markets. Yet others 

provide a distinction between the terms used: Puschman and Alt (2016) consider the C2C 

perspective as the interdependent role of service producers (the owner) and user, mediated by 

intermediaries, contrary the P2P consumption does not involve any intermediary (Puschmann & 

Alt, 2016). The authors, furthermore refer to P2P consumption as collaborate economy.  

 

Other researchers however, describe P2P networks as a sub-form of C2C where ownership is shared 

or divided amongst peers (Cambridge University Press, 2016). P2P markets are viewed as a 

distributed application architecture that divides tasks or workloads between peers. Peers are 

therefore both suppliers and consumers of resources. P2P networks are further often referred to in 

                                                
2 The structure for traditional business channels can of course be supported by intermediaries on both the supplier side 

and on the customer side of the channel. 
3 In this case, the authors use the term “collaborative consumption” in terms of sharing economy 
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the context of shared ownership e.g. open source technology, or divided ownership as in giving a 

part to someone else e.g. food (Cambridge University Press, 2016) 

 
While the terminology might be misguided by the authors, the sharing economy nevertheless, can 

be viewed as built around the usage and sharing of products and services amongst consumers, and 

more specifically from one consumer to another through an online intermediate (Puschmann & Alt, 

2016). As such, the term used for this paper will further be C2C markets.  

 

2.3.4. Enclosing and illustration of characteristics 

There is, however, one more aspect that should be mentioned, but has gain little attention in the 

literature. Some authors have mentioned that pure sharing economy is not subject to monetary 

exchange (Albinsson & Perera, 2012; Belk, 2014). However, there is very limited research on 

sharing economy in non-monetary marketplaces. As such, for the sake of argumentation further on, 

this research we will look at industries that are both using monetary as well as non-monetary 

exchanges in relation to sharing economy. 

 

Also although sharing economy is largely talked about in relation to C2C market places, sharing of 

resources is not unknown in business-to-business (B2B) industries or even in business-to-consumer 

(B2C) industries (Puschmann & Alt, 2016). Botsmann (2013), however, identifies the B2C market 

as the expansion of the term sharing economy which she labels as “collaborate consumption”.  

 

Figure 1 outlines the dimensions of sharing economy as described above (excluding enablement by 

technology). Examples of companies frequently used in research papers are mapped in the figure to 

outline the difference in regards to sharing economy. Hereby companies fulfilling the characteristics 

of this papers definition of sharing economies are mapped in the upper right corner, while 

companies using related concepts complete the illustration in the remaining quadrants. 
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Figure 1 – Sharing economy market characteristics.  

 

2.4. Drivers for business and market opportunities  

While sharing is not a new phenomenon but rather a fundamental social act that has been present 

amongst individuals for a long time, the confluence of a number of conditions has facilitated the 

exchange of goods and services on a broader scale. While the characteristics, in the previous 

section, define the central structure that makes sharing economy different from other markets, 

drivers are considering as the consumer demand for the sharing economy market.  

 
Several researches have contributed to the understanding behind sharing economy by identifying 

drivers that have enhanced this new market. The sharing economy not only provides profit 

opportunities for intermediary companies, but also consumers can benefit financially (Hamari, 

Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015). Studies show that increasing trust, convenience and a sense of 

community all are factors reflecting consumers’ willingness to engage in sharing (PWC, 2015). 

Other research identified that sharing was also driven by consumers need for a solution to 

materialism and overconsumption, as well as environmental benefits by making more efficient use 

of resources (Skytte, 2014). The rise of the sharing economy is driven and enabled by technological 

development, economical rationale, as well as social and environmental drivers. These four factors 

will be disclosed in the following section.  
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2.4.1. Technological drivers 

The development of information and communication technology allows anyone to be producer and 

consumer (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015; McArthur, 2015). Furthermore, this technology 

reduces transaction costs and search costs for consumers significantly, resulting in cheaper and 

easier ways to share goods and services between each other (The Economist, 2013b). For instance 

fully automated order handling systems and online payment methods enable a lean searching and 

booking process (The Economist, 2013a).  

 
Also developments in Internet technologies, mainly the shift towards Web 2.0, allow company-

customer interaction including community-based input, interaction, content sharing and 

collaboration (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Social networks such as Facebook, Twitter and 

Instagram, have been defined as having a positive impact on building trust and thereby increasing 

willingness to use sharing platforms (Albinsson & Perera, 2012).  But sharing economy companies 

can also actively benefit from social networks as they grant access to customers and deep insights to 

their needs and behaviors (The Economist, 2013a). 

In addition, the facilitation of mobile technologies intensified the reduction of search- and 

transaction costs: Mobile computing power, focused applications, and GPS enabled mobile device 

that master real time and space (The Economist, 2013b). 

 

2.4.2.  Economic drivers 

It is surely no coincidence that many sharing economy companies were founded between 2008 and 

2010, in the aftermath of the global financial crisis (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Uncertainties in the 

labor market meant that ownership of goods was an unrealistic or unstable kind of consumption 

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). As such, a shift towards temporary access to goods rather than owning 

them can partly be explained by the downturn of financial fortune across the globe and, indeed, the 

arrival of many sharing economy schemes (McArthur, 2015). The global financial crises also 

nurtured a growing demand for alternative approaches towards unsustainable consumption, 

materialism and overconsumption (Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015).  

 
Researchers also argue that sharing may provide economic benefits for consumers (Hamari, 

Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015). For instance, consumers can earn money from underused assets by 
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renting it out to other consumer.  Renters, on the other hand, might pay less for goods and services 

than they would if they bought the item (The Economist, 2013b). Botsman explained the audience 

at TedxSydneyin 2010 that “the total average use of an electric drill is around 12 to 15 minutes in 

its entire lifetime” (Kessler, 2015). This statement provides a good example of the possibilities for 

economic benefits by lending out underused assets to others willing to pay for its usage (The 

Economist, 2013a). 

 
 

2.4.3. Environmental driver 

Growing concerns about the climate and the environment has been discussed in the literature as one 

of the drivers for consumers engaging in sharing economy schemes (Kessler, 2015; McArthur, 

2015). There is an increasing awareness of the negative effect of producing and over-consuming 

material goods on the environment (Albinsson & Perera, 2012). Sharing, rather than buying, has 

therefore gained attention as an antagonist to over-consumption and waste reduction, as it stands for 

a more efficient use of resources (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). 

 

A desire for sustainable consumption has also gained attention on a community level. Social 

embedding in terms of localization and communal consumption has therefore been described as a 

driver for engaging into community based sharing of resources and services (Belk, Sharing, 2010; 

Botsman & Rogers, 2011). The high population concentration makes it possible for sharing to occur 

with less friction. Rising population density means that both supply and demand increase within a 

specific area. Thus, it becomes easier to combine owners with users within a smaller regional area 

(Gansky, 2012). 

 

2.4.4. Social Driver 

The rise of the sharing economy is predicted to have a major societal impact, as the root of sharing 

is about consumer-to-consumer activities (Puschmann & Alt, 2016). “Sharing tends to be a 

communal act that links us to other people” (Belk, 2010, p. 717). Studies have found that a sense of 

community has a positive effect on participation and is therefore seen as an important driver for 

engaging in sharing (Albinsson & Perera, 2012). Although sharing might not be the only way to 

connect with other people, there is still the potential that communal act will enhance feeling 

towards solidarity, belongingness, and bonding (Belk, 2010).  
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But this interaction is heavily based on trust amongst business partners: Botsman and Rogers (2011) 

even predict that trust has the potential to become the new Internet currency. Sharing economy 

platforms can establish trust employing social network elements – either standalone or connected 

with global platforms. Consumers can, for example, read reviews and testimonials from other users 

to define if another user can be assumed reliable (The Economist, 2013a).  

 
Other researchers define that participation in sharing economy communities and services is driven 

by the obligation to “do good” for other people (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015). Finally, 

Hamari et al. (2015) found that some people might participate in sharing economy simply because it 

is fun and a meaningfull way for consumers to interact with others.  

 

2.5. Sharing Economy Industries  

Even though the sharing economy phenomenon appears across most industries, these share some 

common aspects. First of all, most companies were launched in the aftermath of the financial crisis 

between 2008 and 2010 (The Economist, 2013a). Secondly, the companies are all innovative start-

ups which rethought consumer value creation and exchange (PWC, 2015). 

 

The best-known examples of sharing economy firms are Airbnb and Uber. Not only did these 

companies gain broad media attention due to legal disputes with incumbent suppliers, the revenue 

generated by these companies was further significant – with $900 million and $660 million4 

respectively in 2015 (Kokalitcheva, 2015; Solomon, 2016). However, companies use the concept of 

sharing economy across all industries to enable consumers to share cars, bikes, accommodation, 

household appliance, financial resources, pets, cloth, and sport equipment.  

 

This research will therefore look at a selection of industries that got attention in previous research 

and in the media. This research will focus on the largest four industries within the sharing economy 

market place in terms of number of companies present, and revenue generated: Hospitality, 

Transportation, Financial service (lending) and Household items.  

 

                                                
4 The revenue for Uber is only for the first two quarters of 2015. 
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In each industry section a table illustrates examples of sharing economy companies in relation to the 

given industry. Each table provides key information to introduce the company, showing company 

scope, launch date, as well as a short description of the established platform, consumer motivation 

and revenue generation model.  

 

2.5.1. Hospitality Industry  

Traditionally, the tourism industry and in particular the hospitality industry has been dominated by 

business-to-consumer companies (Juul, 2015) – both by companies owning real estate (as Hilton 

Worldwide) or intermediary booking platforms (as booking.com and agoda.com).  

 

Sharing economy platforms, though, perform mediation between owners (hosts) of 

accommodations of any kind and users (guest) (Airbnb, 2016d; Wimdu, 2016) and between two 

homeowners looking for accommodation exchange (Homeexchange, 2016). Doing so, the primary 

responsibilities of the company hereby are to mediate consumers, list accommodation, as well as 

processing payment and acting as escrow5 (Juul, 2015). Furthermore, as a consequence to incidents 

of property damage, some sharing economy firms now also offer damage insurances (Airbnb, 

2016b; Wimdu, 2016).  
 

                                                
5 The company might hold the booking fee as deposit until the transaction is finalized (Juul, 2015). 

Company Launched 
Year  

Country Market 
served 

Industry 
Segment 

The platform Consumer Motivations Revenue model for the 
Company 

Home 
Exchange 

1994 USA Global Hospitality Allow people to 
exchange homes with 
other homeowners online 
all over the world  

Owner to Owner: Both 
save money on 
accommodation in case of 
travel 

Annual membership fee 

Couchsurfing 2004/20116 USA Global Hospitality Allow people to stay at 
other peoples homes and 
join event all over the 
world 

Owner: Meet new friends 
from all over the world 
User: Free accommodation 
and meeting new friends 

Annual membership fee 

Airbnb 2008 USA Global Hospitality Allow people to rent and 
lend unique 
accommodation online 
all over the world  

Owner: Additional income 
to housing owners    
User: More affordable 
access to accommodation 

Service fee for the host to 
be listed on the site "host 
fee" and a gust fee for 
those who place a booking 
with a host "guest fee" 
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Table  1 - Examples of hospitality firms in sharing economy.  
 

 

The sharing economy hospitality industry have rapidly scaled from local start-ups to global 

companies that are now easily competing with larger hotel chains and online accommodation 

booking platforms (Juul, 2015). Figure 2 shows the valuation of a number of hotels chains in 2015. 

It discloses Airbnb is valued second after the hotel group Hilton group with $25.5 billion which is 

impressive as Hilton have been in the hospitality industry much longer then Airbnb, being in the 8th 

year of business (Hospitality, 2015). 

 

 
Figure 2 – Selection of global hotel chains and Airbnb (in billion US dollars) Source: (Hospitality, 2015) 
 
 

2.5.2. Transportation Industry 

On average a car is typically used one hour a day, this means a tremendous overcapacity on 

underused assets (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). The sharing economy transportation companies 

incorporate this situation and offer new types of services and alternative ways to leverage spare 
                                                                                                                                                            
6 Couchsurfing originally launched in 2004 as a non-profit organization, in 2011 they re-launched as a for-profit 
organization 

Wimdu 2011 Germany Global Hospitality Allow people to rent and 
lend unique 
accommodation online 
all over the world  

Owner: Additional income 
to housing owners    
User: More affordable 
access to accommodation 

Service fee for the host to 
be listed on the site "host 
fee" and a gust fee for 
those who place a booking 
with a host "guest fee" 

9flats 2011 Germany Global Hospitality Allow people to rent and 
lend unique 
accommodation online 
all over the world  

Owner: Additional income 
to housing owners    
User: More affordable 
access to accommodation 

All fees are paid by the 
Host, guests are not 
charged 
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capacity. Instead of buying a car, users can get temporary access to vehicles and transportation 

(Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). Three broad segments of shared transportation have been identified in 

the literature: Ridesharing, carsharing and bikesharing. 

 

The first segment, ridesharing, can further be divided into two different types of services. The first 

service is a real-time, location-based transportation service equal to taxis (e.g. Uber and Lyft). The 

responsibility of the company relies on developing the application, and user experience, payment 

processing and customer service support. Neither Uber nor Lyft employ the drivers; all drivers are 

independent contractors who use their private cars to transport people (Uber, 2016a; Lyft, 2016) 

 

Real-time ridesharing companies use an algorithm to determine the fare of each ride. The price 

levels reflect the rapid changes in supply and demand for the market. The pricing furthermore 

depends on the distance and the size of the vehicle (e.g. more seats to transport more people, 

wheelchair friendly) (Uber, 2016b; Lyft, 2016) 

 

Another ridesharing service is carpooling or liftsharing (e.g. Blablacars, Amovens, and GoMore), 

where people can book empty seats in other people's cars who are already travelling in the desired 

direction (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). Whereas real-time ridesharing companies generally target 

short-distance rides within a city, carpooling companies target users who are traveling longer 

distances. The responsibility of the company is to provide transparency about the driver and user to 

increase trust, payment solution, communication system and social media to enhance consumer 

engagement and community building (we-economy, 2016; GoMore, 2016b). 

 

The majority of the drivers in the carpooling schemes are not looking for profit solution, but rather 

subsidizing the cost while contributing to reduce traffic and pollution (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). 

The price of the ride is determined by the drivers. However, the carpooling platform charges a 

service fee in form of a predefined percentage of bookings paid (GoMore, 2016c).  

  

The second segment, carsharing, has experienced a significant increase in recent years. It is 

estimated that there are more then 600-carsharing providers around the world (Cohen & Kietzmann, 

2014). Carsharing companies mediate car owners, who only occasionally make use of their car, 

with users who occasional need access to a vehicle (e.g. GoMore, Turo, and Drivy). Owners select 
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the rental price and define availability of the car while platform operators receive a fee in 

percentage of the booked service sum (GoMore, 2016a; Turo, 2016) 

 
The responsibility of the carsharing company is to mediate. Thus, many companies like GoMore, 

Turo (formerly ReleyRide) and Drivy all provide insurances and online support to car owners as 

well as users (the renter). The companies also provide payment solutions and social network 

communities and interfaces where owner and renter can recommend each other (GoMore, 2016a). 

They also provide tips and tricks on privacy protection and general online behavior (Turo, 2016).  

 

The last segment, Bikesharing, allows users short-term access to bicycles from private bike 

owners. Users can use the online bikesharing platform (e.g. Spinlister) to locate and book bikes 

(Spinlister, 2016). It is the responsibility of the bikesharing platform to list the rides as well as 

providing payment options as well as defining information and communication options to combine 

owners with users. Spinlister also provide a guarantee in case of damage, or theft. They also collect 

reviews from the owner and the user following every rental in order to self-regulate the community 

(Spinlister, 2016). 
 

Company Launched 
Year  

Country Market 
served 

Industry 
Segment 

The platform Consumer Motivations Revenue model for the 
Company 

Uber 2009 US Global Ridesharing Connecting passengers 
with drivers for hire 

Owner: Potential for 
profitability.  
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.   
 

Uber charge a commission 
per ride  

Lyft 2013 US US Ridesharing Connecting passengers 
with drivers for hire 

Owner: Potential for 
profitability.  
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.   
 

Lyft charge a commission 
per ride  

Blablacars 2006 France Most of 
Europe 

Ridesharing Allows users to book 
empty seats in other 
peoples cars who are 
traveling in the same 
direction 
 

Owner: Sharing transport 
cost, lower cost 
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.   

Charges a booking fee per 
ride booked 

Amovens 2009 Spain Most of 
Europe  
(a part of 
GoMore) 

Ridesharing Allows users to book 
empty seats in other 
peoples cars who are 
traveling in the same 
direction 
 

Owner: Sharing transport 
cost, lower cost 
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.    

Charges a fee based on the 
price of the individual ride 

GoMore 2005 Denmark Most of 
Europe 

Ridesharing
/Carsharing 

Allows users to book 
empty seats in other 
peoples or to rent cars 
from private people 

Owner: Sharing transport 
cost, lower cost 
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.    

Charges a fee based on the 
price of the individual ride 

Turo 
(ReleyRides) 

2009 US US Carsharing Allows users to rent cars 
from private people 

Owner: Provide additional 
income to owner 
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.   
 

Turo charge a fee 
depending on the 
protection plan the user 
choose 
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Drivy7 2010 France Spain, 
Germany 
and France 

Carsharing Allows users to rent cars 
from private people 

Owner: Provide additional 
income to owner 
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.   
 

Drivy charge a fee for 
using their service  

SnappCar  2011 Netherlands Holland, 
Germany, 
Sweden and 
Denmark.  

Carsharing Allows users to rent cars 
from private people 

Owner: Provide additional 
income to owner 
User: More affordable 
then owning a car.   
 

SnappCar charge a fee for 
using their service  

Spinlister  
(Formerly 
Liquid) 

2012 US Global Bikesharing Allows users to rent bikes, 
(snowboards and 
surfboards) from private 
people 

Owner: Provide additional 
income to owner 
User: More affordable 
access to bikes, 
snowboards, and 
surfboards anywhere in 
the world compared to 
buying.  

Charge a fee for every 
transaction 

 
Table  2 – Examples of transportation firms in sharing economy.  
 

2.5.3. Financial Industry 

Social lending has omitted the banking industry by bridging together lenders and borrowers with 

better interest rate and pay-back solutions (Berger & Gleisner, 2009). Members join the social 

lending company either as a lender (owner) or a borrower (user) and the companies function as 

intermediaries matching people willing to lend out money with users in need of a loan (Zopa, 

2016c; Prosper, 2016).  

 

Unlike other sharing economy industries, social lending does not necessary encourage relationships 

between owners and users, neither can owners decide to whom the money should be lend to. The 

intermediary platform providers, spread the money across clusters of creditworthy lenders, and 

owners can see to whom their money goes and what it is being used for (Zopa, 2016c; Prosper, 

2016).  The revenue model for lending companies is based on fees the company charges from both 

owners and users. Owners pay an annual administration fee and users have to pay a so-called 

borrowing fee, which is due when the loan application is approved (Zopa, 2016c; Prosper, 2016). 

Owners earn interest from the money they lend and users get access to loans that traditional banks 

would not have permitted them (Hulme & Wright, 2006).  

 

As the lending industry is highly sensitive to financial fraud, customers are permitted to provide a 

permanent residence license in the country in which the specific lending company operates. 

                                                
7 Acquired German Nachbarschaftsautoa and Autonetzer in 2010 
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Likewise companies are running identity checks to determine credit worthiness and assess risk of 

potential borrowers (Berger & Gleisner, 2009). 

 
Company Launched 

Year  
Country Market 

served 
Industry 
Segment 

The platform Consumer Motivations  Revenue model for the 
Company 

Zopa 2005 UK UK Financial Allow people to lend out 
money to others - personal 
loans 
 

Owner: High interest 
return   
User: Low rate loans 

Lending and borrowing 
fees  

Prosper 2006 US US Financial Allow people to lend out 
money to others - personal 
loans 

Owner: High interest 
return   
User: Low rate loans 

Lending and borrowing 
fees  

Lending club 2007 US US Financial Allow people to lend out 
money to others - personal 
loans 

Owner: High interest 
return   
User: Low rate loans 

Lending and borrowing 
fees  

 

Table  3 - Examples of financial industry companies in sharing economy.  
 
 

2.5.4. Household items Industry 

Household goods are privately owned tangible goods and products used in the household (Business 

Dictionary, 2016). Like other sharing economy industries, companies provide online platforms and 

mobile applications connecting owners who have items for rent with users seeking to rent such 

items. These sites generally target communities for local borrowing and lending so that users can 

get access to items when and where they need them (Peerby, 2016a). As the sharing economy 

company does not own the items shared or take any responsibility in terms of liability or damage of 

the items, the general responsibility is: Listing items, manage consumer data, payment processing, 

and in some cases acting as escrow (Biggs, 2010). 

 

While most companies provide lists of available items to rent, Peerby has found an alternative way 

to match consumers by listing request from people wanting to lend a specific item and then 

instantly notify users in a defined area about the request to find someone willing to lend out such an 

item (Peerby, 2016a).  

 

In some cases, the platform operator charges the owner a fee for the use of its online platform 

service. The fee can either be a yearly subscription fee (Biggs, 2010) or a fee calculated as a 

percentage of the rental cost (HeyNeighbor, 2015). Other companies do not charge consumers 

anything at all, and furthermore do not want their consumers to charge a fee for renting items. 
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Peerby, for example, believe that consumers want to share for the good of helping other (Peerby, 

2016a).  

 
Company Launched 

Year  
Country Market 

served 
Industry 
Segment 

The platform Consumer Motivations  Revenue model for the 
Company 

Peerby 2012 Netherland
s 

Netherlands, 
Germany, 
France, 
Belgium, 
UK 

Household 
items 

Enables consumers to 
borrow the things they 
need from people in their 
neighborhood 

Owner: Doing something 
good for others 
User: Free access to 
"things" rather than 
buying them 
 

Free of charge, company 
receive donations 

Neighbor 
Goods 

2014 US US  Household 
items 

Enables consumers to 
borrow the things they 
need from people in their 
neighborhood 

Owner: Doing something 
good for others 
User: Free access to 
"things" rather than 
buying them 
 

Free of charge, charge 
amount for upgraded 
membership 

Snapgoods 2010-20118 US US Household 
items 

Enables consumers to 
borrow the things they 
need from people in their 
neighborhood 

Owner: Provide additional 
income 
User: More affordable 
access to "things" 
 

Charge a membership fee 

Ecomodo 2007-2015 UK UK Household 
items 

Enables consumers to 
borrow the things they 
need from people in their 
neighborhood 

Owner: Provide additional 
income 
User: More affordable 
access to "things" 

Charge a transaction fee 

Hey 
Neighbor! 9 

2011/2015 US US Household 
items 

Enables consumers to 
borrow the things they 
need from people in their 
neighborhood 

Owner: Provide additional 
income 
User: More affordable 
access to "things" 

Charge a transaction fee 

 
Table  4 - Examples of Household items sharing industry in sharing economy.  

                                                
8 Snappgoods and Ecomodo are no longer in business.  
9 In 2015 HeyNeigbor re-lunched with a new mobile application 
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3. A business model framework for sharing economy  

3.1. Introduction  

The concept of business models has gained much attention, both for company’s competitive success 

and as a tool to identify new models for start-up companies. By using the business model approach 

the competitive structure can be better analyzed and strategic innovation decisions can be made 

(Hamel, 2000). Business models can be understood here as structured management tools, which are 

considered especially relevant for success (Magretta, 2002).	 The purpose of this section is to 

understand how a business model is build up and how the various building blocks can be used to 

design a framework that can be implemented by start-up companies within the sharing economy. 

 

As discussed in chapter 2, the sharing economy has developed markets for things that would not 

have been considered monetizable assets before and accordingly changed the rules of many 

industries and businesses (Geron, 2013). As a consequence of companies introducing new 

(disruptive) strategies and/or approaches, management scholars usually revise, extend or renew 

their standard models and tools to depict a new phenomenon. However, the most common tool, the 

“business model”, has not yet been researched in relation to the new markets of sharing economy 

and C2C behavior. Thus the purpose of this chapter is to assess the most impactful existing business 

model tools from recent literature and discuss the most used components.  

 

First, the versatility of definitions and purpose of business model concept is discussed in section 

3.2. Afterwards, the concept will be critically discussed and compared to alternative approaches as 

strategy. Likewise, the concept in particular relation towards technology in businesses are outlined. 

Finally in section 3.4, major business model approaches are presented and their core components 

illustrated.   

 

Four business model researches are reviewed and an 8-component framework is created. The four 

researches are notable for their differences and the variation of business model components 

mentioned in their research. The selection of models to be discussed in detail is based on (1) the 

applicability to e-business companies, an area which is in fact the focus area of many papers in this 
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field. The models furthermore, had to be (2) relevant for entrepreneurial start-up firms. As the term 

“business model” often has been used ubiquitous in various contexts, the research initially considers 

only those articles by authors who have used the term either in their introduction, abstract or the 

title. Thus, it can be reasonably assumed that the business model concept plays a leading role in the 

respective articles. From the list of business models fulfilling these criteria, four were finally 

selected for this research - based on their (3) unique contribution to the subject as well as the 

number of citations on Google scholar and thus relevancy in management science. The detailed 

selection is presented in appendix 9.1. 

 

3.2. Definition and Purpose of Business models  

The field of Business models is becoming an increasingly popular field to study. From 1995, more 

than 1.200 articles in academic journals have elaborated on this subject (Zott, Amrit, & Massa, 

2011). Historically, the term “business model” is used to describe the “money generation formula” 

of a venture (Morris, Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005). Even this simple setup is still often seen as 

the core of business model concepts in practice. Modern concepts widely expanded its scope and 

purpose, as will be discussed in the following sections. Whereas most research has focused on 

describing the business model and illuminating success and failure of a company, few researchers 

have contributed by creating individual business model frameworks (Zott, Amrit, & Massa, 2011). 

Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) claim that this might be the case due to the fact that the application 

of an existing framework is easier than designing new and innovative business models.  

 

3.2.1. Discussion on Definitions 

Although the Business model concept is widely elaborated upon, it remains ill-defined. In fact, the 

diversity of various definitions are reflected by researchers from diverse fields of study (Morris, 

Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005). Frequently researchers adopt an definition that fits the purpose of 

their specific study (Zott, Amrit, & Massa, 2011). The diversity in definitions is also illuminated by 

the use of various terms for the same matter, e.g. the most frequent terms being “business idea”, 

“revenue model”, “business concep”, or “economic model” (Wirtz, Pistoia, & Ullrich, 2016; 

Magretta, 2002). The multifaceted interpretation spectrum of the term and its purpose, furthermore, 

ranges from particular process descriptions or sales channels, through marketing strategies, and 

tools to capture comprehensive market structure (Schwickert, 2004).  
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Despite the fact that no general definition of the term business model has emerged, there still exist 

consensus among certain characteristics across authors. Morris et al. (2005) examined thirty 

business model definitions in various scientific papers, which led to identifying three general 

categories. These categories were labeled economic, operational, and strategic, each with a unique 

set of decision variables. The author further proposes an integrated definition: A business model is a 

“concise representation of how an interrelated set of decision variables in the areas of venture 

strategy, architecture, and economics are addressed to create sustainable competitive advantage in 

defined markets” (Morris, Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005, p. 727). Similar research was conducted 

by Zott and Amrit (2011). However, the authors address three other or overlapping phenomena: (1) 

e-business and the use of information technology, (2) strategic issues related to value creation and 

competitive advantage, and (3) innovation and technology. It should, however, be mentioned that 

either of the three was found to be necessarily mutually exclusive from the other categories. Even 

though consensus exit amongst research in regards to how they are categorized, the diversity in the 

definition of business models pose a mutual challenge for researchers to produce a holistic 

framework that is applicable to firms in general (Morris, Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005).  

 

3.2.2. Discussion on Business Model Goal and Purpose 

As definitions vary by author, also the concrete purpose of business models range from purely 

descriptive towards assessment of the company in focus and evaluation of their potential success. 

According to Zott and Amrit (Zott & Amrit, 2010), the aim of business models is to exploit a 

business opportunity by creating value for the parties involved. Managers and entrepreneurs can use 

business models as a tool to design their future business, as the design outcome of business model 

can help companies to identify new organizational structures or change an existing structure to 

pursue a new opportunity for unmet needs (Magretta, 2002; Wirtz, Pistoia, & Ullrich, 2016) 

Furthermore, Zott and Amrit (2011) define business models as providing a powerful tool for parties 

involved to understanding the challenges and opportunities of new industries. And finally Baden-

Fuller and Mangematin (2015) claim that business models are created to understand the 

dependencies between value creation and value capture.  
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In sum, a good business model should therefore be used to answer essential questions such as: Who 

is the customer? And what does the customer value? It furthermore should answer the fundamental 

question: How do we make money in this business? And what is the underlying logic that explains 

how we can deliver value to customers at an appropriate cost level? (Magretta, 2002) 

 

3.3. Critical discussion and framing of concept  

Despite the increasing use of the term in science and practice, business model have also been under 

much criticism. Porter criticizes business model by saying that “simply having a business model is 

an exceedingly low bar set for building a company. [ ... ] The business model approach to 

management becomes an invitation for faulty thinking and self-delusion“ (Porter M. E., 2001, p. 

73). The model captures key components of a business plan, but it deals with operational issues that 

transcend the model (Morris, Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005). It is true that many companies have 

been founded on failing business models; the fault however, does not lie with the concept but with 

its distortion and misuse (Magretta, 2002). Success should therefore not be depending on the 

business model alone but come down to entrepreneur’s or management’s ability to adapt the model 

to fit a company’s specific needs (Zott & Amrit, 2010). Magretta (2002) on the other hand argues 

that a business models is essential as it drives attention on how all the components and activities of 

the system fit into a working whole. As such, a good business model can become a powerful tool 

for execution the business strategy.  

 

3.3.1. Relation to Strategic Concepts 

On the other hand, the business model construct builds upon central ideas in business strategy. First 

of all, it builds upon the value chain activities, first described and popularized by Michael Porter 

(1985). New business model tools are variations on the generic value chain underlying all 

businesses. All business models in e-business are based on the generic value creation through basic 

processes of information processing, including information collection, information processing, and 

information transfer (Schwickert, 2004; Magretta, 2002). Business models also draw on the 

resource-based theory (Barney, 1991), where focus is on defining key resources that lead to 

sustained competitive advantage for a company. The shift towards a network focused business 

environment and the company’s fit to the larger value network, can be assumed to come from the 

Strategic Network theory, cooperation strategies, as well as boundary theory. These all demonstrate 
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an underlying building block for business models (Morris, Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005). Finally, 

authors argue that business models incorporate aspects of the transaction cost theory by Williamson 

(1981), which are the costs incurred in making an economic exchange (Zott, Amrit, & Massa, 2011; 

Morris, Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005). 

 

In sum, business models have elements of both strategic and operational effectiveness. However, 

researchers argue that business models should not be confused with strategy. Whereas business 

models describe how the different components fit together, strategies include the dimension of 

performance such as competition (Wirtz, Pistoia, & Ullrich, 2016). Porter (1996) further describes 

that competitive strategy is about performing different activities than your rivals, or about 

performing similar activities in different ways. Margretta (2002) therefore argues that competitors 

can copy a business model, but the underlying strategy is what makes a company stand out from 

competitors.  

 

The business model design translates the overall business strategy into a plan of how companies 

will compete in a market place (Johnson, 2010). The focus should be on blending strategy with 

business models to discover future business opportunities for companies (Morris, Schindehutteb, & 

Allenc, 2005) 

 

3.3.2. Business Models in a Technology age 

Business models have gained greater significance in the literature with the advent of the Internet in 

the mid-1990s (Wirtz, Pistoia, & Ullrich, 2016). Before the Internet, business planning was 

focusing on single-case based forecast and business models were created more by accident than by 

design (Magretta, 2002). The advancing technological development and the introduction of 

electronic businesses also allowed for new ways to create and deliver value (Zott, Amrit, & Massa, 

2011). As a consequence the largest amount of research on business models come from the 

exploration of electronic commerce (e-commerce) business, where focus has been on capturing 

revenue stream from companies operation online (Morris, Schindehutteb, & Allenc, 2005). Some 

research has even included technology as a sub-part of their business model framework. As such, 

Chesborough and Rosenbloom (2002) consider the business model as a construct that mediates the 

relationship between technological inputs and economic outputs. Likewise, Alt and Zimmermann 
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(2001) describe technology as an enabler and a constraint for business model as well as the ongoing 

technological development. Business models are fundamentally linked with technological 

innovation, yet the business model construct is essentially separable from technology. 

 

3.4. Business Model Components 

In this section, the four business models identified as most applicable for sharing economy 

businesses are introduced. In specific (1) application to e-businesses, (2) application to 

entrepreneurial start-ups and (3) unique contribution to the business model research demonstrate 

selective criterion to determine the best applicability. The detailed assessment is displayed in table 

5. As a result, the most cited research of Alt and Zimmerman (2001), Johnson (2010), and 

Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) are introduced. However, this paragraph begins with looking at 

Hamel (2000), who “lead the revolution” of business model components in regards to e-business, 

followed by a detailed illustration of all components used in these models.  

 

Hamel (2000) was one of the first researchers to identify a business model framework with 

components related to e-business. He argues that future business model innovation will be the key 

to create new wealth and that competition no longer takes place between products or companies, but 

between business models. Without a new radical and highly profitable business model, companies 

will fail to achieve any sort of competitive advantage. Hamel furthermore states that business model 

simply is a business concept that has been put into practice.  

 

Hamel develops a model that consists of four key components: Core Strategy, Strategic Resources, 

Customer Interface, and Value Network. These components are linked together by three additional 

“bridge” components, customer benefits, configuration and company boundaries. Underpinning the 

business model are factors that determine the profit potential of the business model. Hamel 

emphasize that the quest for a company is to have a strategy that is different from the competitors – 

and not just in one area, but in all components of the business model. 

 
 
Alt and Zimmerman (2001) develop a meta-model based on the analysis of business model 

publications available at that point in time. The main components in their model are Mission, 

Structure, Processes, and Revenues. But unlike other authors Alt and Zimmermann (2001) add two 
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complementary dimensions: Technology and Legal issues, whereas technology is defined as both an 

enabler and a constraint to business opportunities. Likewise legal issues influence all aspects of the 

business model and the general vision. 

 

Alt and Zimmerman’s single components covers are defined more broadly than subsequent business 

models. As such, they identify the component Mission which covers both strategic goals as well as 

the value proposition. Likewise, the component Structure describes both the customers and the 

network community.  

 

Johnson (2010) introduces business models in his book by stating that all companies operate 

according to a business model, which defines how a company delivers value to customers at a 

profit. Johnson (2010), furthermore, explains that Business models innovation can be used, as a 

catalyst for growth and fulfilling unmet customer needs by transforming existing markets, or by 

“creating tomorrow’s new markets” (p. xiv). The author refers to these types of innovation 

opportunities as the “white space”.  

 

Based on an extensive study of companies from a wide range of industries, Johnson (2010) lays out 

a practical framework that identifies four fundamental building blocks for creating successful 

business models. His four-box business model framework includes the components: Customer 

value proposition, Profit formula, Key resources and Key processes. These components are 

interdependent and connected by the business rules, behavioral norms and success metrics that keep 

the system in balance and ensure the company’s repeatedly customer value delivery and profit 

formula fulfillment. 

 

The business model canvas, or just canvas, by Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) have been highly 

researched and applied throughout recent literature and could therefore not be neglected in this 

research. Their take on business models broadly describes how an organization creates, delivers and 

captures value. The book defines a systematic approach on how to invent, design, and implement 

new business model designs.  

 

The canvas model is building around nine central components: Customer Segments, Value 

Propositions, Channels, Customer Relationships, Revenue Streams, Key Activities, Key Resources, 
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Key Partnerships, and Cost Structure. These nine elements cover four areas: customers, offer, 

infrastructure and financial viability. The book offers a practical guide of how to systematically 

understand, design and implement a new business model.  

 

3.5.  Introducing the components 

Wirtz et al. (2016) recently published a research where they map various business model 

components identified by other researchers into an integrated framework. In this paper this 

integrated framework is used to map the different business components from the selected articles in 

the following section.  

As not all the components mentioned by Wirtz et al. (2016) were represented in the four selected 

publications, this research modifies the framework accordingly: The component “procurement” is 

excluded and some components are relabeled. An overview of all components used by selected 

authors is displayed in table 5. 

 

  
# 
Citations  

Strategy Value 
preposition 

Customer & 
customer 

relationship 

Partner 
network Resources 

Processes 
and 

activities 

Revenue 
Stream 

Cost 
structure 

Hamel (2000) 3127 

Core 
strategy  Customer 

interface 
Value 
network 

Strategic 
resources    

Alt & 
Zimmerman 
(2001) 71 

Mission - Strategic goals 
and value preposition 

Structure - Business 
community and customers  Processes Revenue  

Johnson 
(2010) 1516 

 
Customer 
value 
proposition 

  Key 
resources 

Key 
processes 

Profit 
formula  

Osterwalder 
& Pigneur 
(2010) 3170 

 Value 
proposition 

Customer 
segment, 
customer 
relationship, 
channels 

Key 
partners 

Key 
resources 

Key 
activities 

Revenue 
stream 

Cost 
structure 

 
Table  5 - Overview of components presented by the selected authors.  

 

The components explained in this section are: (1) Strategy, (2) Value proposition, (3) Customer and 

customer relationship, (4) Partners network, (5) Resources, (6) Processes and activities, (7) 

Revenue stream, and (8) Cost structure.  
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3.5.1. Strategy  

After the dot.com boom in the late 1990s the literature surrounding business models focused more 

and more on strategic elements of the organization in relation to its business model (Zott, Amrit, & 

Massa, 2011). As such, it is not surprisingly that Hamel (2000) and Alt and Zimmerman (2001) 

both include “strategy” as a central part of their business model components.  

 

The strategy component describes the, mission and vision, the product and market scope, as well as 

how a company will differentiate from competitors. The mission and vision statements are viewed 

as the most critical elements, together with value preposition, in the research by Alt and 

Zimmermann (2001). However, the authors do not further give a definition on how the mission or 

vision should be understood or defined. Hamel (2000), on the other hand, describe how the vision 

statement should provide guidance and inspiration by defining the optimal desired future state of 

what an organization wants to achieve over time. The mission statement defines what a company 

does or the purpose of an organization as well as how the present situation leads to the future. In 

sum, the mission and vision is unique for each company and should mirror the value preposition. 

Hamel (2000), however, state that changing the mission statement does not necessarily result in 

business model innovation, unless a statement is very different compared with competitors in a 

highly competitive environment. 

 

The scope of a business capture the essence of where a company intent to compete – especially 

defining the geographical area (Hamel, 2000). Hamel (2000) also introduce customer segment 

group, referred to as product scope, as part of the market scope. This, however, will further be 

discussed as a part of the customer component in this paper and will therefore be left out here.  

 

The last sub-component, the basis for differentiation, is asking questions in regards to how 

companies intent to compete and how they intent to differentiate their business from competitors. A 

company should develop unique product or services that are different from competitors or target at 

different segments then competitors (Hamel, 2000).  

 

Whereas Hamel (2000) and Alt Zimmerman (2001) identify strategic goals as part of the business 

model components, strategy is seen as a separate entity in the view by Osterwalder and Pigneur 

(2010). The researchers describe, “business models should be understood as a blueprint for a 
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strategy to be implemented trough organizational structure, systems and processes” (Osterwalder 

and Pigneur, 2010 p. 112).  

 

3.5.2. Value Proposition 

One of the most talked about components in the business models literature is the value proposition. 

A focused value proposition is the key to a successful business model (Johnson, 2010). Osterwalder 

and Pigneur (2010) describe value proposition as “the bundle of products and service that create 

value for a specific customer segment” (p. 22). They further describe that the proposition should 

consider which customer needs a company intend to satisfy, and what problems the company is 

helping the customer with.  This description complements the definition of value described by 

Johnson (2010) in which he defined the value proposition as “an offering that helps customers more 

efficiently, reliable, conveniently, or affordable solve an important problem at a given price” (p. 

25). He also suggests the proposition should emphasis how value is delivered relative to other 

options or competitors (Johnson, 2010). 

 

Alt and Zimmerman (2001), on the other hand, include value proposition as part of their mission 

component. However, they do not further explain the concept, besides describing that an innovative 

value propositions can transform the rules of competition. Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) likewise 

argue that some value proposition might be innovative and represent a new or disruptive offer. 

Overall, the value proposition seeks to solve customer problems and satisfy customer needs better 

than competitors and substitutes.  

3.5.3. Customer and customer relationship 

Some authors see the customer component as the heart of the business model (Osterwalder & 

Pigneur, 2010). This component focuses on three sub-components, namely customer segment, 

customer relationship, and marketing and sale channels.  

 

The customer segments are the group of consumers to whom a company addresses its value 

creation. Companies can target specific consumer segments such as niche or mass markets, or even 

combine diversified segments. Each segment represents a group of people with similar needs, who 

each will benefit from the service provided by the company. Once a segment is defined, the 
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company can design the business models around it to fulfill the selected target segments needs 

(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).  

 

The component customer relationship refers to the nature of the interaction between a company 

and the producer. The relationship should evoke some kind of loyalty for the customer that makes 

them wanting to return (Hamel, 2000). The company should also consider what type of relationship 

the customers expect and how the company can maintain a good relationship to the customers 

(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). The kind of relationship can vary from personal-assistance, co-

creation, communities, self-service to automated services.  

 

The marketing and sale channels focus on how a company reaches out to its customers (Hamel, 

2000). Marketing channels can either be facilitated directly by the company’s own channels or 

indirectly through partners or third parties (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Furthermore, the choice 

of marketing and sale channel mix should cover all customer encounter points over time, from 

creating awareness of a company, to facilitate purchase and post-purchase support to retain 

customers (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).  

 
Whereas Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) separate Customer, Customer relationship, and Channel 

into three different components, other authors combine them into a single customer component. As 

mentioned earlier, Hamel (2000) even consider customer segment as part of the core strategy, and 

the relationship and marketing channels as part of the customer segment.  

 

3.5.4. Partner Network 

A company’s partner network, also often referred to as the “value network”, summarizes all 

external partners or suppliers that surround the company (Hamel, 2000). Partners typically supply 

essential resources or activities, which compliment and amplify a company’s own resources. As 

such key suppliers will most likely be considered as partners (Hamel, 2000). Osterwalder and 

Pigneur (2010) likewise consider key partners to be the “network of suppliers and partner that make 

business model work” (p. 38). They furthermore argue that there are many reasons or motives why 

companies choose specific partnerships. Companies use partnerships to acquire recourses, optimize 

processes and activities, or to reduce risks (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). As such, the 
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combinations of partnership-types and motivations for creating partnerships are multiple and 

therefore depend on the activities or resources a company needs to acquire from partners.  

 

3.5.5. Resources 

As a reaction to this external view on business components, resources are the company’s internal 

competences and ability to create value for customers (Hamel, 2000). The most important resources 

include physical, human, or technological resources.  

 

Physical resources include manufacturing facilities, offices building, or equipment such as 

computers and hardware(Johnson, 2010; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; Hamel, 2000).  Every 

company needs human recourses in terms of specific know-how or experience. However, for some 

companies human resources are more prominent (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Johnson (2010), 

for example, argues that people are a critical resource for a service company. Finally, researchers 

also introduced technology as a key resource(Johnson, 2010). Companies using technology as a key 

resource should also consider the ongoing technological development and the impact on business 

model design (Alt & Zimmermann, 2001). However, Alt and Zimmerman (2001) consider 

technology issues to affect all aspects of the business model.  

 

The ideal combination of key resources depends entirely on company specifics and how the specific 

company creates and offers value to a specific customer group (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). 

Furthermore, Hamel (2000) argues that companies rest on unique firm-specific resources, and this 

in itself is a competitive advantage.  

 

3.5.6. Processes and activities 

Authors refer to this component differently: Whereas Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) talk about 

key activities, Johnson (2010) and Alt and Zimmerman (2001) name it key processes and processes 

respectively. The component activities focuses on the most important actions a company must 

perform to make its business model work and become successful (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). 

Johnson (2010) defines them as “the means by which a company delivers on the customer value 

proposition in a sustainable, repeatable, scalable, and manageable way” (p. 39). He further argues 

that the synergy between key processes and key resources is critical to the success of the business.   
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Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) also argue that key activities differ depending on the type of 

business model a company applies. They furthermore provide examples of how activities could be 

categorized for different types of companies. As such, manufacturing companies are dominated by 

production related activities, the operations of consultancies and other service organizations are 

dominated by problem solving activities, and finally platforms are dominated by platform or 

network related activities. However, most importantly all business models rely on a number of key 

activities or processes. Processes show the elements of the value creation process, and which 

requirements they address in the customer process (Alt & Zimmermann, 2001).  

 

3.5.7. Revenue stream 

Alt and Zimmerman (2001) define revenue as the ‘bottom line’ of the business model. Revenue 

stream represents the cash a company makes by creating value for its customers, but it also includes 

the price a customer is willing to pay. As such, revenue stream include two sub-component, pricing 

and revenue. 

 

Pricing defines the strategic decision of a company setting the pricing mechanism and price level at 

which it will sell its products or services. The pricing mechanism can either be fixed or dynamic. 

Fixed prices are based on static variables whereas dynamic pricing is charged based on market 

conditions (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Pricing can also either be defined by the company itself 

(direct pricing) or by third parties (indirect pricing) (Johnson, 2010).  Finally, some transactions 

requires payment upfront and some payments occur or after the transaction. This is therefore also an 

impact that companies should consider as part of pricing. A company can use pricing to achieve the 

financial goals of the company or supports the product or service market position towards 

competitors (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).  

 

Revenue is a framework a company uses to generate cash from each customer transaction or from 

other indirect revenue activities such as advertisement. There are several ways to generate revenue 

for a company as asset sale, usage sale, subscription fees, lending or renting revenue, licensing, 

brokerage fee, and advertising revenue Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010).  The authors, furthermore, 

define that the each revenue model might have different pricing strategies. Johnson (2010) 
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introduces revenue as the amount of money a company makes in regards to the offering price times 

the quantity sold. He, furthermore, consider pricing to be the starting point for determine revenue. 

 

3.5.8. Cost Structure 

The cost structure describes the most important costs incurred from delivering value to customers 

and maintaining the relationship with the customers. Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) define cost 

structure as the sum of the costs derived from key resources and those key activities a company 

must do to deliver value to the customers. The authors also categorize costs as fixed cost or variable 

costs. Manufacturing companies are considered to have a high proportion of fixed costs, whereas 

service companies are characterized by a high proportion of variable costs. Osterwalder and Pigneur 

(2010) are the only authors who identify a separate component for cost. However, as part of the 

component “profit formula” also Johnson (2010) mention that companies should have a well-

defined cost structure.  

 

In sum, the theoretical framework has introduced eight components, including several sub-

components that were considered important by the researches in the four selected research paper 

and thus relevant for our purpose. Figure 3 provides an illustration of the meta-model framework 

with the components considered by the researchers above.  

 

 
Figure 3 – Preliminary meta-model framework 
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4. Methodology 

4.1. Research approach  

A theory has been proposed in the previous chapter. In the following chapters this theory will be 

analyzed, discussed and evaluated. This research can therefore be considered to build on the logic 

of deductive research approach. Deductive research finds explanations from a theoretical standpoint 

that then considers a hypothesis to be tested through observation. This research approach is 

concerned with explaining some social regularity that has been discovered and which is not 

understood. As such, researchers look for deductive reasoning for possible explanation for behavior 

or phenomenon observed (Blaikie, 2010).  

4.2. Research method 

The following analysis will consider the impact of sharing economy characteristics on business 

model components in order to provide suggestions and managerial implications for success of the 

business model. For this purpose a three-dimensional matrix is designed outlining the (1) impact of 

sharing economy characteristic on (2) business model components in the (3) context of relevant 

sharing economy industries. Table 6 illustrates the applied combinations of (1) & (3), which 

indicates that not all combinations are applicable: While the impact of the characteristic C2C can be 

analyzed across all industries (characterized with an “x”), the impact of temporary usage is limited 

towards the household items industry and lastly the impact of technology will be discussed 

holistically and indirectly across all industries (characterized with “(x)”).  

 

 Hospitality Transportation Financial Household items 

Technology (x) (x) (x) (x) 

Temporary-use - - - x 

C2C x x x x 

 

Table  6 – Overview of what industries are analyzed based on the sharing economy characteristics 
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As illustrated in table 6, temporary-use will only be analyzed based on the household item industry. 

As defined in chapter 2, the term "temporary-use" is defined as the temporary exchange between 

two consumers and does therefore not consider the ownership status of the companies. Ownership 

exchange will therefore mean that items are permanently transferred from one consumer to another. 

Hospitality, Transportation, and Financial industries are all considered as service industries, 

meaning that none of these facilitate transfer of ownership(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Hamari, 

Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015). Section 5.3 will, therefore, only use examples from the Household 

Item industry to define the impact on components of temporary usage in the C2C market.  

 

In each cell of the three-dimensional matrix of characteristics-industry-and-component, we compare 

two (or more) exemplary companies with opposing characteristics (e.g. C2C sharing economy 

example-company compared with an analogous B2C-company). Using an opposing characteristic 

of the sharing economy characteristic can be considered as a control variable and thereby identify 

the impact of the sharing economy characteristics of the various components. Hereby, first the 

difference between the two (or more) examples is assessed. Afterwards, the weight of this 

difference is analyzed to determine its impact on applicability of the model and its single 

components.  Hereby, “impact” is defined that either specific thought is required to cover sharing 

economy specifics or the importance of the component shifts significantly. As potential 

consequences of high impact, a redesign of the model could be forced – either as emphasis on 

single components of expressive importance or realignment of components (e.g. split / merge) due 

to required specific thought. Figure 4 illustrates the approach in form of a decision tree. The impact 

statement is made holistically across all assessed examples within each cell. Consequently, 

observed difference in examples does not automatically result in a positive impact assessment. 

 

Figure 4 - Impact judgment approach: Difference, Impact and consequences of required model adjustment  
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In each of the following analysis sections the impact of a characteristic is outlined while 

considering all business model components. First, an introduction of the content of the business 

model component will be made. Afterwards, selected examples across all relevant industries are 

given and lastly the impact of the characteristic is summarized. Due to its extensiveness, the 

complete analysis (including all example analysis) can be found in the appendix. Its structure is 

displayed in table 7, showing exemplary the impact of C2C on the Mission/Vision (as part of 

strategy component) across all four relevant industries; For the sake of completeness both 

comparable combinations of C2C vs. B2C and C2C vs. B2B2C example companies are examined. 

Doing this, a sharing economy paragon as Airbnb (C2C) can be compared with B2C companies as 

Hilton Worldwide and intermediary booking platforms as booking.com representing B2B2C all at 

once. 

 
Component Sub-Component Industry Cases Example Analysis Impact Statement 

C2C vs B2C A 
Hospitality 

C2C vs B2B2C B 
C2C vs B2C C 

Transportation 
C2C vs B2B2C D 

Financial C2C vs B2C E 

Strategy Mission/vision 

Household items C2C vs B2C F 

Low/Medium/High 

 

Table  7 – Comparison of the impact of C2C characteristic on strategy: mission/vision component.   

 

In total 90 Cases are analyzed regarding the impact of C2C characteristic (15 components x 6 

industry-case-combinations), 15 cases for the temporary usage characteristic, while the technology 

characteristic will be discussed holistically across all components. Because of the author’s 

particular interest in the German sharing economy market, only companies currently operation in 

Germany were selected for this research10. The selection of companies used for the analyses is 

shown in table 8 below. A short introduction of the companies used is given in the appendix as 

well. 

 

 

 
                                                
10 All companies selected for this research operate in Germany except for Zopa and Pley. There are currently no 
companies in the German market that operate within these industries. Zopa and Pley were selected because both 
companies are considering expanding to the European market and Germany could therefore be a future candidate.  
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Section  Industry Characteristics of 
sharing economy 

Sharing economy 
companies 

Characteristics of non 
sharing economy 

Non-sharing 
economy companies 

5.3 
 

Household items Temporary-use Peerby Ownership exchange eBay 

B2C Hilton Hospitality 
C2C Airbnb 

B2B2C Agoda 

B2C Flixbus Transportation 
C2C Uber 

B2B2C mytaxi 

B2C DKB-Privatdarlehen Lending 
C2C Zopa 

B2B2C n/a11 

B2C Pley 

5.4 

Household items 
C2C Peerby 

B2B2C n/a11 

 

Table  8 – Comparative companies used in the analysis.  

 
The overall research method outlined in figure 5, which illustrates the sequence and relation of 

previous and upcoming steps in this research. As displayed, in the analysis chapter the difference 

between sharing economy and comparable companies is investigated on difference and potential 

effect on the designed meta-model. Following, in the discussion section, the consequences of the 

impact on the model design are discussed and implied. But also a discussion of potentially missing 

elements of the extended model will take place. In the end, all insights result in an extended meta 

business model fully applicable to sharing economy ventures.  

 
Figure 5 - Sequence of steps in overall research methodology  

                                                
11 No company, to the author’s knowledge, currently fulfills the role, as mediator in a B2B2C setup. 
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4.3. Data collection 

The data used for this research is primarily secondary data collected through google.com, 

scholar.google.com and the CBS Library search focusing on either sharing economy or business 

models. Relevant data was also found from online publishers such as techcrunch, anglelist and 

gruenderszene. Non-scientific secondary sources have, furthermore, been used to support and 

enrich the picture of the various findings.  

 

The data collected for the analysis was found trough examining home pages of respective 

companies as well as through professional magazines and generic online searches. However, a 

potential lack in reliability and validity of information used, cannot be ruled out because of the 

companies’ biased viewpoint, and online sources might also not be reliable. Alternatively, this 

research could also have been conducted based on qualitative interviews. However, only 

management or CEO’s of sharing economy companies would be able to give insight about the 

business’s application of business model. Such information is highly sensitive or even confidential 

and the likelihood of gathering useful information had been therefore considered as limited. 

Another alternative approach, as to gathering data through observations, could be a quantitative 

study of sharing economy companies. However, a quantitative research would require a large 

amount of data for the research to be valid. Likewise, this approach would also require insight into 

sensitive or confidential data, which may not be possible. The choice of research is therefore a 

qualitative observation study. This choice also means that entrepreneurs have equal opportunities to 

replicate the research for their own purpose.  
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5. Analysis 

5.1. Introducing the analysis 

In the theoretical framework section, eight different business model components, identified by 

various researchers, were introduced. The research have furthermore, outlined the most relevant 

industries and characteristics of sharing economy. In this chapter we will analyze the impact of 

exactly those sharing economy characteristics on business model components.  

The first section looks at the impact of technology on all business model components. In the 

second, the impact of temporary-use on business model components is addressed, and finally the 

impact of C2C on each of the components is investigated in the third section.  

 

5.2. Technology and Business model components. 

As previously described, the choice of business model research selected for this research is based 

on their relation and applicability to e-business. Therefore all business models discussed and their 

components already reflect technological characteristics. In fact, they are not only applicable for e-

businesses; they are often designed with the aim to cover technology based / e-business companies. 

Figure 6 prove that this is also the case in practice: As part of their references, Osterwalder’s 

consulting company strategyzer claims several technology based companies, such as Microsoft, 

Adobe, SAP and Intel, use their methodology.  

 

 
 
Figure 6 - Application of “business model canvas” across industries Source:(Strategyzer, 2016)   
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The influence of this characteristic on business model components is therefore already considered 

in the business model research. However, specific requirements to single business ideas might 

occur. For example, Johnson (2010) and Alt & Zimmermann (2001) introduce technology as a sub-

component of the “resource” component, which had been inherited into the meta-model. 

Consequently, specific technological characteristics or requirements of sharing economy companies 

in comparison to other online companies are analyzed in the context of the characteristics C2C and 

temporary usage.    

 

5.3. Temporary usage and Business model component 

In the following analysis the impact of temporary-use markets on the different business model 

components defined in the theoretical framework is analyzed. We compare companies in the 

temporary-use market with ones from classical ownership exchange markets for each of the eight 

components. The term "temporary-use" is focused purely on the end user of a service. Regardless if 

a company does or does not own the product or service in the process, it is the ownership status of 

the end consumer which matters in this analysis. For example, eBay does not own the traded 

product at any time in the process – it is not buying the good from one customer and reselling it to 

the final customer, but it enables the transfer of ownership from customers to customers (C2C). A 

sharing economy company as Peerby, however, would also only be a mediator in the C2C 

interaction, but in addition here the receiving customer would not receive ownership of the traded 

good. eBay is thus the perfect counterpart for a sharing economy company to analyze temporary-

use, because it shares the C2C characteristic but facilitates ownership exchange. 

 

As mentioned in the methodology, ownership is never transferred in the case of services. As such, 

this section will only compare a sharing economy companies in the household items industry. The 

examples used, Peerby (temporary-use) and eBay (ownership exchange), are introduced more 

extensively in the appendix. Furthermore, as some components did not have an impact on 

temporary-usage these will not be profoundly discussed in this section. An extensive analysis can 

therefore be found in appendix.  
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5.3.1. Strategy 

As defined in the theoretic framework, strategy conceals three sub-components, namely mission 

and vision, scope, and the basis for differentiation.  

 

The analysis, found that companies mediating temporary-use, as to transfer of ownership, have an 

impact on scope as companies facilitating temporary use items were restricting by proximity of the 

members. For example, Peerby provide service to about 100,000 members in the Netherlands, 

Belgium, London, Berlin, and in six US pilot cities (Peerby, 2016b). However, whereas eBay 

provide service to users all over the world and allow users to buy household items (amongst others) 

across different regions and countries, Peerby service is limited to neighborhood sharing. Members 

in one region cannot see or request items from members in another region. Because Peerby 

customers are reliant on neighbors in their direct vicinity, the “biggest obstacle in internationalizing 

the platform is the acquisition of a sufficient number of users, in a specific limited geographical 

area” (Dervojeda et al. 2013. p. 13) This means that the geographical scope for Peerby might be 

limited to more dense areas, such as larger cities.  

 

Summarizing, the strategic component is only partly impacted by companies facilitating temporary-

use of items. The mission and vision, as well as basis for differentiation are defined as unique and 

should therefore be different across all companies. Analyzed difference between example 

companies does not result in any impact on the component. Furthermore, the existing difference 

regarding scope revealed impact on the model component: the scope for temporary-use companies 

is limited to specific geographical areas with high density. Because sharing economy businesses are 

limited in scope-decisions and not in other strategic components, this impact requires realignment 

in component.  

 

5.3.2. Value proposition 

Each value preposition combines variations of how a company intends to solve customers’ 

problems, and how benefits will be delivered, as well as the reason a consumer should chose one 

company over another.  
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For example, as both Peerby and eBay mediate between owners and users, both companies’ value 

propositions are directed at two distinct but interdependent consumer segments, namely the seller 

and the buyer. Peerby’s value proposition claims enabling “borrow and share items with your 

neighbors in a safe and fun environment” (Peerby, 2016a). While eBay’s value proposition aims at 

“crating a market place where sellers and buyers can trade freely” (eBay, 2016g). Although these 

value propositions might address similar consumers, there is one thing that makes each unique: 

Where Peerby address people who want to lend and borrow, eBay address people who want to sell 

and own. As such, the underlying benefit and reason for each proposition could be “sharing to feel 

good about helping other” or “economic benefits”.  

Nevertheless, a value proposition for a company providing exactly the same service would likely be 

different. Especially because one of the criteria for a good value proposition is that it should define 

why customers should chose one company over another. By doing so a value proposition not only 

becomes competitive but also unique.  

 

The value proposition for temporary-usage is different from ownership exchange. However, as a 

good value proposition should be unique and therefore different, a difference in the value 

proposition means that there is no impact on the value proposition component, because the industry-

driven difference can smoothly be reflected within the given component frame. As such, temporary-

usage of goods does not impact the value proposition component.  

 

5.3.3. Customer and customer relationship 

The customer component covers three underlying components, customer segment, relationship, and 

marketing and sales channel.  

 

Why buy when you can borrow? This is the mantra Peerby’s use to target consumers looking for 

more sustainable and cost efficient way of consuming goods (Peerby, 2016a). Herman Kienhouis, 

one of Peerby’s investors, points out, “more and more consumers start to realize that access to stuff 

is actually cheaper, more convenient and greener than ownership” (Beardsley, 2015). While 

temporary-use, over ownership may be gaining fashion, other researchers argues that a company 

has to scale in order to really change people's habits. Companies need enough liquidity to provide 

efficient service, and companies therefore need thousands of items to lend or borrow. This is what 



  Page 51 of 98 

has made eBay so successful on a global scale (Beardsley, 2015). As such, while Peerby’s customer 

segment value temporary use over ownership, eBay target those how value ownership rather then 

temporary-usage. On the other hand, both Peerby and eBay link two distinct but interdependent 

customer groups together, namely owners who want to sell or lend and users who wants to borrow 

or own. Both distinct segments are required to make the business model work. These 

interdependent types of market are also referred to as multi-sided markets (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 

2010). Because one segment is depending on the other segment’s present, the value of the services 

to each group increases along with the number of customers in the other interdependent groups. In 

economic research this is referred to as the network effect (Evans, 2013).  

 

Value creation expectation for customer seeking temporary-access to goods might vary from 

customer seeking ownership of goods. However, both platforms are depending on two-sided 

markets and therefore need to attract complementary participants in order to create value for either 

group. Temporary-usage and ownership exchange therefore also share common consumer segments 

characteristics. We therefore define temporary-use to have slight impact on customer segment. 

Furthermore, as both markets provide self-service with automated processes, neither have a direct 

relationship with the customers. No impact of temporary-use can therefore be considered on the 

sub-component relationship. Finally, both temporary-use and ownership-exchange used a 

considerable selection of direct and indirect channels for marketing and sale. However, as there was 

no significant difference in the use of marketing and sales channels we cannot defines that 

temporary-usage have an impact on marketing and sales channels. Overall, the analysis revealed a 

slight impact on the customer segment.  

 

5.3.4. Partner network 

The partners in a network can facilitate different functions for a company either to reduce cost or 

make processes more efficient.  

 

Peerby believe in a sustainable way of consuming and share scares resources, they therefore 

cooperate with many local as well as global companies to achieve this. These companies are 

defined as partners on Peerby website (Peerby, 2016a). However, as they are mainly funding Peerby 

they might not be considered key partners. On the other hand, as these companies are likely to 



  Page 52 of 98 

create awareness for sustainable consumption, this could ad to a competitive advantage for Peerby. 

Peerby’s service is currently free of charge. However, to reduce uncertainty and risk from using 

Peerby, the company is currently partnering with Centraal Beheer Achmea to develop a warranty 

program to protect the lenders in case of damage or loss (Peerby, 2016a). With this new initiative, 

Peerby is creating new possibilities for earning money. Peerby recently launched PeerbyGO, which 

is an extension of their service that includes delivery and pick up of items lend online. The service 

is currently only available in Amsterdam and currently does not include a specific partner. 

However, the founder Daan Weddepohl announced in an interview that the plan for PeerbyGO is to 

partner with a delivery company in the future (Arets, 2015). Because Peerby is a relatively young 

company, there is still much potential for future partnerships to be formed. eBay, on the other hand, 

have many years of experience and have already established relationship with a diverse partner 

network. These include, financial partners to facilitate electronic payment, delivery partners, and 

outsourcing partners. For example, eBay partner with different delivery partner in different 

countries. Shipping in the U.S. include three partners; The United States Postal Service (USPS), 

United Parcel Service (UPS), and FedEx (eBay, 2016e). Generally companies outsource business 

activities to partners, in order to save costs or to optimize processes. For example, eBay have 

outsourced its customer support activities to a partner company (eBay, 2016b).  

 

Partners are selected and retained specifically for each company. The examples above give a good 

indication of the diverse selection of key partners that each company partner with. However, 

because the network of key partners surrounding a company is generally very unique for each 

company, a difference in the partner selection cannot be considered as impact.  

 

5.3.5. Resources  

Resources are the assets required to make the business model work. In the theoretical framework 

we defined three sub-components; Physical, Human, and Technological resources.  

 

As for all e-business companies, Peerby and eBay also highly depend on technological recourses.  

One of the most important technological recourse for Peerby is the software behind their request-

based system that facilitates the platform. The software technology is built on an algorithm that 

includes location-based technology. The success and competitive advantage of Peerby is based on 
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this request-based system that focus on user rather then the owner. Once a user request an item, a 

push notification is send to nearby members based on the algorithm (Morrissey, 2015). Never the 

less, the platform is where the service is delivered and without it there will be no business. We 

might therefore consider Peerby’s platform to be their key resource. The technology behind eBay’s 

platform was build by the founder Pierre Omidyar back in 1995, but has been under development 

ever since. The system allows owner to list items for sale that users buy directly online. To secure 

and innovate the payment process, eBay purchased PayPal in 2002. Together, PayPal and eBay’s 

strong synergies benefit both businesses and consumers (eBay, 2016c). However, like Peerby, the 

key technological resource for eBay is their online marketplace platform that facilitates the 

transactions. Without the platforms there would be no business to run. 

 

By analyzing the different resource sub-components we found that especially one sub-component 

was important to both Peerby and eBay. Technological resources, and especially the platform, 

obviously play a key role for both Peerby and eBay and for the companies continuous operations. 

Other sub-components were considered important for the as important resources. However, as the 

selection and combination of physical resources and human know-how is considered to be very 

unique for different businesses, we cannot consider temporary-use to impact these sub-components.  

 

We might therefore conclude that technology may even be the key resource for both companies. 

However, as the technology, or more specific the platform, was considered the key resource for 

both temporary-use and ownership exchange companies there is no difference between the two 

markets. As such, there is not impact of temporary-use on this component.  

 

5.3.6. Processes and activities 

Processes and activities describe the most important actions or task a company carry out. Key 

processes activities are those that secure the continuous success of a company. Osterwalder and 

Pigneur (2010), even suggest that companies operation through platforms is dominated by platform 

or network activities such as platform management, devolvement, and maintenance.  

 

For example, Peerby’s key resource is the platform, which powers the item sharing service Peerby 

provide. This service is based on a complex software algorithm that connects item holders with 
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users requesting a certain item. The activities and processes supporting the service and platform is 

therefore focusing on mainly three areas, building and maintaining the search, managing the 

exchange of items, and acquiring new members. To give an example, Peerby is currently testing 

different extensions options for the site in order to improve the service (Arets, 2015). We can 

therefore assume that developers and website engineers continuously are improving the website and 

mobile application. Likewise, eBay’s website, eBay.com, is the platform through which all the 

transactions between owners and users are hosted. The technology behind eBay’s listing and search 

functions is considered as being the “heart of the business” (eBay, 2016c). The platform is 

supported by a team of developers and data analytics, who collect customer data in order to better 

understand how services can be improved to make eBay better for our customers (eBay, 2016a). As 

such, processes and online activities are constantly under development and maintenance.  

 

These are just a few examples of how Peerby and eBay allocate key processes and activities. 

However, as the key processes and activities for both companies are those activities surrounding the 

platform and mobile application we must assume that no profound difference exists between the 

companies. As such, temporary-usage does not impact the component processes and activities.  

 

5.3.7. Revenue stream 

The component revenue stream includes two sub-component, pricing and revenue. Pricing is 

analyzed based on different criteria such as who determine the prices (company or owner), what 

pricing mechanism is used (Fixed or dynamic) and when can consumers see the final price before or 

after a transaction. Although pricing is important, it is only one element in designing the revenue 

stream. Online platforms also often have other revenue models that provide a continuous revenue 

stream. These include subscription, memberships fee, and transactions fees.  

 

For example, Peerby do not charge anything for members to use their service. Pricing for Peerby is 

therefore not included as part of their revenue stream. However, Peerby plans to include a fee for 

premium membership subscription and a rental fee for high-value items. Furthermore, as mentioned 

earlier, Peerby is working with Centraal Beheer Achmea to develop an insurance program. The 

insurance is optional for the lenders, but can be added for a small fee (Arets, 2015). At eBay every 

seller can list 20 items for free and eBay then charge a flat final value fee of 10% of the sale price. 
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They also offer a monthly subscription option for “power sellers”. This option grant sellers with 

150 to 2,500 free listings, and a lower insertion fee for sellers who go over their allotment. Power 

sellers are also charge a smaller fee, 4-9% of the sale depending on the item’s category. All pricing 

at eBay is determined by the sellers (eBay, 2016d).  

 

Even though there is a clear difference of how the different marketplaces generate revenue, we 

cannot say that the difference means there is an impact. The revenue is a framework a company 

uses to generate cash, and as defined in the theoretical framework, there is many ways in witch a 

company can achieve this. Because revenue stream very from company to company we cannot 

determine that a difference in how companies actually generate revenue will mean there is an 

impact. As such, temporary use did not impact revenue stream.  

 

5.3.8. Cost structure 

From the theoretical framework we defined the cost structure can be calculated relatively to a 

company’s activities and processes and the resources that they use. Some of the cost incurred is 

considered fixed cost others are considered variable costs.  

 

For example, the key resources for both Peerby and eBay are the platform. Though the cost might 

vary, considering eBay is substantially larger and therefore might spend more, they are still 

allocated to the same resource. Likewise, the processes and activities for Peerby might also be 

different then eBay. However, as processes and activities are those surrounding the platforms for 

both companies we assume that they are not indifferent. Cost used by Peerby is much less then 

eBay when considering the size of the companies and the scope in which they are operating. Never 

the less, both Peerby and eBay are a service company, and thus the cost structure will therefore vary 

proportionally with the volume of service produced.  

 

The cost structure for companies providing temporary access to goods is therefore not different then 

for companies providing ownership exchange. We can therefore not determine that the cost 

structure is impacted by temporary-use.  
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5.4. C2C and Business model components 

In the following section we analyze the impact of C2C markets on the business model components 

defined in the theoretical framework. We compare companies in the C2C markets with companies 

in the B2C and B2B2C markets for each of the eight components. To provide a holistic picture of 

the impact, we will further look at four different industries for each of the market comparisons. As 

such, a C2C company will be compared with a B2C and B2B2C company for each of the industries, 

Hospitality, Transportation, Financial, and Household Items, but in relation to each of the eight 

components. The structure of the analysis is clarified in the methodology.  

 

Specific company examples for each of the markets, C2C, B2C and B2B2C and from each of the 

four selected industries are selected based on their relevance to e-business and the criteria 

mentioned above. A short introduction to each of the companies selected is summarized in the 

appendix. Furthermore, as the analysis is quit comprehensive this section will only include some of 

the examples to describe the impact. A more detailed analysis can be found in Appendix 9.  

 

5.4.1. Strategy 

As defined in the theoretical framework and in previous section, the component strategy describes 

the mission and vision, the scope, as well as how companies intend to differentiate them selves 

from competitors.  

 

For example, Airbnb currently operate in more then 191 countries around the world (Airbnb, 

2016d). Hilton (B2C) and Agoda (B2B2C) likewise provide service to people all over the world. As 

such, there is no difference in regards to scope. On the other hand, service companies like Peerby 

and Pley are more sensitive to density are therefore scope are often localized. There is therefore no 

difference in scope when comparing companies within the same industry. However, when looking 

across different industries there is a difference in the scope. The reason for lies in the nature of the 

companies. Whereas the companies in the Hospitality, Transportation and Financial industry 

mediate sharing of service, the Household item industry allows temporary access to tangible goods. 

We therefore can determine that the temporary access to goods is more scope sensitive then sharing 

of services. However, as the there was no difference between C2C, B2C and B2B2C we determine 

that C2C do not impact the sub-component scope. 
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Furthermore, C2C also did not impact either mission and vision or differentiation. There 

components are in their nature meant to be different and from examples in the analysis in the 

appendix we found that this was indeed the case. As such, C2C did not impact either the mission 

and vision or the mean for differentiation from other companies. Overall, C2C did not impact the 

strategic component. 

 

5.4.2. Value proposition 

As previously defined, the value preposition is the intention of a company to solve a problem for 

the customer by fulfilling certain customer needs.  

 

For example, the value preposition for Airbnb’s needs to be attractive for both hosts and guests. As 

such, the value proposition includes statements directed at the guests needs; affordable access to 

accommodation, unique experience, easy processing. As well as the hosts needs; earning money 

from renting out accommodations, easy listing, and trusted community. The latter might even create 

value for both (Huiskamp, 2015). Furthermore, value for the hosts can only be created by the 

presence of the guests and vice versa. Hilton (B2C) employs a “bundled” value proposition that 

appeal across segments to business as well as leisure travelers (Hilton worldwide, 2016b). 

However, the value creation for business people will, most likely, not reflect the value creation for 

the leisure traveler. Although the brand name in itself possesses strong customer value, the value 

proposition is mainly defined based on the demography that the hotel chain target. Whereas, Airbnb 

offers vacation rentals and homey environs to low-budget consumers, visitors at Hilton are luxury 

and business travelers.  

 

The examples above consider two outcomes in terms of impact. First of all, there is a clear 

difference in the value proposition between the companies. However, as the value proposition 

should be unique for each company, and therefore different, difference here will not indicate an 

impact. On the other hand, the value proposition for C2C markets require that two distinct, but 

interdependent consumers, are convinced by the value the proposition offers. This is not the case for 

B2C or B2B2C markets, which target consumer groups independently of the other groups wants. 

We can therefore overall say that there is a little impact of C2C on this component. Consequently, 
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as the value proposition for C2C markets should target two distinct but interdependent consumer 

groups a shift in the importance of this component is considered.  

 

5.4.3. Customer and customer relationship 

As previously mentioned, customer component covers three sub-components, namely customer 

segment, customer relationship, and marketing and sale channels. The different examples below are 

analyzed based on each of the sub-component. 

 

Generally customers segment refers to a particular customer group with common needs and 

problem. However, in some cases companies must target two distinct but interdependent groups in 

order to make the business model work. For example, in order for Uber to be successful they have 

to acquire both driver as well as customers. Drivers are not employed by Uber, but working as 

independent contractors. The value for the drivers (e.g. earning money) is only created if there is a 

substantial amount of passenger. Likewise, passengers will only use Uber’s service if there are 

drivers to transport them (Huiskamp, 2015). Flixbus (B2C), on the other hand, owns the buses that 

transport customers from A to B and all the drivers are employed by Flixbus. Although Flixbus 

might target several different consumer groups, these different groups will not be dependent on the 

other group’s presence for the model to work (Flixbus, 2016). As such, Uber’s customer requires a 

different target approach then Flixbus.  

 

Similar results were found between C2C and B2C (and B2B2C) in other industries. C2C markets 

are unique because companies must attract and serve two distinct and interdependent customer 

groups simultaneously. As previously mention, these markets are also referred to as two-sided 

markets. The difficulty these market faces is understanding how to target each segment, each with 

its own value proposition. Furthermore, the value of the services for individual users rises with the 

total number of users (Evans, 2013). This network effect is also closely related to two-sided 

markets. As such, there is a shift in importance of the customer component because C2C markets 

require a different target approach then B2C and B2B2C. 

 

Furthermore, some of the industries analysis also found a difference between companies in regards 

to the relationship approach. For example, as Airbnb’s platform is build around self-service or 
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atomization, no direct relationship exist between Airbnb and its customers groups (Airbnb, 2016a). 

Hilton group likewise mainly use self-service and atomization for accommodation bookings. 

However, Hilton also provides around-the-clock customer service (Hilton worldwide, 2016a). As 

such, many bookings come through phone calls, emails or even directly at the hotel reception as 

face-to-face encounters. Hilton therefore faces many different types of relationships which all call 

for different level of interaction and involvement. The companies selected for this analysis mainly 

operate through online platforms. As such, relationships are also mainly facilitated online either 

through self-service or automatic encounters. As the examples above and in the appendix shows, 

relationships may very between different markets. However, difference was also found between 

C2C companies in various industries. Therefore not be considered as a shift in importance of this 

component. On the other hand, unlike B2C and B2B2C markets, C2C markets also mediate 

relationships between consumers. The relationship network in the C2C markets should therefore be 

considered when applying this sub-component.  

  

The selection of marketing and sales channels is considered to be specific for every company. A 

table in appendix 9.5 outline the different types of marketing and sales channels that each of the 

companies uses. The table indicates that many channels are equal across different markets as well 

as industries. Because there were not huge difference between the C2C market and B2C (and 

B2B2C) we cannot define that C2C impact the marketing and sales component. 

 

In sum, the customer segment is highly impacted by C2C markets, as these require a shift in 

importance. Furthermore, the relationship component is not directly impacted by C2C markets. 

However, because the nature of these markets is customer-to-customer interactions this implication 

should also be considered when applying the model.  

 

5.4.4. Partner network 

As defined in the theoretical framework, the network of partners and suppliers that surround a 

company is very specific for each company.  

 

Different partners were found for different companies. The difference was not only between C2C 

and B2C (and B2B2C) but also between different C2C companies in different industries. For 
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example, Uber (C2C) use an external partner to background check the drivers. Zopa (C2C), 

likewise use external partners for credit checks of borrowers. However, where Uber use the 

company Hirease, Zopa partner with the agency Equifax (IDWU, 2015; Zopa, 2016c). On the other 

hand, all the examples used for this analysis use one common partner, namely PayPal (except Zopa, 

Peerby and Pley). PayPal is key for safe and protected payment processing in several countries 

(PayPal, 2016). However, partners are very distinct for each company. What might be a key partner 

for one company will not necessarily be a key partner for another company. Key partnership should 

facilitate the business processes for a company and thereby lead to value creation for the customers.  

 

As the component partner network is considered to be company specific we cannot determine that a 

difference between the example companies indicate that three is an impact of C2C markets. 

 

5.4.5. Resources  

In the theoretical framework we defined three underlying resources namely, Physical resources, 

Human, and technological resources.  

 

Physical assets include resources companies must have to run a business. The examples in the 

appendix showed that different companies need different physical resources. The difference was not 

only considered between C2C and B2C (and B2B2C) markets but also between C2C markets in 

different industries.  We can therefore not conclude that C2C have an impact on physical resources. 

Likewise, all companies also need specific human resource for knowledge intensive tasks and 

activities. For example, Finance, HR, Marketing, CRM and IT are all departments found in all the 

companies used in this analysis. No specific human resources were considered for either of the 

examples. Since no difference exits between C2C and B2C and B2B2C we determine that C2C 

does indeed not impact human recourses.  

 

Finally, technology plays an important role for online companies as all activities including value 

delivery are done trough platforms. The relationship with the customers are, furthermore, facilitated 

though self-service or atomized processes. For example, Zopa (C2C) functions as an intermediate 

matching people with money through their online platform. Members register online, payments are 

transferred between members online, and even information about outstanding are mediated via 
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mails. The online credit bank DKB, likewise, deal with customers through online channels. Users 

register for a loan online, DKB then perceives the request and if accepted they transfer the money 

directly to the customer’s bank account (DKB, 2016a). Technology is therefore considered as a 

very important resource for C2C market.  

 

Overall, the analysis found that resources are very company specific. However, because all 

companies in this research are equally depending on online platforms and mobile technology in 

order to run a business, a key resource for all is considered to be technology. As this is not different 

from C2C markets no impact is perceived.  

 

5.4.6. Processes and activities 

In the theoretical framework researches defined processes and activities to be those actions that 

companies must carry out to secure the continuous success of a company. Processes and activities 

are considered as complementary actions or tasks to key resources of the business.  

 

For example, the analysis already defined the key resource for Zopa (C2C) to be the online 

platform. The key processes and activities are therefore dominated by platform and network related 

activities. Zopa’s platform is build around a software system that facilitates the exchange between 

lenders and borrowers. The systems and the platform design is constantly being developed and 

improved to deliver the best possible service to the growing numbers of borrowers and lenders. 

Zopa therefore employs IT developers and data-analysts to ensure efficient deployment, monitoring, 

performance and functional testing to build a high performance, highly available system (Zopa, 

2016b). The network related processes and activities at Zopa include CRM and community 

activities. Such activities focusing on optimizing the engagement with existing customers and 

building trusted community (Zopa, 2016b).  

The key resource for DKB (B2C) is, likewise, the online platform. From the various vacancies 

descriptions on DKB website, the analysis found that DKB specifically employ people to facilitate 

the IT infrastructure, developing the platform and testing and improving processes. They also have 

marketing and communication department to facilitate the network related processes and activities 

(DKB, 2016b). Because the key resource for both Zopa and DKB is considered to be the online 

platform, key processes and activities for both are, likewise, dominated by platform and network 
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related activities. As such, there is no difference between C2C and B2C markets in the financial 

industry.  

 

As all companies in this research are online companies with platforms as the key resource, similar 

processes and activities are found for these companies. C2C markets do, therefore, not differ from 

B2C and B2B2C markets. 

 

5.4.7. Revenue stream 

As previously defined, the component revenue stream includes two sub-component, pricing and 

revenue. Different pricing criteria are used to determine the difference between companies. These 

include assumptions such as; who determine the prices (company or owner), what pricing 

mechanism is used (Fixed or dynamic) and when can consumers see the final price before or after a 

transaction. Revenue stream also includes other revenue models that provide a continuous revenue 

stream. These include subscription, memberships fee, and transactions fees.  

 

The analysis in the appendix indicated that pricing models varied between different industries. For 

example, at Airbnb it is the host of the accommodation that defines the price for the guests. Prices 

are predefined on the website before any transaction, we therefore consider pricing to be fixed 

(Airbnb, 2016e). In comparison, prices at Hiltons (B2C) website are defined through forecasting; 

price/business mix optimization, and demand generation. Because prices are based on market 

condition, Hiltons pricing model is dynamic (Hilton worldwide, 2016). On the other hand, Airbnb 

must also consider what pricing model to use for the host. Airbnb, for example, charge the host a 

fee that is calculated as a percentage of the applicable accommodation fees.  

To give another example, both Zopa (C2C) and DKB (B2C) are defining the pricing themselves. 

The prices the customers must pay to the companies are based on fixed interest payment rates, 

which is due monthly and until the loan is repaid. However, whereas DKB only determine prices 

for the borrowers, Zopa also determine a fee to the people lending out money (Zopa, 2016c; DKB, 

2016c).  

 

The examples above (and in the appendix) show that there are various pricing possibilities for 

companies.  The example also illustrates that the C2C companies, Airbnb and Zopa, have to 
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identify two different pricing models, one for each consumer group. Specific pricing models depend 

in large parts on the revenue model a company chooses. The revenue for Airbnb is the transaction 

fee a host must pay, the users do not pay anything. Zopa’s revenue model is based on fees the 

company charges from both lenders and borrowers. Lenders pay an annual administration fee of 1% 

on the amount they lend to the borrowers. Borrowers have to pay a so-called borrowing fee to Zopa 

(Zopa, 2016a; Zopa, 2016c). Because Airbnb and Zopa are two-sided markets, each customer 

segments also produces different revenue. The free offers or reduced prices for one consumer 

segment is subsidized by the revenue from the other segment (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).  

 

The pricing and revenue model is very unique for C2C markets because these markets are 

dominated by two-sided market activities. We can therefore conclude that C2C markets indeed have 

an impact on the revenue stream. The impact, furthermore, is considered as a change in importance 

as entrepreneurs have to consider which customer segment to subsidize and if the other segment can 

generate sufficient revenue to cover the subsidies.  

 

5.4.8. Cost structure 

As defined in the theoretic framework, costs are allocated to the supply side of the value chain. The 

cost structure therefore includes the cost of key recourses and processes and activities.  

 

For example, the cost structure for Uber (C2C) includes those cost incurred in maintaining the 

platform, the processes and activities related to the platform, general administration costs and 

marketing and sales cost. Mytaxi (B2B2C) likewise allocate cost related to resources and processes 

and activities. These costs might vary between different companies as costs incurred and spend for 

larger companies also generally are higher (mytaxi, 2016).  

 

The cost structure is build around the key resources and key processes and activities companies. 

The analysis already determined that C2C did not impact either of these components. As such, we 

can also conclude that cost structure is not considered impacted by C2C markets.   
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6. Discussion  

6.1. Discussion outline 

This chapter will begin by applying the knowledge gained from the analysis. We found that several 

business components were impacted by characteristics of sharing economy. These impacted 

components will further be discussed in order to identify what business model framework 

companies intending to start business within sharing economy schemes should use to project 

opportunities and success.  

Furthermore, researchers have also discussed other areas that are impacted by sharing economy. 

These “extension” to the business model framework will further be discussed in the second part of 

the discussion.  

 

6.2. Evaluation of analysis outcomes 

A total of four business model components were impacted by the different sharing economy 

characteristics: temporary-use and C2C markets.  

 

The first finding is the impact of the characteristic temporary-use on the scope. However, impact 

was only considered by companies in industries where tangible goods are shared. As such, 

companies sharing intangible assets are not restricted by scope. The impact, however, does not 

mean that companies cannot internationalize, it just means that a company needs to acquire 

sufficient number of users in a specific limited geographical area. Understanding the implication 

that scope might have on companies’ opportunities for expanding to new markets and locations can 

therefore be considered paramount for entrepreneurs. Researchers, furthermore, argue that start-ups 

experimenting on a small scale can prevent platforms from catastrophic losses (Evans, 2013). Scope 

is the only strategic component that was considered impacted. A realignment of this component is 

therefore necessary, as it requires special attention for entrepreneurs. Furthermore, because scope is 

limited by location-based factors such as high regional density, we consider scope to be the 

component surrounding the other components in the environment.  

 

The second component that was considered impacted by sharing economy characteristics is the 

value proposition. From the analysis we found that C2C markets impact the value proposition 

because the goal of C2C markets is to define a value position that capture two distinct customer 
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segments needs. Furthermore, the value for one segment can only be created if the value for the 

other segment is fulfilled. Sharing economy companies must present a value proposition that, 1) 

fulfill the needs for different consumer group’s simulations, and 2) consider that the needs of one 

group can only be fulfilled by fulfilling the needs for the other segment. This also means that value 

of the services for individual users increases with the total number of users (Evans, 2013). For the 

design on the business model framework we therefore cannot consider the value proposition to be 

split into two different components but rather one component that captures two interdependent 

segments.   

 

Both sharing economy characteristics, C2C markets and temporary-use, had an impact on the 

customer segment. Because sharing economy companies are dealing with two distinct but 

interdependent customer segments, sharing economy start-ups have to acquire two different 

customer segments. This means that entrepreneurs have to ask themselves the question if they can 

attract sufficient numbers of customers for each segment. For the model design this means that two 

segmented groups are to be targeted within one component. As with the value proposition, customer 

segment can also not be considered as two independent components. One customer segment 

component therefore includes two distinct but interdependent customer groups. However, because 

this sub-component requires shift in importance the framework design will consider this sub-

component as a separate component from the customer and customer relationship component.  

 

The customer relationship was analyzed as a sub-component under the component customer. In 

the analysis we found that the sharing economy characteristic C2C markets impacted the customer 

relationship. Companies in the sharing economy are mediating between two consumer groups. As 

such, the company not only builds relationships with two different consumer groups independently, 

they also facilitate the relationship between these two interdependent groups. The sub-component, 

customer relationship, therefore requires special attention for entrepreneurs applying the 

framework. As with customer segment, customer relationship will therefore be a separate 

component in the framework design.  

 

The last component that was impacted by sharing economy characteristics is the revenue stream. 

For sharing economy companies’ revenue can potentially be produced from two different consumer 

segments. However, one segment might enjoy lower pricing as this is subsidized by the revenue 
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from the other segment (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Deciding which customer segment should 

be subsidized can therefore be crucial for the success of the business.  Because the choice of pricing 

model vary depending on the different revenue model applied, we consider these sub-component to 

be correlated. As such, they will be considered as one summoned component  in one framework 

design, namely revenue stream.  

 

6.3. Adapting the meta-model structure & components 

In the analysis we applied specific sharing company examples to the various business model 

components. Based on various case examples we found that each of the components outline 

important design decision areas to company-specific examples for sharing economy firms. Thus it 

can be stated that all 8 components are relevant model elements in a business model framework 

(specified) for sharing economy companies. Furthermore, the analysis and discussion clarify that 

certain components require special attention for sharing economy companies and thus model design 

adaptations are discussed. Figure 7 illustrated the resulting business model framework considered 

for sharing economy companies as an extension of the business model meta-model introduced in 

chapter 3: 

1. A shift in importance of certain components is illustrated by using patterns within the 

component box. This is the case for the customer segment component (strong impact) as 

well as customer relationship, value proposition and revenue stream (low impact) 

2. A split of components can be observed in the strategy component: Scope has been split as a 

separate component surrounding the other model component to illustrate its role as the 

environment that surrounds the framework. Likewise, customer and customer relationship 

has been split into tree separate component as each requires different attention.  

3. A component capturing two independent segments of customers is illustrated by using 

colored arrows connecting model components. 

4. In addition, underlying causes of the impact on components are added into the picture to 

simplify the understanding of the origin towards the changes above 

  

In specific, arrows in the figure exhibit the impact of two-sided markets and how they are 

considered to impact the framework. Each color represents a consumer group, each with a different 

revenue stream, different value proposition and the relationship that a company have with each 
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group. The orange arrow indicates that the company also needs to mediate the relationship between 

both customer segments.  

 

 
Figure 7 – Adapted Meta-model framework  

 
 

The findings so far indicated that there is a complication of the initial meta-model defined in 

chapter 3. The question that remains is if these components complete the picture of components 

required for sharing economy firms. With the goal to ensure completeness of the model, the 

following section will return to the discussion of sharing economy drivers and investigate if the 

model might have to be extended with completely unique components. 
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6.4. Extended business model components 

Thought out the research several sharing economy aspects were found, but which could not be 

perfectly explained by the defined business model framework. The most common discussed in the 

reviewed literature are trust and the need for regulations and legislation. These factors were also 

mentioned as part of drivers for sharing economy.  

 

6.4.1. Trust 

Trust is considered to be the enabling factor inherent within all sharing activities (Belk, 2010). The 

success of sharing economy companies therefore relays on the companies’ ability to create trust for 

both the consumers and between individual consumers. Trust has become the subject of much 

discussion within business and academic research. It has been argued that low level of trust is a 

result of the financial crisis and the uncertainty that was brought with it (Dervojeda et al, 2013). 

Building trustworthy relationships, therefore, plays a very important role in increasing customers’ 

loyalty. Botsmann and Rogers (2011) even consider trust to be the new currency for sharing 

economy markets.  

Trust is important in the consumers’ decision-making process, as trust help minimizing uncertainty 

and perceived risk. Furthermore, trust is the outcome of the confidence placed in the company and 

the evaluation about the credibility of the company (Singh & Sirdeshmukh, 2000). 

 
Researchers have discussed various possibilities for trust building for sharing economy companies. 

Studies have found that a sense of community has a positive effect on participation and trust 

(Albinsson & Perera, 2012). Other researchers have argued that simple tools such as feedback and 

review, where both suppliers and consumers are rated, help to establish trust (Dredge & Gyimóthy, 

2015; Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015). Trust is primarily facilitated trough relationship. 

However, consumer trust can be created though partners or third party companies. For example, 

sharing economy companies partner with PayPal to secure a safe and trusted payment process. This 

example was also discussed in the analysis. Other partners that can be considered are companies 

that have made a business out of verifying and make background checks of marketplaces. 

Companies like Trustpilot is a review community that helps building trust and transparency 

between consumers and businesses (Trustpilot, 2016). Furthermore, concern about damage of a 

shared item can also be reflected in distrust amongst individuals. Companies can solve this by 

providing services, such as insurance services to the consumers (Puschmann & Alt, 2016) 
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The various possibilities of creating trust depend in large part of the company and the specific 

service they provide. Trust should therefore also be considered at industry level. Some industries 

might be more volatile to trustworthy relationship then other industries. For example, trust is 

considered more important in the financial industry because these industries are dealing with money 

and money is pretty dear to people's hearts (Smith, 2013). Gansky (2010) indirectly argues that trust 

also depends on the worth of the goods shared. Sharing low-cost items (e.g. a drill) requires less 

trustworthiness in comparison to costly items (e.g. cars). 

 
As the discussion indicates, trust can be included in various components in the business model. 

However, because trust is paramount for the success of the business in sharing economy it could 

also be considered as a separate component in the business model framework.  

 

6.4.2. Regulations and legislation 

Another aspect that researchers have considered as a major implication for sharing economy 

companies is the regulations and legislation in the markets.  

 

Sharing economy does not fall under any of the existing regulatory categories for the market. 

Governments therefore call for more regulation and legislations for these markets. This can have 

considerable impacts on both the existing companies and for new entrants who want to establish 

themselves in the market.  

One of the question that have been raised, is in regards to ensuring that sharing economy business 

do not violate customer privacy, data security, and health and safety (Bracy, 2015). On the one 

hand, companies have to be transparent, which means information about the company and the 

members are fully disclosed as a mean to build trust. On the other hand, privacy policies regulations 

require that members are allowed to be anonymous. Some companies have taken matter into their 

own hands and have enforced self-regulating. As mentioned in the analysis, both Zopa and Uber use 

third party companies for identity and credit checks of the customer. These types of regulations 

might therefore be considered as part of the partner network components.  
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Other regulations and legislations are enforced on a regional scale. Country or even city specific 

regulations should therefore also be considered as an influencing factor - especially for companies 

considering expansion to foreign markets. For example, the German government has enforced a law 

that forbids landlords from renting out apartments to short-term visitors in Berlin. The penalty for 

breaking this law is a substantial fine of €100.000 (O'Sullivan, 2016). For sharing economy 

hospitality companies this meant a tremendous drop of accommodation listing for the Berlin area. 

Other cities are considering similar legislations (O'Sullivan, 2016).  

 

Taxations have also been a heavily discussed subject in the media recently.  Generally companies 

are paying taxes in the country they do business. However, for companies mediating transaction 

between consumers in different countries this looks a bit different. For example, transactions made 

between two consumers in two different countries can be recorded in a payment center in a totally 

different country – one with low tax rate. Several organizations are currently crafting more 

technical ways to block profit shifting (Kocieniewski, 2016).  

For now companies in the sharing economy can enjoy the tax heaven, but there are many forces 

attempting to change this. Furthermore, sharing economy companies are currently not obligated to 

declare tax on behalf of the owners who earn money from sharing. Tax collectors are therefore 

asking if the income from sharing schemes is declared at all (The Economist, 2013a). Local 

governments therefore are currently addressing the need for clear rules in regards to taxation. These 

examples indicate that there will be drastically changes to the environment that sharing economy 

companies so far have enjoyed in ease. As such, it is an important aspect when designing a 

framework for new sharing economy companies.  

 

The above examples emphasize the importance of including regulation and legislation into the 

business model framework. From the business model research, Alt and Zimmerman (2000) are the 

only researchers who consider legal issues in relation to business model components. Their research 

emphasize the impact legal issues may have on all components of the business model, as legal 

issues may influence decisions on structure and value creation and revenue model.  
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6.5. Extended meta-model  

A business model framework that includes the two extended components has not yet been 

visualized. Therefore, two different possible illustrations were designed and will be discussed 

briefly. In the first model proposal (figure 8) we consider trust and regulations to be two separate 

components, which underlay the existing components. This model considers trusts and regulation 

and legislation to impact every part of the business model and is therefore added to the model below 

the cost and revenue components.  

 

The second model proposal (figure 9) considers trust and regulation and legislation to be separate 

components in the environment surrounding the framework. The components surrounding the 

business model are structured according to impact one might have one the other. For example, 

regulation is the component in the environment closest to the business model. Therefore regulation 

and legislation is inside the scope because the scope of the company determines what regulations 

might apply for the specific company. Scope is, on the other hand, inside the trust circle, as 

different countries might have different level of trust. Trust, therefore, have to be considered in 

terms of country specific impact.  

 

The first model might be better to visualize the actions planed for each component, as these can be 

easily preserved into the model. The second model, however, also consider the impact the extended 

components might have on each other.  
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Figure 8 – Extended Meta-model 1 

Figure 9 – Extended Meta-model 2 
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In order to determine which model is better suited for sharing economy companies, the models 

would have to be tested against each other in practice of new and existing sharing economy 

ventures. Such research can be considered for future researches on business model application of 

sharing economy. 

Further research would also be needed to determine if these extended components should be 

considered as separate components or if they already are considered as included parts of the existing 

component identified in meta-model 1.  

7. Conclusion 

7.1. Findings 

The starting point of this research was to explore the sharing economy market and, furthermore, 

understand what business model framework sharing economy schemes can use to project 

opportunities and success. Findings from researching the sharing economy market indicate that 

there is a broad and asymmetric understanding of the definition of sharing economy. However, 

researchers share common arguments of what characteristics sharing economy is build up around. 

These characteristics were considered; technology, Temporary-use of goods, and C2C markets. 

From the literate on sharing economy this research also found several drivers for consumer 

participation in sharing economy. These drivers indicate that there indeed is a demand for sharing 

economy companies, which also indicates that there are opportunities for new start-up companies.  

 

The theoretical framework for this research was created based on relevant business model literature. 

An eight-component meta-model was build to analyze the impact of sharing economy companies on 

the business model components. These components were considered by researches to be important 

for business opportunities and success.  

In the analysis case-companies were compared to determine the impact of sharing economy and to 

indentify the applicability of the specific components for sharing economy companies. Findings 

indicated that all eight-components are considered important to define the foundation for new 

sharing economy businesses. However, several components are considered to have special 

importance for sharing economy companies. The discussion further identifies two extended 



  Page 74 of 98 

components, which potentially could be added to the business model framework for sharing 

economy companies. To illustrate the various frameworks identified, the paper finalizes the 

discussion with an illustration of three meta-models for sharing economy companies.  

 

From a theoretical point of view the designed meta-models and their components should be able to 

project success of sharing economy ventures because all components have been identified by 

researches as means for success. We have “mapped” the characteristics of sharing economy to 

every component, which indicates that there indeed is a fit. However, we cannot really prove that 

the framework actually will lead to success because theoretical consensus amongst scholars have 

not been empirically evaluated and justified. On the other hand, we have not proven that the theory 

is not applicable for sharing economy companies. We can therefore not reject the model framework.  

  
The starting point of the journey to become a successful venture is, therefore, being able to apply 

the model and its components and understand the implication sharing economy characteristics will 

have on the model.  The framework force entrepreneurs to ask critical question regarding their 

business concept and whether they really have a good business idea that will create value for the 

consumers in the market and generate revenue for the company. Success should, therefore, not be 

measured on the business model alone since in the end it comes down to entrepreneur’s or 

management’s ability to adapt the model to fit a company’s specific needs.  

 

7.2. Reflection 

A research never turns out as you intended. This does not mean that it will be a lower quality or less 

good. It just mean that you cannot predict how findings will impact the process and thereby the 

outcome.  

 

I intended to write this research to better understand the sharing economy phenomenon. It has been 

an area that I have come across over and over again during my study, but I did not fully understand 

the whole picture before now. Sharing economy has turned out to be a much broader research area 

than first anticipated. It is also an area where I see a lot of potential for both new start-up 

opportunities but also for further research. The second thing that I wanted to understand was why so 

many companies in the sharing economy have failed. On the contrary you are exposed to all the 

success stories and glory that this “new” markets has brought. However, this is far from the truth. 
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There have been various discussions on why so many sharing economy companies have failed. 

Some say that timing was not right or market was not mature. Others argue that these markets do 

not provide sufficient value for the consumers. Thus, I wanted to understand what tools could be 

used to project opportunities and success for the sharing economy market. I researched different 

models and tools to understand which approach to use, and I found out that business model research 

was the most holistic and applied toolset. Research on business model also turned out to be quite 

substantial; I found that it was difficult to limit myself to only a few researches.  

Reading through various literature also made me realize that much of the research is overlapping or 

even build on other researchers findings. I also realized that the various components have been very 

poorly described and defined in the literature. Much description is circling around examples of how 

various companies have applied business models. It was therefore difficult to describe the various 

component used in my theoretical framework. Nevertheless, business models have turned out to be 

a good hands-on tool to really understand the sharing economy.  The conclusion of my research was 

therefore not so surprising. Yet, I do believe that this research have proven to be a success in 

defining what framework to project business opportunities and success for sharing economy start-

up companies.   
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9. Appendix 

9.1. Overview of business model research and business model components  

  
 Authors / 
components  

# 
Citations  

Strategy Value 
preposition 

Customer & 
customer 

relationship 

Partners 
network Resources Process and 

activities 
Revenue 
Stream 

Cost 
structure 

Hamel 
(2000) 3127 Core strategy  Customer 

interface 
Value 
network 

Strategic 
resources    

Mehadevan 
(2000) 1043  Value stream  Logistic 

stream   Revenue 
Stream  

Wirtz (2000) 

911 

Production 
factors for 
strategy 
implementation 

Value 
proposition 

Customer 
segment  Core 

competences 

Transformation 
of goods and 
service 

Revenue 
forms Financing 

Alt & 
Zimmerman 
(2001) 71 

Mission - Strategic goals and 
value preposition 

Structure - Business 
community and 

customers 
 Processes Revenue  

Hedman & 
kalling 
(2002) 

127 

Managerial and 
org. 
longitudinal 
process 
component 

Competitors, 
offering Customer  Resources Activities   

Afauh (2004) 534 Position Industry 
factors   Resources Activities  Costs 

Mehadevan 
(2004) 13  Value 

proposition 
Target 
customer   Value delivery Revenue 

model  

Voelpel & 
Leibold 
(2004) 197 

 Value 
proposition  Value 

network 
Leadership 
capabilities     

Yip (2004) 
192 

Scope, 
Differentiations 

Value 
proposition, 
channels 

Customers  Organization    

Lehmann-
ortega & 
Schoetti 
(2005) 24 

 

Value 
proposition 
& 
architecture 

    Revenue 
model  

Tikkanen et 
al.(2005) 288 

Strategy and 
Structure   Network  Operations  Finance & 

accounting 

Al-Debei et 
al. (2008) 

79 
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proposition 
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architecture 

 Value 
network    Value 

Finance 

Demil & 
Lecocq 
(2010) 599 

 Value 
proposition   Resources & 

competences  Revenue 
stream 

Volume 
and 
revenue 
Cost 

Johnson 
(2010) 1516 

 
Customer 
value 
proposition 

  Key 
resources Key processes Profit 

formula  

Osterwalder 
& Pigneur 
(2010) 

3170 

 Value 
proposition 

Customer 
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customer 
relationship, 
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stream 
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9.2. Company examples 

 
Industry Sharing 

economy 
examples  Short description of example 

  Comparative 
example 

Short description of Example 
Household 
items 

Peerby Peerby is an online platforms and mobile 
application where users can borrow the 
household items they need from owners in 
the neighborhood. In order to use the service, 
users and owners must signup and create a 
personal profile. It is also possible to use the 
social media channels Facebook as profile. 
Peerby do not charge either users or owners 
for using their service, they also do not 
expect people to charge anything for lending 
out their items to other. The philosophy of 
Peerby is that people want to share, because 
they want to do something good for other. 
Peerby uses an alternative way to match 
consumers. Instead of letting people list the 
items they want to lend out, Peerby list 
request from people wanting to lend a 
specific item and then instantly notify users 
about the request to find someone willing to 
lend out such item. A request is send out to 
people within the area closest to the user 
(peerby.com) 

Ownership 
exchange 

eBay eBay.com (subsequent eBay) a part of eBay 
inc., and is the largest online auction 
marketplace in the world, with headquarter in 
San Francisco. The company provides a 
consumer-to-consumer online marketplace for 
consumers to sell and buy household items 
(amongst others). Currently the company has 
operations localized in over 30 countries. The 
website is free to use for buyers, but sellers 
are charged fees for listing items and again 
when those items are sold. Even though eBay 
also serve other markets (e.g. B2B and B2C) 
the focus of this research will be on eBay’s 
marketplace (eBay.com) that serves C2C 
markets. (ebay.com) 

            
B2C Hilton Hilton is an international hotel chain with 

more then 550 hotels across the world. As one 
of the largest companies in the world the 
name Hilton remains the companies flagship. 
The hotel chain provides direct online 
booking and provides information such as 
availability and prices according to location 
and length of stay (Hilton.com).  

Hospitality Airbnb Airbnb is an online platform where owners 
(hosts) can list private accommodation for 
users (guests) to rent Airbnb currently lists 
accommodation more then 2 million 
accommodation in their platform divided out 
over more then 191 countries. The owners 
define the prices for renting, and Airbnb 
charge a small fee from the renting price in 
commission. The idea behind Airbnb is to 
provide cheaper and more personalized 
accommodation for the users, and for owners 
to earn a little extra money. In order to list or 
rent accommodations from Airbnb, all parties 
have to subscribe to the platform and create a 
personal profile. An online message system 
allow the owners and users to communicate 
and define weather a transaction should take 
place. Some hosts meet guests in person to 
hand over a key, but it are up the parties 
themselves to define details regarding hand-
over.  Besides accommodation listing, Airbnb 
provide insurance and guarantee to protect 
the owner against damage and liability.  
Airbnb also provide information about “does 
and don’t” to help owners and users (Airbnb, 
2016) 

B2B2C Agoda Agoda.com is an online accommodation-
booking platform that offers reservation 
services in 38 different languages. The 
company builds its network with 700,000 
hotels worldwide. Agoda strive to have the 
most competitive prices. Prices are defined by 
the accommodation provider and based on 
factors such as occupation, competitions in 
the area, as well as prices of other hotels with 
the same standard in the region. An online 
travel agent systems (OTA) works as a 
management system that collect feeds every 
night from partners (Hotels and other 
accommodation. OTA is also the system that 
allows users to book accommodation directly 
online. Agoda.com add a commission 
percentage to the price defined by the hotels 
(Agoda.com, 2016) 
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B2C Flixbus Flixbus is a bus-transportation companies that 
connect 800 destinations in 18 countries, a 
number which is growing nearly every day. 
Partnership is key to the company’s success. 
FlixBus combines a European wide network 
of partners consisting of: private bus 
companies, competent distributors, 
sustainable marketing cooperation’s and 
leading technology and software experts. 
 
With technological advancements such as e-
ticketing system, the FlixBus-App, free Wi-Fi 
on board and GPS Live Tracking, Flixbus 
have been revolutionizing the bus travel 
industry. Flixbus incorporate smart network 
planning and dynamic price management to 
give the customers the best prices and great 
offers. Bookings can be made through the 
website or the Flixbus-app (Flixbus.com).  

Transportat
ion 

Uber Uber is an online transportation company that 
currently is operating in 404 cities all over 
the world. Uber combine passenger (users) 
with driver (owners) either through the 
Smartphone app or the website. In order to 
use the service, users must create a profile in 
order to book a ride through Uber. Uber 
drivers are not directly employed by Uber, 
they are all hired as independent contractors 
(Uber.com).  
 

B2B2C mytaxi Mytaxi was launched in Germany in 2009 and 
is the first taxi application for Smartphone’s 
that connect passengers directly taxi drivers.  
 
Instead of hailing a taxi on the street, users 
can book a taxi through the app and watch it 
arrive in real time on the map. A payment 
system, incorporated into the application, 
enables direct billing process between driver 
and passenger with the Smartphone. As such, 
passengers will be able to travel by taxi 
without needing cash.  
 
With a market share of 40%, almost every 
second taxi in Germany is now making 
journeys booked through mytaxi. The 
application is therefore not only time and cost 
efficient for the users, but also provide more 
journeys for the drivers. The application even 
allows users to add favorable drivers to a list 
so these can be requested for future journey 
(mytaxi). 

Lending Zopa Zopa.com is a UK-based company providing 
an online marketplace for lending and 
borrowing money. Zopa functions as an 
intermediate matching people with money on 
an electronic C2C platform. Normally, rates 
are better for both lender and borrower than 
at traditional high-street banks. Members 
register online and join Zopa either as a 
lender or a borrower. Zopa uses the agency 
Equifax to do identity checks of potential 
borrowers, check credit worthiness and assess 
risk. Borrowers are then categorized 
according to their credit level into A*, A and 
B-markets, where A* are the individuals with 
the highest credit score. Lenders make an 
offer and determine amount, life, desired 
rating of the borrower and interest rate of the 
loan. The amount, which lenders decide to 
lend out, is split up among several interested 
borrowers in order to reduce risk. The 
borrowers then monthly repay the loan plus 
agreed interest by direct debit (Zopa.com). 

B2C DKB-
Privatdarlehe
n 

DKB was established after the fall the iron 
curtain as the first private joint-stock 
company in Germany. As of 1995 has it 
become a 100 percent own subsidiary of the 
Bayerische Landesbank. DKB earns money 
from its customers based on three areas, 1) 
credit card transactions, 2) savings deposits, 
and 3) overdraft Interest (Deutscheskonto.org, 
2015).  
 
With more than 3.2 million private customers, 
is DKB amongst the largest Direct-Banking 
institutes in Germany. The latest technology 
development permits private customers 
convenient and securely access to online 
banking transactions (DKB, 2016). 
  
In order to obtain a loan in Germany one must 
be above 18 of age, have an address in 
Germany and a regular income (to pay the 
interest and repayment). DKB offers an 
interest rate that is independent from the 
creditworthiness; the interest rate of all 
borrowers (users) is therefore the same 
(Deutscheskonto.org, 2015).  
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   B2B2C NA As no companies, to my knowledge, currently 
fulfill the role as mediator in a B2B2C setup, 
this example will not be discussed in this 
analysis. 

B2C Pley Pley.com is an online company that allow 
people to rent kids toy on a monthly basis. 
Sharing toys is cheaper then buying new toys 
all the time that kids anyway get tired of. 
Sharing toys also prevent clutter and then its 
better for the environment because it does not 
lead to over production. Customers can order 
toys online and within 3 days it will be 
delivered to the customers home address 
(only valid with a US address). The monthly 
renting fee depends on the number of toys a 
customer would like to have access to, and 
Pley.com do not charge any delivery fee. 
More than 50,000 families in the US have 
already subscribed to Pley.com. The concept 
is very successful and the founders are 
already considering bringing the concept to 
Europe. All toys are owned by the company 
and stored in a large warehouse and each toy 
is inspected, cleaned and sanitized between 
shipments (Pley.com, 2016).  

Household 
Items 

Peerby See description above 

B2B2C NA As no companies, to my knowledge, currently 
fulfills the role as mediator between a 
company (or companies) that own the items 
and the user who wants to rent these items, 
the B2B2C example will not be discussed in 
this analysis. 

 

9.3. Extended analysis Temporary-use 

The table below summarizes the complete analysis of sharing economies impacts on business model 
components. In cases where the findings were equal across all industries and examples, especially 
in case of no impact, the analysis description will be summed.  
 

  

Component Sub-
Component 

Case 
Companies 

 Industry Influence Analysis 

1 Strategy        
1.1 

 

Mission/vision 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

The mission and vision is generally unique for the company and not 
related to weather the ownership of the good or service changes hands or 
not in a transaction. The vision of Peerby is building around three pillars: 
social cohesion, sustainability, and social entrepreneurship. And Peerby’s 
mission statement - instant access to everything, everywhere, for 
everyone. eBays vision is “one that is enabled by people, powered by 
technology, and open to everyone” and their mission is “to be the world’s 
favorite destination for discovering great value and unique selection.”  

1.2 

  

Scope 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items Yes 

Peerby is growing internationally and currently have about 100,000 users 
scattered across the Netherlands and Belgium, France, London, Berlin, 
and in six US pilot cities. eBay, on the other hand is providing service to 
users all over the world. Whereas eBay users can buy household items 
(and goods) from owners anywhere in the world, Peerby is limited to 
neighborhood sharing. Because Peerby customers are reliant on the 
neighbors in their direct vicinity, the “biggest obstacle in 
internationalizing the platform is the acquisition of a sufficient number of 
users, in a specific limited geographical area” (Dervojeda et al. p. 13).  
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1.3 

  

Differentiation 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

Regardless of whether companies provide a platform for ownership 
exchange or temporary use of products, they all need to find a way to 
differentiate themselves from competitors. Before launching Peerby the 
founder Mr. Weddepohl analyzed the companies in the same industry that 
had failed. “I knew I had to do it in a different way,” he was quoted in an 
article by The New York Times. Mr. Weddepohl reversed the business 
model to focus on the renter (user) rather than the supplier (owner). 
Instead of listing items people wanted to rent out, he focused on demand. 
Peerby is a good example of how a company has succeeded in a 
competitive market through differentiation (Morrissey, 2015).  

2 Value Preposition     

  

 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

The value preposition for companies that mediate “temporary access” to 
goods are very likely to be different then companies mediating 
“ownership exchange”. However, as the value preposition in the end is 
very unique for each company, difference will most likely also exist 
between companies in the “temporary use” market as well. Each value 
preposition combines variations of how a company intent to solve a 
customers’ problems, and how benefits will be delivered, as well as the 
reason a consumer should chose one company over another (Osterwalder 
and Pigneur, 2010). 
 
As both Peerby and eBay mediate between owners and users, both 
companies’ value propositions are directed at both consumer segments, 
namely the seller and the buyer. Peerby’s value proposition; borrow and 
share items with your neighbors in a safe and fun environment (Peerby, 
2016a). eBays value proposition; crating a market place where sellers and 
buyers can trade freely. Although these value propositions might address 
similar consumers, there is one thing that makes each unique. Whereas, 
Peerby address people who want to lend and borrow, eBay address people 
who want to sell and own (eBay, 2016g)  

3 Customer        
3.1 

 

Segment 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items A little 

Why buy when you can borrow? This is the mantra Peerby’s use to target 
consumers looking for more sustainable and cost efficient way of 
consuming goods (Peerby, 2015a). Herman Kienhouis, one of Peerby’s 
investors, points out, “more and more consumers start to realize that 
access to stuff is actually cheaper, more convenient and greener than 
ownership” (Beardsley, 2015). While temporary-use, over ownership may 
be gaining fashion, other researchers argues that a company has to scale 
in order to really change people's habits. Companies need enough 
liquidity to provide efficient service, and companies therefore need 
thousands of items to lend or borrow. This is what has made eBay so 
successful on a global scale (Beardsley, 2015). As such, while Peerby’s 
customer segment value temporary use over ownership, eBay target those 
how value ownership rather then temporary-usage. 
 
On the other hand, both Peerby and eBay link two distinct but 
interdependent customer groups together, namely owners who want to 
sell or lend and users who wants to borrow or own. Both distinct 
segments are required to make the business model work. These 
interdependent types of market are also referred to as multi-sided markets 
(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Because one segment is depending on the 
other segment’s present, the value of the services to each group increases 
along with the number of customers in the other interdependent groups. 
In economic research this is referred to as the network effect (Evans, 
2013).   
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3.2 

  

Relationship 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

Both Peerby and eBay target two distinct customer groups, namely 
owners of items and users in need of specific items. Both segments are 
required to register an account online or through the mobile application. 
Peerby’s members can also create an account with their Facebook 
account (Peerby, 2016a; eBay, 2016f).  
 
Peerby’s members can see a list of what neighbors have already offered 
or lend to others in the past, or they can request a new item if they want to 
borrow something. When a users list a request on the platform, Peerby 
will send a push notification to the member in the users direct vicinity. 
The notification is based on an algorithm that include the location, all 
request can therefore be handled automatically. Members who receive a 
request will get the option to either press a green button; those who have 
the product and want to lend it out, or the red discard button. If a member 
presses the Green button, Peerby connects owner and with user in a chat 
so they themselves can specify the terms for the transaction. The 
customer-to-customer relationship is therefore mediated through Peerby, 
but does not include Peerby in the final decision-making regarding 
exchange and delivery. As Peerby’s service is primary automated, a direct 
relationship with customers does not exist (Peerby, 2016b).  
 
There is, however, also an option to registration to Peerby’s weekly 
newsletter. Peerby is, furthermore, active on Facebook and twitter. 
Members can here directly interact with Peerby (employees) if they have 
suggestion, questions or recommendations.   
 
Registered member can list and buy items through eBay’s website or 
mobile application. The company provides all necessary means for 
customers to list items online (self-service). However, once an item is 
registered it will be listed under specific categories and buyers can 
purchase and pay for the item directly online. This part of the process is 
fully automated and does therefore not require direct customer 
interaction.  Members can, on the other hand, join eBay’s online 
community to write or read about customer experience or ask question 
directed to eBay. Members also have the possibility to contact eBays 
customer service agents via emails or phone calls. Some countries even 
provide a direct chat function.  
 
Because eBay have been on the market much longer (since 1995) they 
have a lot of experience with online consumer market places and behavior 
(eBay, 2016c). However, as the service primarily is facilitated through 
atomization or self-service, no direct relationship between eBay and its 
customers exist.  
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3.3 

  

Marketing & 
Sales channels 

Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

There is many ways companies can to use and benefit from marketing 
and sales channels. For online platforms, the general marketing and sale 
in done through online channels. Generally channels distinguish between 
direct and indirect channels.  The different channels companies might use 
does not depend temporary-use or ownership exchange. Some channels 
might be more suitable for one companies, but not for other.  
 
For example, Peerby and eBay both are online platforms with no offline 
activities. As such, almost all direct marketing and sales channels are 
mediated through various information systems.  
 
With an entire department directed at Marketing, we must assume that 
Peerby uses several online marketing and sale channels (Peerby, 2016). 
Generally online marketing includes paid ads, display ads, affiliate, 
newsletter, and social media marketing. Peerby could, for example, 
encourage the members to share requests on Facebook. Peerby can thus 
use the network of members to reach new customers. Word of mouth is 
still considered one of the most valuable ways of marketing (Osterwalder, 
2004). Peerby’s members can therefore recommend the service to others 
and thereby gain access to new markets. Furthermore, Peerby also gained 
lots of media attention. This form of advertisement is not only cheap, but 
it also has the potential to reach the mass. eBay likewise relay heavily on 
a variety of marketing and sales channels. Unlike Peerby, eBay also uses 
Google shopping to reach customers. All other marketing and sale 
channels mentioned above were also used by eBay.  
 
Although marketing and sale channels might be equally applied by both 
companies, some might be more important for one company then for the 
other. However, because there is no difference in the use of marketing 
and sales channels we cannot defines that temporary-usage have an 
impact on marketing and sales channels.  
 

4 Partner Network     
4.1 

  

  
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

Peerby believe in a sustainable way of consuming and share scares 
resources, they therefore cooperate with many local as well as global 
companies to achieve this. These companies are, however, mainly 
funding Peerby and might therefore not be considered key partners. On 
the other hand, as these companies are likely to create awareness for 
sustainable consumption, this could ad to a competitive advantage for 
Peerby. Peerby’s service is currently free of charge. However, to reduce 
uncertainty and risk from using Peerby, the company is currently 
partnering with Centraal Beheer Achmea to develop a warranty program 
to protect the lenders in case of damage or loss (Peerby, 2016b). With this 
new initiative can Peerby also make extra money, this however mean that 
they have to partner with financial partners to facilitate online payment of 
this service.  
 
Peerby recently launched Peerby GO, which is an extension of their 
service that includes delivery and pick up of items lend online. The 
service is currently only available in Amsterdam and currently does not 
include a specific partner. However, as Peerby expand to more cities this 
might be a process that could be outsourced to key partners. Because 
Peerby is a relatively young company, there is still much potential for 
future partnerships to be formed (Beardsley, 2015).  
 
eBay, on the other hand, have many years of experience and have already 
established relationship with a diverse partner network. These include, 
financial partners to facilitate electronic payment, delivery partners, and 
outsourcing partners. For example, eBey partner with different delivery 
partner in different countries. Shipping in the U.S. include three partners; 
The United States Postal Service (USPS), United Parcel Service (UPS), 
and FedEx (eBay , 2016e). Generally companies outsource business 
activities to partners, in order to save costs or to optimize processes. For 
example, eBay have outsourced its customer support activities to a 
partner company (eBay, 2016b).  
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5 Resources      

5.1 

  

Physical 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

Regardless of markets (temporary use or ownership exchange) all 
companies are depending on physical assets in terms of computers, 
equipment, office building etc. Different businesses require different 
resources to support value creation support value creation.  
 
Peerby’s operates the entire business from its central headquarter is in 
Amsterdam. eBay, on the other hand, have several offices around the 
world. Both operate online and therefore need computers and monitors to 
facilitate business processes and optimizations. As neither Peerby nor 
eBay own the products distributed through their platform, neither have 
any physical warehouses or stores.  

5.2 

  

Human 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

All companies also employ specific people to fulfill activities such as, 
Finance, HR, Marketing, CRM and IT are all department at all the 
example companies used in this analysis. Some of these departments 
might be divided into more distinct department (e.g. Marketing can 
further be divided into SEM, SEO, Affiliate etc).  
 
With a small team of only 20 employees, Peerby is considerable smaller 
then eBay who currently count 36.000 employees (Peerby, 2016c; eBay, 
2016g). However, both companies required human resources in terms of 
marketing and social media, IT and software development, operations and 
product management, data analysis, and Finance (LinkedIn, 2016; eBay, 
2016g). Never the less, as eBay operate in many countries around, human 
resources might also include country managers to handle country specific 
needs.  
 
Peerby might not own the knowledge in terms of longstanding business 
experience. However, the selection of human resources needed to handle 
the operation of the business fits to the requirement of the company.  
 

5.3 

  

Technological 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

As for all e-business companies, Peerby and eBay also highly depend on 
technological recourses.  For Peerby the key technological recourse is the 
software behind their request-based system. The software technology is 
built on an algorithm that includes location-based technology. The 
success and competitive advantage of Peerby is based on this request-
based system that focus on user rather then the owner. Once a user 
request an item, a push notification is send to nearby members based on 
the algorithm (Morrissey, 2015). 
 
Likewise, the key technological resource for eBay is their online 
marketplace platform that facilitates the transactions. The technology 
behind the platform was build by the founder Pierre Omidyar back in 
1995, but has been under development ever since. The system allows 
owner to list items for sale that users buy directly online. To secure and 
innovate the payment process, eBay purchased PayPal in 2002. Together, 
PayPal and eBay’s strong synergies benefit both businesses and 
consumers (eBay, 2016c). Technology resources play a key role for both 
Peerby and eBay. However, technological developments are build and 
managed internally to facilitate specific needs for each company. We can 
therefore not define that different key technological resources will impact 
is impacted by temporary-use.  
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6 Processes and activities     

   

  
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

The technology behind Peerby’s platform is an algorithm that connects 
item holders with users requesting a certain item. However, without the 
platform users could not request items and owners would not receive the 
information about requested items. Without the platform, or mobile 
application, there would be no business for Peerby. Furthermore, Peerby 
is currently testing different extensions options for the site (source). We 
can therefore assume that developers and website engineers continuously 
are improving the website and mobile application.  
 
Likewise, eBay’s website, eBay.com, is the platform through which all 
the transactions between owners and users are hosted. Without the 
platform there would be no business. The technology behind eBay’s 
listing and search functions is considered as being the heart of the 
business. eBay’s data analytics team collect data to understand how the 
technology c an be improved to make eBay better for our customers 
(eBay, 2016).  
 
These are just a few examples of how Peerby and eBay allocate key 
processes and activities. However, as the key processes for both 
companies are those activities surrounding the platform and mobile 
application we must assume that no profound difference exist between the 
companies. As such, temporary-usage does not impact processes and 
activities.  

7 Revenue      

7.1 

  

Pricing 
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

Because Peerby do not (yet) charge consumers for using their service or 
allow consumers to charge each other, we cannot determine the impact of 
temporary-usage on pricing.  

   

Revenue 
model  

Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

Peerby plans to include a fee for premium membership subscription and a 
rental fee for high-value items. Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, Peerby 
is working with Centraal Beheer Achmea to develop an insurance 
program. The insurance is optional for the lenders, but can be added for a 
small fee (Arets, 2015). At eBay every seller can list 20 items for free and 
eBay then charge a flat final value fee of 10% of the sale price. They also 
offer a monthly subscription option for “power sellers”. This option grant 
sellers with 150 to 2,500 free listings, and a lower insertion fee for sellers 
who go over their allotment. Power sellers are also charge a smaller fee, 
4-9% of the sale depending on the item’s category. All pricing at eBay is 
determined by the sellers (eBay, 2016d).  

8 Cost structure     

   

  
Peerby vs. 
eBay (both 
C2C) 

Household 
items No 

Key resources for both Peerby and eBay are the platform. Though the 
cost might vary, considering eBay is substantially larger and therefore 
might spend more, they are still allocated to the same resource. Likewise, 
the processes and activities for Peerby might also be different then eBay. 
However, as processes and activities are those surrounding the platforms 
for both companies we assume that they are not indifferent. Cost used by 
Peerby is much less then eBay when considering the size of the 
companies and the scope in which they are operating. Never the less, both 
Peerby and eBay are a service company, and thus the cost structure will 
therefore vary proportionally with the volume of service produced.  
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9.4. Extended analysis C2C market 

The table below summarizes the complete analysis of sharing economies impacts on business model 
components. In cases where the findings were equal across all industries and examples, especially 
in case of no impact, the analysis description will be summed.  
 

  
Component Sub-Component Industry Cases Impact Analysis 

1 Strategy        

1.1  
Mission and 
vision C2C vs B2C No 

   

Hospitality 
C2C vs 
B2B2C No 

   C2C vs B2C No 

   

Transportati
on C2C vs 

B2B2C No 

   C2C vs B2C No 

   
Financial 

  

   C2C vs B2C No 
     

Household 
items   

The mission and vision is generally unique for the company and not 
related to weather the company is providing C2C markets or B2C markets. 
For example, Airbnb's mission is to "help creating a world where you can 
belong anywhere and where people can live a place, instead of just 
travelling to it". The vision of Peerby is building around three pillars: 
social cohesion, sustainability, and social entrepreneurship. And Peerby’s 
mission statement - instant access to everything, everywhere, for everyone 
(Peerby, 2016a; Airbnb, 2016a) 

1.2   Scope 
C2C vs B2C No 

   

Hospitality 
C2C vs 
B2B2C No 

   
C2C vs B2C No 

   

Transportati
on C2C vs 

B2B2C No 

   
C2C vs B2C No 

   

Financial 
  

   
C2C vs B2C No 

     

Household 
items 

  

Airbnb currently operate in more then 191 countries around the world 
(Airbnb, 2016d). Hilton and Agoda likewise provide service to people all 
over the world. On the other hand, service companies like Peerby and Pley 
are more sensitive to density are therefore scope are often localized. There 
is therefore no difference in scope when comparing companies within the 
same industry. However, when looking across different industries there is 
a difference in the scope. The reason for lies in the nature of the 
companies. Whereas the companies in the Hospitality, Transportation and 
Financial industry mediate sharing of service, the Household item industry 
allows temporary access to tangible goods. We therefore can determine 
that the temporary access to goods is more scope sensitive then sharing of 
services. However, as the there was no difference between C2C, B2B and 
B2B2C we determine that C2C do not impact the sub-component scope. 

1.3 

 Differentiation 
C2C vs B2C No 

   

Hospitality 
C2C vs 
B2B2C No 

   
C2C vs B2C No 

   

Transportati
on C2C vs 

B2B2C No 

   
C2C vs B2C No 

   
Financial 

  

   
C2C vs B2C No 

     

Household 
items 

  

It is for all business' the same. A company, regardless of its industry, 
markets served, or whether they are C2C or B2C, all need to be unique and 
different then competitors. On one hand, the Sharing economy schemes 
are in it self a market that differentiate from traditional markets. However, 
also within each of the industry have companies found ways to distinguish 
themselves from    competitors. Before launching Peerby the founder Mr. 
Weddepohl analyzed the sharing economy companies in the same industry 
that had failed. “I knew I had to do it in a different way,” he was quoted in 
an article by The New York Times. Mr. Weddepohl reversed the business 
model to focus on the renter (user) rather than the supplier (owner). 
Instead of listing items people wanted to rent out, he focused on demand. 
Peerby is a good example of how a company have succeeded in a 
competitive market through differentiation (Morrissey, 2015).  

2 Value Proposition     

   
C2C vs B2C A little 

   

Hospitality 
C2C vs 
B2B2C A little 

   

Transportati
on C2C vs B2C A little 

The value proposition for C2C companies needs to be attractive for both 
the users and for the owners for the company to succeed (Huiskamp, 
2015).  
 
E.g. the value preposition for Airbnb’s users (guests) includes, affordable 
access to accommodation, unique experience, and easy processing. As for 
the owners (hosts); earning money from renting out accommodations, easy 
listing, and trusted community. The latter might even create value for both 
(Huiskamp, 2015). Furthermore, value for the owner can only be created 
by the presence of the user and vice versa. Hilton (B2C) employs a 
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 C2C vs 

B2B2C A little 

   
C2C vs B2C A little 

   

Financial 

  

   
C2C vs B2C A little 

     

Household 
items 

  

bundled value proposition that appeal across segments to business as well 
as leisure travelers (Hiltonworldwide, 2016a). However, value creation for 
business people will not reflect on whether value is created for the leisure 
traveler.   
 
On the other hand, the value preposition in the end is very unique for each 
company. As such, the difference not only very between markets, C2C or 
B2B, but also between industries and even companies. The value 
preposition is the reason a consumer chooses one company over another 
(Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010).  

3 Customer      
3.1 

 

C2C vs B2C Yes 

Airbnb (C2C) has to acquire both people who want to rent out their home 
(host) and people who want to rent the home (guest) from the host. The 
two are interdependent, without hosts there will be no accomodations for 
the guest to rent and without guests there will be no value (earnings) for 
the hosts. Hilton group (B2C) might have several target segment (e.g. 
business people and leisure) but the different target segments are not 
dependent on the others presence. Hilton can therefore create value for 
either segment without compromising the value creation for the other 
segments. 

  

Hospitality 

C2C vs 
B2B2C Yes 

Agoda.com likewise only segment customers. Since the hotel industry is 
an established community, these business partnerships can be gained 
through targeted (and cost-efficient) personal networks and therefore do 
not require two-sided market activities (agoda, 2016). 

  

C2C vs B2C Yes 

In order for Uber to be successful they have to acquire both driver as well 
as customers. As driver are not employed by Uber but working as 
independent contractors, value for the drivers (earning money) is only 
created if there is a substantial amount of passenger. Likewise, passengers 
will only use Ubers service if there are drivers to transport them. As such, 
one group cannot be present without the other.  
 
To begin with Uber only had a few drivers, but as demand increased Uber 
had to acquire more drivers to fulfill the need for cheaper, faster, and 
Flixbus (B2C) owns the buses that drive customers from A to B and the 
drivers are employed by Flixbus. The customer segment is therefore just 
the end consumer and not the drivers. When the demand increases Flixbus 
can buy more busses or find partners to subsidize routes too (Flixbus, 
2016).  

  

Transportati
on 

C2C vs 
B2B2C Yes 

A B2B2C platform like mytaxy is of course also dependent on both 
available taxis as well as paying customers. However, the taxis already 
were an established market element so these could be acquired through 
larger taxi-companies in bulks. As such, Mytaxi currently work together 
with 45,000 taxis around Europe. Mytaxi therefore only segment the end 
consumers, the passengers (mytaxi, 2016).  

  

Segment 

Financial C2C vs B2C Yes 

Before Zopa’s was launched in 2005 the founders did an extensive market 
research to find some of the things they though banks did badly and using 
these areas as an advantage to acquiring customers. They found that 
people wanted more transparency regarding what their money was being 
used for. At Zopa lenders can see exactly where their money goes and 
what they are being used for. As a startup Zopa’s proposition involved 
asking people, to trust that Zopa would lend out peoples money 
appropriately to other “strangers” and that the people would get it back. 
However, Zopa did not just need to acquire people who were willing to 
lend out money, they also needed borrowers. They did so by offering low 
and low rate loans and flexible repayment plans (Zopa, 2016a;2016c).  
 
DKB online bank (B2C) focuses on a variety of segments (e.g. Investors, 
saving account holder, lenders), they create money and liquidity out of a 
credit card transactions, savings deposits, and overdraft interest, which can 
then again can be lend out to borrowers (DKB, 2016c).  
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C2C vs B2C Yes 

Peerby (C2C) is depending on consumers willing to lend out items, as well 
as consumers willing to borrow them. When users request an item, Peerby 
send a push notification to members (owners) within the users 
neighborhood to notify them about a request. If there are no owners, the 
request cannot be fulfilled and value for user will not be created. On the 
other hand, if no one requests anything, value (wanting to share for the 
love of helping others) cannot be created for the owner. These customer 
groups are not only important for the success of Peerby. They are also 
mutually depending on the others presence in regards to value creation 
(Peerby, 2016). 
 
Pley (B2C) is lending out toy directly to customers. As they, themselves, 
own the toys shared they do not need a segment of customers that want to 
rent out toys. Likewise, does the supply side (e.g. toy companies or 
wholesalers) not depend on Plays demand side, in order to create value for 
the suppliers. Value for the suppliers are created in the link between Pley 
and the suppliers (Pley, 2016). 

   

Household 
items 

    
3.2 

  

C2C vs B2C Yes 

Airbnb facilitate a multitude of different relationships. Because the 
company targets two distinct customer groups, Airbnb also provide a two-
sided platform. However, as the company’s platform is build around self-
service or atomization as the main feature for listing and booking of 
accommodation, little or no direct relationship exist between Airbnb and 
its customers groups. Airbnb therefore provide clear guidelines and 
information on how to use the different services.  
 
On the other hand, Airbnb utilize communities to strengthen the 
relationship with the customer. As such, Airbnb host several communities 
and events online as well as offline. The Community Center is for example 
a place where hosts can connect with other hosts, share stories, ask for 
advice, or get updates from the Airbnb team. Social networks like Twitter, 
Facebook or Instagram are also facilitating relationship between the 
consumer groups. Other important features, is the relationship between 
consumer groups. An online messaging system (also possible via the 
mobile app) allows owners and users to get to know each other and answer 
any questions that either part should have. After transactions have taken 
place consumers can review and rate each other as host and guest.  
 
Hilton group likewise mainly use self-service and atomization for 
accommodation bookings. However, Hilton also provides around-the-
clock customer service. As such, many bookings come through phone 
calls, emails or even directly at a hotels reception as face-to-face 
encounters. As most companies today, Hilton is also using social media 
such as Facebook, Twitter and Instagram. Hilton therefore faces many 
distinct types of relationships which all call for different level of 
interaction and involvement (hiltonworldwide, 2016). 
  

  

Relationship 

Hospitality 

C2C vs 
B2B2C A little 

As accommodation bookings are self-service or automated, no direct 
relationship exists between Agoda and its customers on a daily basis. 
However, customer service agent and support teams assist customers 
around they clock. As Agoda representing more than 20 countries 
employees are recruited to support each market and respond to calls and 
email traffic in a native language. Agoda is also present on various online 
communities.  
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C2C vs B2C A little 

Both Uber and Flixbus use self-service and atomization for their 
transportation bookings and therefore do not require any direct 
relationship with customers. However, whereas Flixbus employ private 
bus companies to transport passengers, Uber’s drivers work as 
independent contractors. In order to become an Uber-driver one must sign-
up online and provide personal information such as driving experience, 
social security number, and car insurance. Uber then run a background 
check to make sure that are driver have no criminal history or any fatal 
accidents (IDWU, 2016). If a driver “pass” the background check Uber 
will send a “car requirement” request to the driver, who then send back 
information about the car. Once a driver has been approved to drive with 
Uber as an independent contractor, Uber will provide access to the “driver 
network” so they can get transportation requests from passengers. As such, 
an interactive relationship between drivers and Uber is only temporary.  
 
Other relationships exist through social media and communities, 
newsletter subscription and push notifications. However, this goes for both 
Uber and Flixbus. Flixbus, on the other hand, also have an around the 
clock service hotline. The hotline is, however, does not provide booking 
options (Flixbus, 2016).   
  

  

Transpor-
tation 

C2C vs 
B2B2C No 

Mytaxi only have to maintain the relationship to the users, as the owners 
are drivers from established partner taxi companies. However, as 
transportation requests are made automatically by connecting driver with 
passenger through the website or mobile application and no direct 
relationship exists with the customers. Drivers and passenger can, on the 
other hand, build relationships with is mediated through the application as 
well. Users and drivers can rate and review each other. Users can save a 
driver as “favorite driver” for direct future transportation request. There is 
furthermore an option for newsletter subscription (mytaxi, 2016).  

  

C2C vs B2C No 

With more then 500,000 members and a grow rate of 2,500 members a 
month (Zopa, 2016) Zopa has created a successful platform as a response 
to social trends and as a demand for new forms of relationship within the 
financial services. Lenders and borrowers can register an account online. 
Potential borrowers, will need an identity-check to check credit worthiness 
and assess risk, this is done by a third party. Lenders make an offer and 
determine amount, life, desired rating of the borrower and interest rate of 
the loan. Once the customers are registered and accepted, as either lender 
or borrower, the amount, which lenders decide to lend out, will be split 
among several interested borrowers in order to reduce risk. However, the 
process from registration, to acceptance, as well as mailing update 
regarding returns or outstanding is handled automatically and there is 
therefore no direct contact between Zopa and the customer groups. If 
customers have question to Zopa, they can call or write Zopas customer 
service. Unlike many other C2C companies is there no possibility for 
lenders and borrowers to communicate directly with one anther. However, 
Zopas online “community” allows customers to read blog post about Zopa, 
engage in discussions on Zopa’s discussion board, and to read about 
members experiences.  
 
Getting a loan from DKB also require that a user fill out an online 
application form. Once filled out and send to revision the bank will decide 
if the applicant is entitles to a loan. If accepted the amount of the loan is 
transferred to a bank account. The monthly mortgage payments will also 
be deducted from this bank account. As, DKB offers an interest rate that is 
independent from the creditworthiness is the interest rate of all borrowers 
is the same. DKB d not have any physical banks, the relationship with its 
customers is therefore mainly through electronic channels. However, like 
Zopa is there is also the possibility to call or email DKB’s service agents 
or join DKB’s online communities (DKB, 2016a).  

  

 

Financial 
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C2C vs B2C No 

Peerby also connect customers through their web based platform or 
Smartphone application. Lender and borrowers are required to register 
online or through the mobile application either with their Facebook 
account or by create a now account. The most important feature of the 
application is the location of the members. Once a member request an item 
Peerby will send a push notification to the member in the nearby location. 
The notification is based on an algorithm that include the location. As 
such, all request are handled automatically. Members who receive a 
request will get an option to click two button; those who have the product 
and want to lend it should press the “Green” button, otherwise “Red” 
button. If a member presses the Green button, Peerby connects owner and 
with user in a chat to exchange phone numbers or make an appointment. 
The customer-to-customer relationship is therefore mediated through 
Peerby, but is more interactive then Peerbys relationship to the customers 
groups. 
 
Play.com, on the other hand, also do not have direct contact with its 
customers. Customer create an account online and based on the customers 
selection of “toy themes” does an algorithm send the customers a package 
with toys. Once the customers are done playing with the toy, they send it 
back to Pley. As the processing from application to receiving the items 
(the toy) is atomized dos Pley not maintain a direct relationship to the 
customers. Consumers can join the online community and write 
testimonials and reviews about the toys and experience with Pley.  

   

Household 
items 

    
3.3   

C2C vs B2C No 

  

Hospitality 
C2C vs 
B2B2C No 

  
C2C vs B2C No 

  

Transpor-
tation 

C2C vs 
B2B2C No 

  
C2C vs B2C No 

  

Financial 

  
  

Marketing & 
Sales channels 

C2C vs B2C No 

     

Household 
items   

Airbnb is very aggressive with its online marketing and one can hardly 
avoid coming across over one of Airbnb ads. Hilton, on the other hand 
have been on the market much longer then Airbnb and therefore already 
have an extensive loyal customer base and a strong brand. Never the less, 
both Airbnb and Hilton use direct online an offline channels to reach 
customers. Likewise, both companies use indirect channels (partners) to 
reach customers. To mention a few examples; Airbnb depend on word-of-
mouth, the media coverage, and reviews and recommendation on 
TripAdvisor. Hilton group, get a lot of media attention (also because of the 
famous family members), booking sites, and airline companies (HHoners 
members can exchange airline miles or rail points into HHonors Points) 
 
How the company chose to channel or integrate channels depends entirely 
on the company. Likewise, the importance of a channel for one company 
may not be as important for another company. An extensive list of 
examples is provided in appendix. 

4 Partner Network     
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The network of partners and suppliers that surround a company is very 
specific for each company and does not depend on C2C markets versus 
B2B markets. Partners can ad to the strategic leverage of resources but 
they are selected and retained for the specific activities and companies. For 
example, Uber use an external partner to background check the drivers. So 
does Zopa, but for credit checks of borrowers. However, where Uber use 
the company Hirease, Zopa partner with the agency Equifax. On the other 
hand, all the examples used for this analysis use one common partner, 
namely Paypal (except Zopa, Peerby and Pley). This partner is key for safe 
and protected payment processing in several countries (PayPal, 2016).  
 
As such, partners are very distinct for each company, what might be a key 
partners for one company will not necessarily be a key partners for 
another. Key partnership should facilitate the business processes for a 
company and thereby lead to value creation for the customers.  
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Like all other companies, C2C companies are also depending on physical 
assets in terms of computers, equipment, office building etc. Different 
businesses require different resources to support value creation. For 
example, Airbnb operates from on central office in San Francisco, Agoda 
(B2B2C) on the other hand, have offices in Singapore, Bangkok, Kuala 
Lumpur, Tokyo, Sydney, Hong Kong, and Budapest (agoda, 2016a). 
However, neither Airbnb nor Agoda owns any of the accommodation 
rented out through their site. While Hilton Hotel Corporation only have 
one central headquarter in Beverly Hills, the hotel chain own hotels all 
over the world (hiltonworldwide, 2016a). This example shows that there is 
not only a difference between C2C, B2C and B2C, but also between B2C 
and B2B2C. Furthermore, Pley (B2C) is the only company (from the 
selected examples) that have a central warehouses. All the toys, owned by 
the company are stored in a warehouse in California. Besides the elements 
presented above, analyzed companies did not disclose any specific 
physical assets.  
 
As the examples show, companies might have different physical resources 
that support the business model. However, as these are company 
dependent we cannot assume a influence on C2C companies over B2B (or 
B2B2C) companies.  
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Regardless of markets (C2C, B2B or B2B2C) or industry all the 
companies share common human resources. For example, Finance, HR, 
Marketing, CRM and IT are all department at all the example companies 
used in this analysis. Some of these departments might be divided into 
more distinct department (e.g. Marketing can further be divided into SEM, 
SEO, Affiliate etc). However, some companies might face certain 
obstacles that require more specific know-how. Airbnb, Hilton, Agoda, 
and Uber for example, employ Country Managers to address country 
specific needs. As the smallest company in terms of employees (20 
employees), Peerby relay on people who each can handle multiple tasks 
and therefore possess a variety of skills. Elke Boezeman, for exmple, is 
not only Co-founder and CTO of Peerby, he also design, maintaining and 
create new infrastructure and platform development for Peerby (Peerby, 
2016c).  
 
As such, the companies in this analysis is not only dependent of different 
human know-how for different activities, human know-how are also 
depending on the location of where a company operate as well as the size 
of the company. We can therefore not define C2C companies as different 
in comparison to B2C or B2B2C companies, as therefore there is no 
impacts for C2C companies. 
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Technology is of course an important resource for C2C companies as they 
operate online and deliver service through online platforms or mobile 
applications. For example, Zopa functions as an intermediate matching 
people with money on an electronic C2C platform. Members register 
online, payments are transferred between members online, and even 
information about outstanding are mediated via mails. The online credit 
bank DKB, likewise only deal with customers through online channels. 
Users register for a loan online, DKB then perceives the request and if 
accepted they transfer the money directly to the customer’s bank account.  
 
Technology is therefore considered as a very important resource for both 
C2C as well as for B2B companies. Because all companies in this research 
are depending on online platforms and mobile technology in order to run a 
business we cannot say that C2C is different from B2B or B2B2C markets. 
We might even consider technology to be the key resource for all markets 
that facilitate a business purely though online channels. However, C2C 
does not have an impact on the resources component.  

6 Processes/activities     

   
Hospitality C2C vs B2C No 

As the service for C2C companies is delivered through online platforms 
and mobile application, C2C markets are primarily dominated by platform 
and network related key activities such as platform management, service 
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provision and platform promotion (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010).  
 
For example, the key resources for Zopa are defined as the platform. As 
such, key activities are dominated by platform and network related 
activities. The platform is build around a software system that facilitates 
the exchange between loaners and borrowers. The systems and the 
platform design is constantly being developed and improved to deliver the 
best possible service to the growing numbers of borrowers and lenders. 
Zopa therefore employs IT developers and data-analysts to ensure efficient 
deployment, monitoring, performance and functional testing to build a 
high performance, highly available system (Zopa, 2016). Other processes 
and activities to be considered for Zopa are in relation to customer 
acquisition and retention. Such activities could include CRM activities and 
marketing and sales activities. Never the less, the key processes and 
activities for Zopa are considered to be those actions that facilitate the 
platform.   
 
However, as all the examples selected for this research connect owners 
with users through online channels or mobile applications (Hilton, not 
exclusively) these companies key activities or processes might not differ. 
We can therefore not determine that there should be a difference between 
online C2C and B2B (and B2B2C) markets in regards to key processes. As 
such, there is no impact of C2C on processes.  

7 Revenue      
7.1 

 

Pricing 

C2C vs B2C Yes 

For Airbnb it is the owner (host) of the accommodation that decides on the 
price. Airbnb can influence pricing, but not decide on the pricing. The 
company provides tools to help owners defining the price, the tool look at 
travel trends and prices for similar places. However, what the owner 
charge is up to the owner himself, Pricing can therefore be said to be fixed. 
In comparison, Hilton define the prices through forecasting, price/business 
mix optimization, and demand generation. Because prices are based on 
market condition, Hiltons pricing model is dynamic.  Never the less, both 
companies provide the prices before a transaction prices are therefore pre-
defined for both companies.  

 

 

 

Hospitality 

C2C vs 
B2B2C Yes 

Agoda strive to have the most competitive prices. Prices are defined by the 
accommodation provider and based on factors such as occupation, 
competitions in the area, as well as prices of other hotels with the same 
standard in the region. An online travel agent systems (OTA) works as a 
management system that collect feeds every night from partners (Hotels 
and other accommodation. Newer the less, like Airbnb, Agoda do not 
determine the prices online. They simply add a commission percentage to 
the price defined by the hotels (Agoda.com, 2016). As such, Agoda use a 
dynamic pricing approach based on the Hotels (owners) initial pricing. 
However, the prices are given before a transaction takes place. 

 

 

 

C2C vs B2C Yes 

Uber provide the price of the ride. The price is calculated based on, type of 
vehicle requested (e.g. a larger group of people would need a more 
spacious cars), the distance (e.g. price/km), and number of vehicles in the 
passenger’s neighborhood. Uber calls this dynamic pricing. However, the 
price of the service is first calculated after the service has occurred (Uber, 
2016b). Flixbus, on the other hand, provide the prices for each ride online 
and before the transaction has occurred. These prices are, however, 
defined depending on the consumer’s requests in terms of time and date, 
season, amount of tickets still available or departure location destination. 
As such, Flixbus also employ a dynamic pricing strategy (Flixbus, 2016).  
 

 

 

 

Transpor-
tation 

C2C vs 
B2B2C Yes 

Prices for mytaxi’s service are defined based on dynamic pricing in terms 
of price/km and size of vehicle. However, as mytaxi do not own the taxis, 
the prices can also be subject to where in the country (or which country) a 
consumer use the service. The taxi company in each country defines the 
“price per kilometer”, and extra charge for larger vehicles. Mytaxi 
therefore do not provide the pricing and the payment only occur after the 
service is provided (mytaxi, 2016)  
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Both Zopa and DKB it is the company who define the pricing. The prices 
the customers must pay to the companies are based on fixed interest 
payment rates. The payment is due monthly and until the loan is repaid. 
However, the lender must also pay a 1% yearly fee to Zopa (Zopa, 2016a). 
The interest payment might be adjusted according to the amount a lender 
is willing to lend out, but the prices are fixed and known in advance before 
any transactions are made. Whereas DKB only set prices for one consumer 
segment, then borrowers, Zopa also charge a fee to the people lending out 
money.  
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platform for people to connect and it is then up to the owner and user to 
decide how the transaction should be defined. Peerby promote that 
transaction should be for free, because they expect that people help out 
other people because they want to and not because people can earn some 
extra cash. Play, on the other hand, have themselves defined clear fixed 
prices on their website. On payments are due before the transacting (the 
toy is send) takes place. 
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The type of revenue model a company may use depends in large parts on a 
company’s specific pricing strategy. Some companies charge a 
subscription fee for continues access to the service or goods and some 
charge a fee for every transaction made through the platforms. Other 
platforms make money from banner or display placement, which is 
advertised on the online platform.  
 
However, the companies in the C2C market have to identify two different 
pricing models, one for each consumer group. Specific pricing models 
depend in large parts on the revenue model a company chooses. The 
revenue model for Airbnb is the transaction fee a host must pay, but the 
users do not pay anything. Zopa’s revenue model is based on fees the 
company charges from both lenders and borrowers Lenders pay an annual 
administration fee of 1% on the amount they lend to the borrowers. 
Borrowers have to pay a so-called borrowing fee to Zopa (Zopa, 2016). 
Because Airbnb and Zopa are two-sided markets, each customer segments 
also produces different revenue. The free offers or reduced prices for one 
customer segment is therefore subsidized by the revenue from the other 
segment (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).  
 
In comparison, DKB (B2C) earns money from lender in terms of interests 
pay monthly and until the loan mature. As it is the bank that lend out the 
money they cannot charge any fees to themselves. However they do earn 
money from other activates which can then be used for loans. These are 
earned from its customer base based on three areas, credit card 
transactions, savings deposits, and overdraft Interest (Deutscheskonto.org, 
2015). 
 
Because C2C are two-sided markets, each customer segments also 
produces different revenue. The free offers or reduced prices for one 
customer segment is therefore subsidized by the revenue from the other 
segment (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).  

8 Cost structure     

   C2C vs B2C No 

   
Hospitality C2C vs 

B2B2C No 

   C2C vs B2C No 

   

Transpor-
tation C2C vs 

B2B2C No 

   C2C vs B2C No 
   

Financial 
  

   C2C vs B2C No 
      

Household 
items   

For example, the cost structure for Uber (C2C) includes those cost 
incurred in maintaining the platform, the processes and activities related to 
the platform, general administration costs and marketing and sales cost. 
Mytaxi (B2B2C) likewise allocate cost related to resources and processes 
and activities. These costs might vary between different companies as 
costs incurred and spend for larger companies also generally are higher 
(mytaxi, 2016).  
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9.5. Marketing channels – C2C markets 

The table below is examples of marketing and sales channels found from studying the vacancies at 
the respective companies home pages.  
 

 Direct Indirect 
Airbnb - SEM 

- SEO 
- Social media (e.g. Facebook, 

communities etc) 
- Newsletter 
 

- Affiliate 
- Partners (e.g. Tripadvisor) 
- Word-of-mouth 
- Media 
- Reviews and rating by customers 

Hilton - SEM 
- SEO 
- Social media (e.g. Facebook, 

communities etc) 
- Newsletter 
- Customer service 

- Affiliate 
- Partners (e.g. Airline companies) 
- Word-of-mouth 
- Media 
- Reviews and rating by customers 

Agoda - SEM 
- SEO 
- Social media (e.g. Facebook, 

communities etc) 
- Newsletter 

- Affiliate 
- Word-of-mouth 
- Media 
- Reviews and rating by customers 

Uber - SEM 
- SEO 
- Social media (e.g. Facebook, 

communities etc) 
- Newsletter 
- Push notification (Mobile app) 

- Affiliate 
- Word-of-mouth 
- Media 
- Reviews and rating by customers 

Flixbus - SEM 
- SEO 
- Social media (e.g. Facebook, 

communities etc) 
- Newsletter 
- Customer service 

- Affiliate 
- Word-of-mouth 
- Media 
- Reviews and rating by customers 

mytaxi - SEM 
- SEO 
- Social media (e.g. Facebook, 

communities etc) 
- Newsletter 
 

- Affiliate 
- Word-of-mouth 
- Media 
- Reviews and rating by customers 


