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ABSTRACT 

The hospitality industry is continuously evolving as a result of technological advances and 

changing social trends, causing the competitive landscape which they operate within to be 

highly competitive. Further, a range of accommodation platforms has disrupted the industry 

and changed the rules of the market by leveraging digital ecosystems. This study therefore 

describes how emerging experience-based and tech-driven hotels implement innovative 

approaches to remain competitive against accommodation platforms, as well as explore the 

extent of their implementation of ecosystem strategies and the value which they might derive 

from them. 

For this study, secondary data has been collected on a peer-to-peer accommodation platform, 

while primary data was accumulated from observations as well as in-depth semi-structured 

interviews with managers at 2 experiential hotels in Copenhagen, with different levels of 

control over operations. 

The analysis shows that the experiential hotels in this research are implementing innovative 

organizational structures as well as altering the traditional hotel product by focusing on their 

target customers actual preferences and eliminating everything else from the hotels, thereby 

obtaining lower variable costs and more competitive prices. Furthermore, using different 

strategies, the hotels are aiming to implement an ecosystem approach to some extent, 

though they are not succeeding yet. 

The study concludes that the experiential hotels are superior to the accommodation 

platforms in some respects, such as service and the social and experiential aspect. Moreover, 

the experiential hotels can increase the value for their guests by learning from the platform 

market and improving their ecosystem approach. If employed successfully, an ecosystem will 

contribute to the customer value, and thereby possibly provide the hotel with a bigger market 

share and generate a stronger competitive position against disrupting accommodation 

platforms.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The hotel industry is known for its seasonality and customer heterogeneity, which are factors 

that make continuous development critical to survive and be able to compete on price, 

product and services while straining to mirror the constantly shifting trends and values of the 

society (Li & Srinivasan, 2019). Over the last decades, the industry has experienced an 

incremental change among its value creation, offerings, and delivery. These have been 

strongly influenced by the contemporary theory named experience economy (Pine & Gilmore, 

1998) the socioeconomic phenomenon sharing economy (Barrett, Davidson, Prabhu, & Vargo, 

2015), as well as innovative technological movements and the rise of disruptive platforms 

(Richard & Cleveland, 2016; Cennamo, 2019). One of the established peer-to-peer 

accommodation platforms is Airbnb (Gutiérrez, García-Palomares, Romanillos, & Salas-

Olmedo, 2017), which has surpassed the greatest hotel firms in size, market share and value 

(Jian, Law & Li, 2020). 

Due to the increase of market complexities and the evolution of Information and 

Communication Technologies (ICTs), the industry has been affected by the emergence of new 

structural economic relationships known as ecosystems (Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer, 

2018; Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012), altering the ways in which value 

is captured and created. Hence, modifying the competitive landscape. One of the promising 

sources of value in this new scenario is data and big data. It is emerging as a corporate 

standard, with a focus on the results it provides and the possibilities it can enable (Bean, 2016; 

Varian, 2014; Hagiu & Wright, 2020). Conventional firms, suppliers, and the rest of 

stakeholders now co-live, collaborate and compete with digital-born disruptive platforms. 

Platforms are businesses that enable value-creating interactions between producers and 

consumers through digital infrastructures (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). These 

have disrupted industries in which information asymmetries were severe, knowledge of the 

market was fragmented, and customers’ research costs were high (Cennamo et al., working 

paper), one of them being the hotel market. 
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Since the platform establishment, literature has strongly directed its exercise to understand 

competition between digital-born firms (Rochet & Tirole, 2003; Cennamo & Santalo, 2013). 

In the lodging industry however, authors have had a strong focus on the impacts of the 

disruptive platform in hotel’s performance (Zervas, Proserpio, & Byers, 2017; Dogru, Mody, 

& Suess, 2018; Dogru et al., 2020), especially budget and three-to-four-star hotels enduring 

lower prices or the declining of occupancy rates, among others. Nevertheless, just a few 

authors have explored the opportunities hotels might encounter when competing in the 

current socio-economic landscape, yet from a revenue increasing approach only (Chang & 

Sokol, 2020); (Forgacs & Dimanche, 2016). 

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This paper contributes to the existing, yet limited literature regarding current competitive 

sceneries in the hotel market, embracing an experience-economy approach. For that, the 

paper attempts to explore the following research question: 

How can innovative experienced-based hotel concepts remain competitive in a leading 

platform landscape?  

Additionally, it attempts to scrutinize the potential adaptation of platform strategies in these 

newer hotel models. Hence, two sub-questions are formulated:  

To what extent are hoteliers adapting ecosystem platform strategies? 

What is the potential value derived from them?  

Consequently, the study adds to the overall hospitality literature and provides implications 

for practitioners in several ways: (a) developing a thorough understanding of the experiential 

approaches hoteliers are adopting in response to the entry of platform disruptors like Airbnb 

and shifting social trends, (b) studying whether practitioners with a state-of-the-art offering 

in the lodging industry adopt ecosystem-based strategies to cope with the disruption, (c) 

delivering possible competitive value creating and network solutions for practitioners, and 

(d)  examining the potential value addition such strategies might generate for the incumbent 

hotels. 
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1.3 STRUCTURE OF THE PAPER 
 

This report is divided in seven sections. Firstly, a presentation of the relevant theoretical 

background, like hospitality development and platform market. Secondly, the display of the 

methodological practices and data collection methods selected, being in this case two semi-

structured interviews for primary data, and previous research and observations for secondary 

data. Thirdly, the paper uses Cennamo’s (2019) comparative competitive model between 

traditional markets and digital markets to display findings. For the traditional market sample, 

two experienced-based and high-tech driven hotels in Copenhagen named CitizenM and 

Moxy Hotels were selected. Even though these hotels compete in the same market segment, 

their structures differ, the first is an independent brand managed by private owners, whereas 

the second is a franchise of the global hotel conglomerate Marriott. For the digital market 

sample, the worldwide platform Airbnb was chosen due to its size, omnipresence, and impact 

in the hotel industry. In addition, the data gathered was analyzed using the comparative 

model created by Cennamo (2019), in which some insights from the data collected were 

extracted. And lastly, a critical reflection, discussion and conclusion of the research was 

depleted, where insights, potential solutions for practitioners and limitations of the paper 

were displayed. 

2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

In this chapter, relevant theories related to competition, value creation, platform markets 

and dynamics, as well as social concepts are exhibited. 

2.1 FROM A GOODS DOMINANT LOGIC TO A SERVICE DOMINANT LOGIC 
 

Throughout the past decades, researchers have studied the transition in the notion of 

economic exchanges and value creation logics, from a goods-dominant logic (GDL) to a 

service-dominant logic (SDL). GDL focuses on the separation of the production of goods from 

the customers to gain control and optimize the management of tangible results of economic 

processes. According to this logic, value is created at each stage or process of the linear value 

chain. SDL, however, focuses on the processes of providing a service rather than on the 

outcome seen as a product or offering that is exchanged between the company and the 
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customer. Furthermore, customers are considered active co-creators of value, and firms are 

merely value facilitators that provide resources and processes for such customers to use, 

providing them with valuable offerings (Vargo & Lusch, 2004a, 2004b, 2016; Grönroos & 

Voima, 2013). 

This shift has not only implied modifications in relevant aspects known in the GDL setting, but 

also has added newer concepts that were not acknowledged previously: Firstly, SDL changes 

the focus of economic exchanges from creating value in a specific firm to a wider network of 

social and economic actors. Hence, the focus is now network centric. Additionally, this model 

states that tangible goods are not the only product that is exchanged between the actors, as 

associated or unattached intangible offerings, in which the magnitude of information volumes 

are high, are also part of that exchange. Therefore, SDL emphasizes an information-centric 

focus. Subsequently, SDL makes clear the change in the outcome of economic exchanges; 

from features and characteristics of the goods exchanged, to the value that is co-created 

between social and economic actors that combine resources in the business network during 

the use of those goods. For that reason, SDL focuses on a value-centric perspective. Thus, it 

is critical for the model that value is determined by the quality of a value-in-use experience 

and not just by the quality of goods, understood as the value-in-exchange (Lusch & Nambisan, 

2015; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Grönroos & Ravald, 2011; Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 

2008). 

2.1.1 Value creation and co-creation evolution 

The process of value creation and co-creation has shifted over the years. Previously, literature 

and companies focused on value-in-exchange, specifically through the endorsement of the 

classic work of Smith (1776) and the development of economic science (Vargo, Akaka, & 

Vaughan, 2017). The endorsement and emphasis on the creation and measurement of value-

in-exchange led to excess in production and the industrial revolution (Smith, 1776). 

Consequently, such efforts grounded the foundation of commercial disciplines and shaped 

the development of different branches of knowledge in the business field (Vargo, Maglio, & 

Akaka, 2008). These days, some of the business disciplines continue to focus on value-in-

exchange as their dominant logic when classifying and measuring value. However, some 

others such as marketing studies, have also considered other concepts related to value-in-use 

like customer satisfaction (Oliver, 1996) or experiences (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 
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These are customer-centric views that are analogous to value-in-use studies as they are based 

on the estimation of value through interactions between companies and the clientele, or the 

customer’s usage of a particular offerings (Vargo, Akaka, & Vaughan, 2017). 

Nonetheless, literature acknowledged the unbalanced points when focusing only on the 

studies of value creation between firm and clientele, as it narrowed the comprehension of 

how the value is created (Vargo, Akaka, & Vaughan, 2017). Newer studies with references to 

value co-creation suggested that the process of creating value can be a collective action 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004), that is compelled by the combination and trade of assets 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2004a). Thus, value is not generated by single resources or customers a firm 

might have. It is then created through the combination of actions and capabilities (Vargo, 

Akaka, & Vaughan, 2017). This newer version of value formulation is aligned with previous 

research that stated the existence of value networks (Normann & Ramírez, 1993), yet it 

extends its breadth and amplifies its meanings. When considering this innovative perception, 

it is necessary to reexamine the connotation of value and adopt a holistic viewpoint that takes 

into account both value-in-exchange and value-in-use (Vargo, Akaka, & Vaughan, 2017). 

2.1.2 Service Dominant Logic & Service Ecosystems 

As previously mentioned, some branches of knowledge are adopting a systemic view in regard 

to the different types of value creation (Vargo, Akaka, & Vaughan, 2017). They adopt the SDL, 

which emphasizes on the relevance of the context in which the value is used by the actors to 

understand the value creation processes (Akaka, Vargo, & Lusch, 2013; Vargo, Maglio, & 

Akaka, 2008). The logic is based on the idea that services, understood as the application of 

one’s resources to benefit other actors, are the base of exchange. Also, on the idea that value 

is co-created. These ideas have been developed into a framework named the service 

ecosystem (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 

A service ecosystem is a proportionally “self-contained, self-adjusting system of resource-

integrating actors connected by shared institutional arrangements and mutual value creation 

through service exchange” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 11). In service ecosystems, value emerges 

through the interaction and application of resources among actors and their exchanges 

(Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). Under the SDL scope, this concept is extended as cultural 
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and social contexts within which the value is formed are included too (Akaka, Vargo, & Schau, 

2015). 

2.1.2.1 Attributes of value under the Service Ecosystem framework 

 

Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan (2017) elaborated a framework that encompasses the nature of 

value in service ecosystems. The authors concluded that the framework expands the 

approach to value beyond a firm-focused or customer-focused view, as it considers manifold 

actors in the process of value creation and thus, states that the measurement of value 

diverges all through the ecosystem (Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017).  Figure 1 encloses the 

characteristics of the concept, which are further explained and linked to the mentioned 

research are further explained and linked to the mentioned research below. 

 

Figure 1. Characteristics of value 

Value is… Description of attribute 

Phenomenological 

It is perceived empirically and differently by 

different actors, depending on the context in 

the service ecosystem 

Co-created 

It is created during the exchange of 

resources between the actors (e.g., 

companies, customers, suppliers, 

government, third-party actors, etc.) 

Multidimensional 
It is created considering individual, cultural, 

technological, and social segments 

Emergent 

Value is created through the existence of 

relationships between actors and the 

system. It cannot be created ex-ante 

 (Based on: Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). 
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2.1.2.1.1 Phenomenological 

 

This is considered as the foundation of the SDL, as in this framework “value is always uniquely 

and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary’ since value is considered as 

“idiosyncratic, experiential and meaning laden” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008, p. 7). This statement 

embeds the experiential aspect (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004), but also the context in which 

the experience occurs (Akaka, Vargo, & Schau, 2015) going beyond the firm-customer 

consideration. Therefore, each actor perceives value differently, depending on time and 

situation (Vargo, Maglio & Akaka, 2008). Hence, the standardization of measuring value is 

impractical due to the numerous perspectives and variations (Akaka, Vargo & Lusch, 2013). 

2.1.2.1.2 Co-created 

 

Since creating value does not occur through segregated resources, but when actors enhance 

their benefits through exchanges, it is said that value is always co-created (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004a; 2004b). SDL emphasizes the positive aspect of value creation. Nevertheless, the 

phenomenological attribute of value intrinsically stressed the option of negative outcomes 

derived from social exchanges (Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). This notion is known as value 

co-destruction (Plé & Chumpitax Cáceres, 2010). 

2.1.2.1.3 Multidimensional 

 

This attribute directs to the idea that value is a multifaceted construct, derived from the 

exchanges between diverse actors and junction of different institutions (Vargo & Lusch, 

2016). On top of that, the continuous change in perceptions of value, and its social and 

contextual perspectives stress the mentioned characteristic (Akaka, Vargo & Lusch, 2013; 

Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). This attribute supports the idea of considering both value-

in-use and value-in-exchange aspects in a service ecosystem, because the social, contextual, 

and cultural backgrounds of value formulation can shape the usage of information or any 

resource, and thus its virtue when exchanging it (Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). Regarding 

a contextual background, it is said that this stresses attention to the network or ecosystem 

within which the value is formulated (Chandler & Vargo, 2011). Therefore, this illustrates that 

the concept is also impacted by the stability of the social structure such as markets, in which 

value creation is enabled (Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). 
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2.1.2.1.4 Emergent 

 

Through the continuous exchange of resources and difficult interactions, value is co-created 

and co-destroyed regularly. Therefore, it is a construct that is emergent as it arises in a specific 

temporal and contextual situation (Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017; Plé & Chumpitax Cáceres, 

2010). This particular attribute is said to be crucial for service ecosystems, as in these 

structures not only the diversified actors that form the ecosystem foster the emergent 

attribute. Inversely, the union and collusion of the exchanges among the actors cannot simply 

be comprehended without the emergent aspect (Georgiou, 2003). 

2.2 THE EXPERIENCE ECONOMY 

According to Pine and Gilmore (1998), another important change that researchers have 

studied is the transition in the notion of economic exchanges and value creation logics, which 

have gone through the earlier phases of commodities, goods, and services. The shift in value 

creation understanding has led to what Pine and Gilmore (1998) described as another stage 

in the economical progression, the experience economy. In this phase, value is created 

through experiences, and it is therefore considered crucial for companies to offer the 

experiences that their customers desire to the extent that it is possible (Mehmetogly & Engen, 

2011), making the concept especially relevant in the service and hospitality sector, as almost 

anything there “can be leveraged to stage a more compelling experience” (Gilmore & Pine, 

2002, p. 88). 

2.2.1 The experience economy model 

 

In Pine and Gilmore’s (1998) theory on experience economy, they identify four dimensions: 

entertainment, education, escapism, and aesthetic. These dimensions are placed on two axes, 

one determining the level of participation and the other indicating the level of absorption or 

immersion (Mody, Suess, & Lehto, 2017). 

2.2.1.1 Passive dimensions 

 

The first dimension, entertainment, is the passive absorption of the experience, without 

having any direct affect on what is happening, such as concerts, cinema etc. (Mehmetogly & 

Engen, 2011). Aesthetics is a passive dimension as well, but it invites a greater amount of 
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immersion in what is seen and experienced, as it refers to the consumer’s interpretation of 

their surroundings, such as in a museum or art gallery (Mody, Suess, & Lehto, 2017). 

2.2.1.2 Active dimensions 

A dimension that demands a more active participation is education, where the customer 

engages actively while absorbing the content they are presented with, appealing to their 

curiosity and desire to learn something new, such as local cooking class or diving school 

(Mody, Suess, & Lehto, 2017). Escapism is the final dimension, where the customer both 

participate actively while also immersing in what is happening (Mehmetogly & Engen, 2011), 

thereby taking distance to their daily routines and lives and fully involve themselves in 

different activities (Mody, Suess, & Lehto, 2017). 

2.2.2 Co-creating experiences 

 

It has been seen that there has been a shift in value co-creation processes, from macro 

processes (structural) to micro foundations (operational) (Storbacka et al., 2016). When 

speaking about co-creation at micro level, it refers to the operational and daily exchange 

processes of incumbents (firms and individuals) that are part of a service ecosystem (Perks et 

al., 2012). In such ecosystem, customers are empowered to co-create experiences and benefit 

from value offerings (Buhalis, 2000). When introducing ICTs, it is perceived that these change 

the environment of social interaction and assist in promoting an evolution of co-creation 

ecosystems (Buhalis, Harwood, Bogicevic, Viglia, Beldona & Hofacker, 2019). 

In both the SDL and experience economy, customers are considered active co-creators of 

value, and firms are merely value facilitators that provide resources and processes for such 

customers to use, providing them with valuable offerings (Vargo & Lusch, 2004a, 2004b, 2008, 

2016; Grönroos & Voima, 2013). When the consumer actively participates in co-creation of 

the experience, Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2003) argue that this is what provides the real value 

for both the consumer and the company. They further explain that when the environment 

the business provides as the experience setting is adequately compelling, the consumers will 

start acting independently, and thereby directly contribute to the co-creation of the 

individual’s experiences (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Among many other scholars, 

Prebensen and Foss (2 011) supports this theory and add that when the business processes 
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and environment is designed to allow the consumer to shape their individual experiences in 

accordance with their idiosyncratic interests and desires, the general customer satisfaction 

will increase, providing more value to both the consumer and the company alike. 

2.3 DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION 

The establishment of digital technologies has enabled a transformation in the companies’ 

boundaries, structures, roles, relationships, and business processes. Digital transformation is 

not only a technological development. It rather affects firms as a whole; from redefining 

strategies, adopting distinctive innovative processes, or setting governance mechanisms. 

These changes led to newer manners companies organize their value chains and strategic 

relationships, increasingly happening in digital ecosystems and marketplaces (Cennamo, 

Dagnino, Di Minin, & Lanzolla, 2020). 

2.3.1 Data as a competitive advantage 

 

These days, all users’ movements are monitored due to them being computer mediated. For 

that reason, companies are able to collect and analyze data and big data, offer customized 

offerings, develop innovative contractual relationships and hence, new business models, as 

well as organize continuous experiments that might help them estimate demands and causal 

responses from parties involved in the exchange. Due to these characteristics, it is said that 

data has become a powerful resource able to make a difference to business economic 

performance (Varian, Beyond Big Data, 2014). 

Big data is often distinguished from data. The former is considered as “datasets that are quite 

large, taxing capacities of main memory, local disk, and even remote disk” (Cox & Ellsworth, 

p.1). The latter, however, refers to the same meaning but varies in volume and velocity 

(McAfee & Brynjolfsson, 2012). 

2.3.1.1 Requisites for companies to derive value from data and big data 

 

Practitioners and investors believe that using big amounts of historical customer or sales data 

does automatically provide them with an indomitable competitive advantage. However, 

literature has discussed that they do not guarantee strong barriers against competitors or 
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bring competitive edge immediately (Hagiu & Wright, 2020; Bean, 2016; Lambrecht & Tucker, 

2015). 

Experts, though, can extract value from data and big data when they meet three 

prerequisites. Firstly, when they identify and develop correct metrics that will help them 

make better decisions based on data analytics (McAfee & Brynjolfsson, 2012; Bean, 2016). 

Research however, states that companies generally are immature in terms of data 

measurement processes, which generates them inefficiencies and higher costs at early stages. 

Nevertheless, firms learn to use the right metrics through experimentation. Thus, those costs 

are expected to be reduced and efficiencies on the contrary, are projected to grow in time 

(Bean, 2016). 

Secondly, research mentioned that data and big data are not expected to disrupt established 

business by itself. Due to their immaturity, these tools remain used for back-office operations, 

reducing operational costs. Companies then, are called for making investments on data 

analytics in order to explore the capabilities the tools can deliver (Bean, 2016). Once then, 

firms will be able to comprehend changing customer demands and make improvements in 

their product and service offerings (Lambrecht & Tucker, 2015). 

Lastly, literature states that companies should be prepared for cultural and operational 

changes when aiming for using data and big data. This is due to the emergence of new 

strategic roles that alter established business approaches (Bean, 2016). Companies then 

should attract skilled employees that can transform data into a competitive advantage 

(Lambrecht & Tucker, 2015). That goes in hand with previous work made by Porter & Millar 

(1985) in which the authors state that technologies can confer competitive edge, but that 

data is not enough for the company to become successful as firms are in need to establish 

complementary managerial capabilities. 

Overall, authors agree that companies might encounter people-related problems, instead of 

technological issues when attempting to use data and big data as a driver for competitive 

advantage. And thus, changes in the company culture, prioritizing data investments and 

selecting appropriate measurements are necessary to leverage the usage of these tools 

(Bean, 2016; McAfee & Brynjolfsson, 2012). 
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2.3.2 New business opportunities 

Generally, companies now leverage data-driven processes. They focus on monitoring and 

optimizing internal processes, adapting them to the consecutive changes of the technology. 

This approach, however, has limits for value co-creation practices with the rest of the firms 

and thus, increases market competitiveness since the use of data can help enhance a firm’s 

performance and engage with customers, compared to other competitors (Cennamo, 

Dagnino, Di Minin, & Lanzolla, 2020). Furthermore, firms opt for leveraging ecosystems where 

they collaborate with other businesses, establishing protocols of sharing resources, creating 

collective outcomes with the end goal of providing enhanced value offerings to customers 

(Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

Collaborations also create interdependencies across companies that form the ecosystem. 

However, digital technologies allow at the same time for firms to grow autonomy and 

flexibility. Due to the increasing implementation of this approach, firms have rewired their 

strategies to value co-generation activities. In turn, their organizational boundaries have been 

affected, as some processes can be linked to ones from other firms, or incumbents can 

develop integrated solutions too. Lastly, they tend to leverage platform marketplaces. These 

are altering the way value is created and shared to final customers; hence, the way firms 

compete in the market. Value has shifted from stand-alone products to platform systems, and 

market boundaries are no longer relevant when defining competition (Cennamo, Dagnino, Di 

Minin, & Lanzolla, 2020). 

2.3.3 New market structures: Ecosystems 

Customer’s demands are becoming more complex, requiring integrated solutions instead of 

standardized products or services. Companies these days are not able to satisfy such demands 

by drawing on the resources and capabilities of just a couple of specialist departments. In 

many markets, relevant knowledge and resources are plenty, yet they are usually spread 

among players around the globe. The increase of demand complexities, today’s market 

volatilities and the speedy changes need structures in which activities and interactions 

between players are made fast and enable flexibility (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

In today’s landscape, companies deliver their offerings by bringing together specialized 

capabilities scattered in other firms throughout the world. The substantial decline of ICT costs 
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has allowed firms to coordinate the diffused capabilities and knowledge effectively and 

economically. Furthermore, the essential is achieving economies of scale and scope (Panzar 

& Willig, 1981). These changes mean that ecosystems are likely to play a decisive role in the 

architecture of future competitive advantages (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

The idea that a firm’s success somewhat relies on the favourable results of the rest of partners 

is not state-of-the-art in business management (Dyer & Singh, 1998). From the 19th century, 

the pursuit of obtaining economies of scale was at the heart of any business. Accordingly, 

hierarchical, and integrated organizational structures emerged (Chandler, 1962). The 

standardization of processes stood up for hierarchical firms instead of networks of 

individualized firms because of the increasing demands of rising volumes of those 

standardized products and services (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

The newer structures needed are difficult to be found in vertically integrated firms. Firms have 

been enclosed in markets composed of participants who respond to price and volume signals, 

and usually lack coordination capabilities and mechanisms. Those markets have 

conventionally failed when companies provided products or services dependent on 

exchanges of knowledge. Therefore, firms have generally worked so far with exchanges of 

standardized services and products, as well as particular commodities (Williamson & De 

Meyer, 2012). Despite market failures, traditional organizational firms deliver benefits of 

being lowering transaction costs or reducing risks and volatilities through explicit control, 

among others (Hsieh, Lazzarini, Nickerson, & Laurini, 2010; Cacciatori & Jacobides, 2005). 

A latent possibility to amend market failures and overcome today’s challenges is by opting for 

a business ecosystem structure. It is a network of companies and individuals that influence 

each other, co-evolve their own capabilities and roles, and finally align their investing 

strategies to create additional value for customers, as well as increasing efficiencies (Moore, 

1993). Due to the speedy changes in the competitive landscapes, this structure could 

potentially be superior to traditional integrated organizations or streamlined supply networks 

based on principal-agent relationships (Petersen, 1993). Ecosystems could entitle activities, 

assets, and resources to be reconfigured continuously in order to respond to changes. It can 

also help with delivering complex offerings to customers due to leveraging expert partners. 
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Finally, ecosystems can trigger innovative cycles and improve customer service (Williamson 

& De Meyer, 2012). 

2.3.3.1 A lead firm 

These networks tend to be self-organized, yet in most of them a lead firm is found. The lead 

firm acts as a stimulator and organizer of the business ecosystems, sometimes due to its larger 

size or being a vast resource provider, yet the case should not be necessary. By being the lead 

firm, it intensifies its own competitive supremacy and the capacity to capture value. Examples 

of successful ecosystem orchestrators are SAP, Apple, Airbnb or Google; firms that have 

gained benefits by vigorously forging business ecosystems around them that in turn, have 

potentiated their growth and increased results (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Adner, 2006). 

2.3.3.2 Strengths and weaknesses of ecosystem strategies 

Ecosystem’s award compelling advantages to firms in a suitable context. It is likely to occur in 

competitive landscapes with sophisticated customer demands and integrated solutions, 

where the know-how is a critical resource and gravitates amidst varied organizations. 

Moreover, it is materialized when a need to deal with significant unpredictability calls for 

resilience in how value is generated.  It is relevant to mention that newer technologies 

facilitate larger advantages in ecosystems, compared to traditional hierarchies (Williamson & 

De Meyer, 2012). Some of the advantages are described in the following lines. 

Firstly, ecosystems grant lead firms to affront complex customer demands that require 

integrated offerings. This is consummated by assembling diverse complementary 

competences while maintaining fixed core activities (Gulati & Kletter, 2005). When lead 

companies build platform businesses on ecosystems for instance, they have the opportunity 

of producing economies of scale which require a lower investment rather than when trying 

to tackle the complete array of activities themselves (Williamson and De Meyer, 2012). 

Additionally, ecosystems let partners in the structure have their own assets without the 

necessity of orchestrator firms taking on mergers and acquisition risks such as the wrongful 

integration and transfer of knowledge, skills and assets between firms (Puranam, Singh, & 

Chaudhuri, 2009). When operating in ecosystems, firms can benefit from the innovation 

catalyst from the background diversity of partners (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 
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Thirdly, when lead firms build ecosystems, they can appreciate more resilience in its business’ 

schemes when not needing strict contract disposals or renegotiations. As a result of 

ecosystems’ flexibility, new partners join and exit regularly due to their heightened 

investments or their shortage of commitment (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

Lastly, lead firms have the likelihood of accessing outstanding knowledge and use it in their 

favor. Firms can use mechanisms such as open innovation. This concept discloses the use of 

external and internal resources as innovation drivers in order to advance firm technologies 

(Chesbrough, 2003; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

Nevertheless, ecosystem strategies can also endanger lead companies, as most of their 

earnings can spill over to the ecosystem partners. Sometimes firms do not succeed in 

amassing benefits generated by their value offering. Thus, building ecosystems around lead 

firms does not guarantee success (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

2.3.3.3 Requisites to leverage ecosystem strategies 

Williamson & De Meyer (2012) found diverse patterns that lead firms in ecosystems shall 

follow in order to attain competitive advantages. Firstly, companies should accept that 

knowledge is spread within the firm and outside of it, therefore the task is to utilize its 

potential. Regarding intellectual property (IP), companies also need to understand that this is 

linked to other firm’s complementary IP and expertise. Finally, firms should recognize the 

relevant key performance indicators (KPI) that assess the value created directly or indirectly 

for customers, and notice that KPIs measuring volumes or accumulative in-house assets 

controlled by the firm are not necessarily the ultimate ones. Once these patterns have been 

acknowledged by leadership boards; their duty is to convert this acumen into profitable 

business models, as stated by the authors (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

2.3.3.4 Key actions to leverage ecosystems 

Williamson & De Meyer (2012) constructed a framework with critical activities lead firms 

should follow to unravel ecosystem returns. Figure 2 gathers the key takeaways the authors 

suggest (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012), which are further explained. 
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Figure 2 Key actions to leverage ecosystem strategies  

Key takeaway to leverage ecosystems Instancy 

Address the added value 
Precondition to cover higher costs than 

vertically integrated structures 

Structure varied partner roles 

In order to obtain benefits of specialization, 

emphasis on individual affiliates and 

promotion of cooperation over competition 

Stimulate balanced partner securities 

The lead firm can magnify its returns on 

investments and create potential profits 

from scalation 

Reduction of transaction costs 
Relevant to lessen a cost disadvantage 

compared to vertically integrated systems 

Flexibility and co-education 

Can create prospective benefits in 

comparison with traditional integrated 

systems 

Forming value capture mechanisms 

Avoid the “free-rider” issue. Ensuring that 

as a lead firm, the value is captured by the 

firm and the ecosystem participants 

(Williamson & De Meyer, 2012) 

 

2.3.3.4.1 Address the added value 

To begin with, companies should locate the added value that ecosystems bring and decipher 

why it will do so. This can grow when the combination of valuable assets of firms improves 

customer’s functionality, increases innovation cycles or allows for richer customization. Once 

companies identify the matter, they can set goals for choosing appropriate 

complementarities, and thus, proper allies. On a note, it is key that customers perceive the 

incremental value provided by the ecosystem and thus, compensate for it. Hence, ecosystems 
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ensure their sustainability when all costs and investments are covered by customer’s grants 

(Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

2.3.3.4.2 Structure the different roles of partners 

To continue, lead firms should create balanced structures that facilitate value-creating 

activities and encourage partners to participate in the ecosystem to align activities, that such 

partners develop, and complementary capabilities needed. Ideally, orchestrating firms shall 

combine diverse partner specialists in order to cover different customer valuable demands 

and avoid duplications or overlaps from partner’s sides. In overall, these firms must undergo 

differentiated roles among ecosystem partners (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

2.3.3.4.3 Stimulate balanced partner investments 

 

Ecosystem partners will invest as long as they perceive the firm as profitable and creates 

business activities. Therefore, lead firms shall ensure the creation of value for potential allies, 

as well as end customers. Due to the constant changes, ecosystem actors experience high 

levels of uncertainty which can endanger the potential partner’s investments. In order to 

mitigate that, the authors found the provision and transparent communication of planned, 

broad guidelines from lead firms to its partners, can reduce uncertainties. Once these 

guidelines are communicated with the intention of stimulating investments among partners, 

lead firms should entice interactions between allies to conduct efficiencies and reduce 

transactional expenses (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

2.3.3.4.4 Reduction of transaction costs 

 

Ecosystems experience higher transactional expenses, compared to vertically integrated firms 

due to the numerous relationships they hold. Therefore, such costs are in need to be 

controlled and managed to avoid the surpass of the benefits from the added customer value 

that the ecosystem provides. Lead firms can share their assets (e.g., protocols, processes, 

tools, contracts, etc.) to standardize and organize the relationships among the ecosystem 

participants, which can bring understanding of the nature and amount of knowledge and 

information exchanged among actors. Nevertheless, in ecosystems it is rarely possible to 

measure and observe the performance of each actor. Therefore, relationships are based on 
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nurturing trust among participants, hoping to reduce transaction costs and make their ties 

productive and balanced (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

The authors state that those relationships should be conceived so that both the lead firm and 

the rest of participants expose their reputations, rather than by formulating a performance 

agreement. Therefore, a higher degree of flexibility is necessary between partner’s 

agreements. Lead firms could develop standardized interfaces to leverage the relationships 

between partners. However, when non-standardized agreements are needed, when a 

complex problem arises, lead firms should augment the number of collaborative practices and 

promote a joint problem-solving standpoint (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

Nonetheless, the implementation of these flexible practices requires a collaborative 

approach, as well as a balanced level of investments, risks, and incentives among participants 

in the ecosystem. It is practically definite that partners will have to manage disadvantageous 

changes, perform undesirable procedures, or make irrevocable investments for the benefit of 

the entire ecosystem, as with it, it ensures its long-term affluence. Participants therefore 

might encounter moral threats, since it is probable that partners try to free ride others. For 

that reason, lead firms should establish penalties, promote transparency between 

relationships, an on-going connection building mechanism and control the risks in the 

ecosystems (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). Behaviours like those enrich trust within the 

ecosystem and can potentially create self-strengthening loops that support participants 

through the expected crises the system will meet (Tencati & Zsolnai, 2009). 

2.3.3.4.5 Flexibility and co-education 

 

Generally, ecosystems are dynamic as they bring together diverse participants which have 

different resources and experiences (Iyer, Lee, & Venkatraman, 2006). Thus, it is relevant for 

lead firms to encourage the dynamism in the system and maintain the flexible structure in 

order to reinforce the reconfiguration of the ecosystem in response to changing demands and 

technologies (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

A key characteristic of these structures is the facilitation of co-learning practices as the 

participants establish connections. These can be made through experimentation and try-outs. 
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Lead firms should encourage the co-learning processes and maximize them (Williamson & De 

Meyer, 2012). 

2.3.3.4.6 Forming value capture mechanisms  

 

In order to capture value, lead firms are required to provide activities on which the total value 

of the network for the customer relies on, and it is challenging to substitute. Such capabilities 

should be kept inside the firm and not shared. Additionally, they should be costly to imitate 

by potential competitors. Also, lead firms must create mechanisms that capture the extra 

value they are providing. These can be pricing models such as licenses, profits on volumes, 

royalties, etc. (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

This point of view is contradictory with the transparency approaches of the ecosystem, as it 

is said that total transparency might not be optimal for maximizing the competitive leverage 

from the network. A critical source of power and competitive advantage for lead firms is the 

asymmetric information, specifically in data-intensive firms. At the same time, sharing 

information is necessary to create value and reduce costs. Lead firms should discover the 

optimal equilibrium to manage this paradox (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

2.4 THE SHARING ECONOMY 
 

Since the past decades, there has been a strong emphasis on providing services across 

socioeconomic sectors. When combined with the advancements in ICTs, new opportunities 

for service innovation arose and changed the conventional approach that construe service as 

a form of socioeconomic exchange, re-evaluating the meaning of service and how its 

innovations may develop (Barrett, Davidson, Prabhu, & Vargo, 2015). 

ICT is changing the creation of products and services. The use of sensors and connected 

systems, data storage, combined hardware, etc., offers an innovative wave of technologies 

enabling service providers to improve their functioning dynamically (Guttentag & Smith, 

Assessing Airbnb as a disruptive innovation relative to hotels: substitution and comparative 

performance expectations, 2017)). Smart, connected products restructure markets, disrupt 

value chains, and change business processes and economies (Porter & Heppelmann, 2014). 

New business models emerged, and thanks to the creation of connections, big data, and 



26 
 

Internet of Things (IoT), the consumer industry have experienced a revolution on one hand in 

the way they produce products and services, and on the other hand, on consumption patterns 

(Buhalis, et al., 2019). 

This has led to a newer distribution in the economy, in which networks of owners, suppliers, 

intermediaries and stakeholders in overall are connected and interact dynamically with 

customers or demands using distributed platforms ( (Buhalis, et al., 2019). Kumar, Lahiri, and 

Dogan, (2018) explain that “[t]his new alternative economy works around the current 

economic and social systems and tries to bridge the gap between conscious capitalism and 

hyper-consumerism by focusing on cost savings and convenience for customers” (p. 150), 

which is made possible by the technological advances. 

2.4.1 Consequences in the market 

 

This newer global phenomenon, called the sharing economy, has a substantial influence on 

the market behaviour (Veiga, Santors, Águas, & Santos, 2017), as it has introduced the 

flexibility of sharing resources, disrupting the market dynamics and competition. This involves 

a market reconstruction to become and remain competitive in smart networked ecosystems 

(Buhalis, et al., 2019). The sharing economy’s business model consist of a service enabler, the 

intermediary, who drives a platform on which a service or goods supplier can connect directly 

with the customer of that underutilized service or goods, giving complete autonomy to the 

supplier, while making it easy and practical for the consumer (Kumar, Lahiri, & Dogan, 2018). 

This distinctive business model setup consequently means that competition among firms 

embedded in a sharing economy setting varies from a conventional set up due to its supply 

flexibility, heterogeneity, fast growth, due to network effects, consumption standards and 

social advantages (Cusumano, Kahl, & Suarez, 2014; Tussyadiah, 2016). 

One of the most disrupted markets by the sharing economy is the hospitality market. For 

these companies to scale up their competitive advantages, it is necessary for them to adapt 

and consider amending their traditional activities (Jiang, Law, & Li, 2020). Peer-to-peer (P2P) 

accommodation platforms can be an incentive for hoteliers to study newer ways to build 

customer experiences on a sensory level instead of an entirely operational level (Bharwani & 

Jauhari, 2013). 
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2.5 THE HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY 
 

From a social perspective, hospitality is a human exchange embedded in a relationship 

between a customer and a service provider (Hemmington, 2007). The exchange procedure is 

dynamic as it evolves over time since interactions between participants change (Priporas et 

al., 2017). The industry itself is continuously evolving and changing (Chathoth, 2016), and 

newer studies about hospitality indicate a shift from a simple commercial approach to a more 

holistic view of the concept (Brotherton, 1999; Ariffin, 2013). 

Over the years, the industry has undergone changes regarding competitive approaches; from 

classic competitive theories (Barney, 1991; Bain, 1968; Caves & Porter, 1977; Porter, 1980, 

1985) to the adoption of more advanced strategy and competition theories such as the 

Relational View (Dyer & Singh, 1998). This one focuses on network routines and processes, 

and considers them a relevant aspect to comprehend the creation of competitive advantages. 

The authors supported the idea that critical resources are extended beyond the firms’ limits, 

and that advantages can be created through idiosyncratic contributions from partners (Dyer 

& Singh, 1998). 

According to Chathoth (2016), the hospitality sector went through this shift in approach 

through three major phases. 

2.5.1 First phase 

 

The first phase is running from approximately mid 1900 – 1960 and is known as ‘the age of 

the grand hotel’ (ibid., 2016, p. 28). In this period, the typical hotel guests were wealthy 

customers who travelled by railroad or ship and expected a certain amount of service and 

luxury, giving the hotels with the most exclusive service-product competitive advantage 

(Chathoth, 2016). 

 

2.5.2 Second phase 

 

In the 1960s, the industry went into the second phase and commodification became the main 

focus in the hospitality sector (ibid., 2016). Hotels expanded internationally, and the concept 
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of hotel chains spread, making standardization of products and services necessary to ensure 

the same quality throughout the whole brand (Chathoth, 2016). This standardization meant 

that there was not much room for individualized service in the different geographical 

locations, and new rules and regulations were implemented to make sure all hotels in the 

brand operated the same way (ibid., 2016). 

2.5.3 Third phase 

 

The third phase addressed the lack of personalized service that the standardization of phase 

two had caused, which had created a disconnection between the hotel and its guests 

(Chathoth, 2016). This idea started slowly in 1980, but it was not until the late 1990s that the 

movement towards competing on the idiosyncratic customer needs spread. Newer studies 

about hospitality indicate the change from a purely transactional exchange to a broadened 

perspective, where socialization and human interactions are imperative (Brotherton, 1999; 

Ariffin, 2013). 

Starting to understand hospitality as a human phenomenon had great implications for the 

management of hospitality businesses. This change in mindset meant that hospitality firms 

no longer considered it profitable to allow financial and operational control procedures to 

dominate the interaction with guests, as these firms need to focus on guests’ experiences and 

create remarkable encounters on every interaction a customer has with the hospitality 

business (Hemmington, 2007). Literature supports the idea of adapting this holistic style, and 

states that the industry will benefit from embedding the social aspect as it also involves and 

reinforces the provision of the conventional transactional hospitality where increasing 

revenues are at the business’ essential purpose (Jiang, Law, & Li, 2020). For that reason, 

scholars now insist on the relevance of enhancing emotional connections between hosts and 

users to offer valuable hospitality services, sympathize and be flexible when confronting 

unexpected situations throughout the customer journey and service delivery (Huertas-

Valdivia, Rojo, & Lloréns-Montes, 2019; Ariffin, 2013). 

Hotel firms’ hospitableness is only perceived by customers through interactions between 

employees and clients (Ariffin, 2013). Research proposes hoteliers the idea of motivating and 

encouraging their employees constantly to reach personal and corporate goals, as well as 

work independently and control their own autonomy (Liang, Chang, Ko and Lin, 2017). It is 
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believed that when doing so, employees improve their motivation and reach higher 

professional success (Cheong, Spain, Yammarino, & Yun, 2016). 

In this third phase, more advanced strategic theories are observed, such as the Relational 

View (Dyer & Singh, 1998). The authors supported the idea that critical resources are 

extended beyond the firms’ limits, and that advantages can be created through idiosyncratic 

contributions from partners (Dyer & Singh, 1998). 

Some scholars consider the experience economic perspective, which companies has 

incorporated in their strategies, as a result of changes in social values and customer desires 

(Mehmetogly & Engen, 2011), suggesting that in this third phase of the hospitality industries 

transformation, the evolution in transportation and technology no longer are the only 

external factors that hotels pays attention to, but the changing wants and needs of the 

consumer in relation with new trends and lifestyles are now integrated as well into the 

hospitality industry development (Nykiel, 2005).  

2.6 THE GENERATIONAL THEORY 
 

To stay competitive among changing trends and desires in society means to evolve with the 

target market, and researchers have argued that age and generations is one of the most 

important factors to consider when investigating the consumer market (Roberts & Manolis, 

2000)). Benckendorff, Moscardo and Pendergast (2010) say: “According to generational 

theory, each generation brings with them somewhat predictable traits, values and beliefs, 

along with skills, attributes, capacities, interests, expectations and preferred modus operandi 

directly attributable to their generation […]” (p. 1). Generational theory suggests that each 

generation has its own characteristics, wants, and needs, making each generation different 

from the previous and challenging the way industries operate and market themselves. 

The characteristic of a generation is a result of how people, born in a certain time period, 

respond to social changes in their time, and how these social changes shape the personality 

of that generation (Donnison, 2007). Mannheim, (1952) explains that belonging to the same 

age group means that members within this group live in the same historical time frame, with 

its specific social context, which keeps them within the boundaries of the same range of 

possible opportunities and experiences, making them inclined to have the same characteristic 
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way of thinking, and acting. Thus, generational theory is a collection of the behaviour patterns 

and tendencies that a generation as a group shows, and not of each individual’s distinct 

personality within that group (Benckendorff, Moscardo, & Pendergast, 2010). 

2.6.1 The generational theory in hospitality 

 

From the perspective of the hospitality industry, the advantage of understanding their time’s 

potentially most profitable generation’s motivations and desires, can help guide innovation 

and development within the industry to capture the full economic potential of the generation 

(Benckendorff, Moscardo, & Pendergast, 2010). Each generation, with its own characteristics, 

has shaped the consumer market throughout time, hence, understanding the currently most 

influential generation of the tourism and hospitality market, the Millennials, as well as how 

they are shaping the industry, both now and in the future, can provide a competitive 

advantage (Ketter, 2019). 

2.6.2 The millennial generation 

Scholars agree that generation Y, or Millennials as they are referred to, is currently the most 

economically influential living generation there is, especially in the tourism and hospitality 

industry (Ketter, 2019; Cavagnaro, Staffieri, & Postma, 2018; Verissimo & Costa, 2018; 

Kurillová & Marciánová, 2020). But despite the comprehensive research material that is 

written on this specific generation, there is some debate what years the Millennials are born. 

While some researchers set the range of years to be between 1980 till mid-1990s (Veiga, 

Santors, Águas, & Santos, 2017) most argue that the period extends to 1999 (Garikapati et al., 

2016; Cavagnaro, Staffieri, & Postma, 2018), and a few even suggest that the time range starts 

as early as 1977 and continues until 2002 (Benckendorff, Moscardo, & Pendergast, 2010). 

This lack of consensus in the exact years within which the Millennials are born makes it 

difficult to estimate the exact size of the generation (Ketter, 2019), and it creates some 

overlaps with the succeeding generation, Gen Z. Despite this, regardless which years they 

consider the Millennials to be born between, scholars all agree that Millennials is the biggest 

living generation and the most influential in the tourism and hospitality industry (Cavagnaro, 

Staffieri, & Postma, 2018) not only in the current but in the future travel market as well 

(Benckendorff, Moscardo, & Pendergast, 2010). 
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2.6.2.1 Characteristics 

 

The below lines will state the principal characteristics that define the millennial generation.  

2.6.2.1.1 Information and Communication Technologies 

 

One of the things that distinguish Millennials from previous generations, is that they were the 

first generation to encounter ICT at an early age (Veiga, Santors, Águas, & Santos, 2017). 

Consequently, they have developed a strong connection to it, and have naturally integrated 

it as a part of their lives, both for leisure and professional purposes, to seek information, 

connect with others, online shopping, holiday reservation and much more. The persisting use 

of ICTs means that this generation is almost always connected to the internet and the world. 

(Veiga, Santors, Águas, & Santos, 2017). This connectedness has caused the Millennials to 

expect information to be immediately available, and therefore have a low tolerance for delays 

(Benckendorff, Moscardo, & Pendergast, 2010) and anticipate a short response time (Veiga, 

Santors, Águas, & Santos, 2017). 

Growing up in a time where ICTs are becoming steadily more common, is correlated with a 

time with social transformation, international interdependence, and an increase in global 

engagement, with digital technology making it possible to participate in the global community 

virtually, which causes the Millennials to regard themselves as global citizens to an extent that 

prior generations cannot match (Benckendorff, Moscardo, & Pendergast, 2010). As a result of 

this, the generation is considered the best educated and most ethnically diverse in history, 

with a great sense of responsibility towards social causes (Beirne, 2008). They are more 

individualistic, while still seeking positive group associations (Sullivan & Heitmeyer, 2008), 

and they both accept and are more tolerant to diversity in ethnicity, beliefs, lifestyle, cultures, 

etc., compared to previous generations (Kim & Park, 2019). Being able to participate virtually 

in an international setting, and thereby being exposed to a different environment than the 

local one, has inspired a desire to experience new societies by travelling internationally 

(Lewis, Nelson, & Black, 2021). 

2.6.2.1.2 The travel experience 

 

Millennials travel more often than any other generation, to more different destinations than 

before, and is expected to continue looking for new travel opportunities in the future as well 
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(Cavagnaro, Staffieri, & Postma, 2018), as they continuously search for authentic experiences 

to expand their knowledge of the world, improve their status, and help them stand out among 

their peers (Lewis, Nelson, & Black, 2021). They tend to choose experiences where they can 

be active co-producers in any way possible and seek authentic experiences, such as 

submerging themselves into the local culture, interacting with and living among the locals 

instead of as a “typical” tourist (Veiga, Santors, Águas, & Santos, 2017). 

2.6.2.1.3 Spending habits 

 

Further, researchers have found that this generation happily saves money on travel and 

accommodation costs, so they can spend more on unique experiences in the destination 

which will enrich their lives (Lewis, Nelson and Black, 2021; Cavagnaro, Staffieri, & Postma, 

2018). They prioritize social interactions (Verissimo & Costa, 2018), and thus spend less time 

in private rooms, and more time in common areas where they can meet, converse, and 

explore with other travelers and cultures (Ketter, 2019). They are more concerned about the 

environment and sustainability than past generations, and actively seek to reduce waste and 

unnecessary consumption (Kurillová & Marciánová, 2020). 

2.6.2.1.4 Differences from previous generations 

 

Research has shown that the generational gap between the characteristics and values of 

Millennials and previous generations, is significantly larger than between any other 

generations (Benckendorff, Moscardo, & Pendergast, 2010). As mentioned, the differences 

can be seen in many diverse areas, but they are mainly believed to be a result of them being 

the first generation that is considered digital natives, using technology every step of the travel 

and purchase journey, which has forced traditional business models to transform in order to 

meet the new demands (Ketter, 2019). 

The sharing economy is an example of a business model transformation that is especially 

popular for the Millennial mentality, compared to previous generations, as it caters to the 

tech-savviness of this generation. It enhances the valued flexibility and mobility, and evades 

ownership, which Millennials in general downgrade immensely opposed to older generations 

(Kumar, Lahiri, & Dogan, 2018). This generation is not as loyal to brands as earlier generations, 

and have a stronger switching-behaviour, depending more on price and convenience, 
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meaning that businesses targeting this generational segment have become more focused on 

the quality of the consumer experience in order to turn them into loyal customers (Kumar, 

Lahiri, & Dogan, 2018). 

2.7 THE EMERGENCE OF PLATFORMS 
 

The largest companies that were created in the 20th century were focused on providing 

services and products to customers, either capturing value throughout the entire value chain 

or from a specific component of it (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). The internet’s 

arrival and its universal practice led to the establishment of new business models. The newer 

offerings were rapidly developed due to the nature of the web’s technology. This technology 

is a combination of programming languages, protocols, standards, software, tools, etc., that 

at the same time is easily combinable. Therefore, no manufacturing times or delays are 

experienced, speeding innovative cycles (Varian, 2010). In these newer types, the value is 

offered by developing platform architecture that brings activities to firms, instead of purely 

competing against them (Zutshi & Grilo, 2019). 

2.7.1 Definition of platform 

A platform is a new business model that enables value-creating interactions between 

producers and consumers. It gives an open, participative infrastructure for the interactions to 

happen, and sets governance rules for participants. The main goal for a platform owner is to 

create matches among participants and facilitate the exchange of goods, resources, or 

services, creating value for everyone. Hence, creating value for all actors in the ecosystem 

(Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016; Varian, 2014). 

The new economical setting and the development of technological systems have created a 

new business model based on sharing platforms where no intermediaries take part in the 

business. Furthermore, these innovative models have disrupted traditional conceptions of 

consumption and ownership (Jiang, Law, & Li, 2020). 

Platforms serve as norms-making governance mechanisms, besides its functional value as a 

platform itself. Platform owners use strategic instruments to regulate the economic activity 
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of platform participants. These instruments are a combination of legal, technological, and 

informational tools implemented to achieve a desired outcome (Boudreau & Hagiu, 2009). 

The scope of strategy in platform businesses is wider than in traditional pipeline firms, as 

platforms do not only create the design and technology, but also regulate and control 

interactions that do not happen at a firm’s boundaries. An active regulation is required. As 

the business evolves over time, the regulation should do so as well as it has the potential to 

set network effects into motion (Boudreau & Hagiu, 2009). 

2.7.2 Actors in the platform  

Platforms bring on digital infrastructures that facilitate interactions between two main 

parties: supply side providers and demand side consumers. Providers are responsible for 

creating valuable offerings, which are complementary modules of the core platform offering. 

On the other hand, consumers are the ones buying or using the platforms’ products or 

services. When they interact, value and data exchanges occur, nurturing a continuous 

feedback system to the platform (Van Alstyne, Parker, & Choudary, 2016; Ozcan, Zachariadis, 

& Dinckol, Working Paper). 

From the platform’s perspective, these are created by platform owners which typically control 

the firm’s Intellectual rights and set the governance rules, becoming mediators, and deciding 

which participants will be part of the infrastructure through the purposely establishment of 

barriers (e.g., pricing systems, strict quality processes, etc.). Platforms do not necessarily need 

to be managed by owners. When ownership and management are separated, a new player 

comes along: the platform providers. These act as interfaces of platforms. Depending on the 

players’ roles, platforms will adopt different (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016; Van 

Alstyne, Parker, & Choudary, 2016; Ozcan, Zachariadis, & Dinckol, Working Paper). 

2.7.3 Network effects 

Network effects are a new economic phenomenon characteristic of digital platforms. They 

can be understood as the impact the number of users of the platform has on the value created 

for each user (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). 
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Its effects create demand-side economies of scale, and they also raise entry barriers. That 

leads to monopolies in the market, in which one or two platforms are dominants. 

Nevertheless, creating a sustainable network effect requires large investments of time, 

knowledge, and capital that may compensate for future benefits. The access to the internet 

with its protocols and simplicity of its navigation toughens the opportunity for companies to 

capture and create network effects (Porter, 2001). 

Network effects trigger a self-reinforcing feedback loop magnifying users’ benefits at early 

stages of the platform lifecycle. Strong network effects can drive platform competition and 

reach a “winner-take-all” situation, depending on certain situations (Gawer, 2014). The 

“winner-take-all” situation refers to when a platform with the largest number of users can 

“tip the market” in its favour by discouraging entrants and weakening them when competing 

for network effects (Ozcan, Zachariadis, & Dinckol, Working Paper) 

2.7.3.1 Types of network effects 

Some authors take network effects as exogenous and fixed and see them as key competitive 

drivers for platforms (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016; Van Alstyne, Parker, & 

Choudary, 2016). There are diverse typologies of network effects. Depending on the typology 

of platforms, these being same-sided platforms or multi-sided platforms, they will have 

different network effects. The following lines describe such typologies. 

Firstly, for same-sided platforms, the network effects are named same-side effects. These are 

created by the impact users from the only side of the platform have over the same category 

of users. They can be positive (e.g., the more users the platform has, the better the experience 

the platforms’ users will have) or vice versa (e.g., the number of users increasing might 

produce the opposite effect on the experience of other users) (Parker, Van Alstyne, & 

Choudary, 2016; Gawer, 2014). 

Alternatively, multi-sided platforms can experience not only same-sided effects, but also 

cross-sided. The effects are created by the impact of users from one side of the platform to 

users from the other side. As the previous category, this typology of effects can also be 

positive (e.g., when users benefit from the increase in the number of participants on the other 

side of the platform) and negative (e.g., when the effects are asymmetrical, meaning some 
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users benefit by the increase on the other side, yet that creates complexities and reduces the 

usage between the users on that side of the infrastructure) (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 

2016; Gawer, 2014). 

2.8 PLATFORM DISRUPTION 

Platforms are transforming industries in diverse ways, described in the following lines based 

on Van Alstyne, Parker & Choudary’s work (2016). Firstly, firms have shifted from a resource 

control perspective to a resource orchestration. Traditional theories such as the Resource-

based View (Barney, 1991) stated that the ownership of resources was the way in which 

companies obtain competitive advantages. However, with the emergence of platforms and 

its focus on external stakeholders’ interactions, platform communities of users and the 

resources they share create competitive advantages (Van Alstyne, Parker, & Choudary, 2016). 

Additionally, there has been a change shifting from an internal focus to an external interaction 

enhancement. Companies previously focused on optimizing internal processes to add value 

to their respective value chains. As stated earlier, this draws parallels to theories such as the 

RBV (Barney, 1991). Nevertheless, the platform business model’s goal is the facilitation of 

interactions between external stakeholders and all the actors that belong to the platform 

ecosystem (Van Alstyne, Parker, & Choudary, 2016). 

Lastly, there has been a change in the value creation processes, from a customer value focus 

to an ecosystem value emphasis. Conventional pipeline firms seek to maximize their 

customer’s lifetime value of services and products. The innovative models, however, aim to 

maximize the total value of a growing ecosystem in a circular, iterative, feedback-driven 

manner (Van Alstyne, Parker, & Choudary, 2016). 

2.8.1 Why do platforms disrupt? 

Recently, researchers have identified critical factors that facilitate platform disruption 

(Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). The first one is when severe 

information asymmetries exist in the industry. Traditionally, only one side of the market 

possessed more information than the rest of the parties involved. For instance, in the 

traditional house/flat renting market, only the landlords know more about the property and 

its value than the renter. The disruptor Airbnb unchained new markets by reducing 
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information asymmetries, integrating it into its marketplace through the implementation of 

digital tools, policies and governance rules that aimed to reduce distrust and skepticism 

among the platform users (Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). 

Another factor is the fragmentation of knowledge in the market. Information fragmentation 

comes from the involvement in a business process of a high number of disconnected players 

who have information that is critical to satisfy customer needs. Platforms increase efficiencies 

and reduce searching costs for its consumers when bringing together the critical parties to 

the platform (Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). 

Furthermore, information complexities are also identified as triggers that enhance platform 

disruption. These are the level of difficulty customers face when gathering information 

needed to make intelligent purchases. When complexities are high, customers perceive 

greater barriers, setting a perfect opportunity for multi-sided platforms (MSPs). Assessing 

information complexities and fragmentations gives a way to examine the scope and type of 

impact potential platforms have when disrupting a market (Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & 

Salviotti, Working Paper). 

When there is modularity in the products or services of a market, it is likely that MSP will 

disrupt too. Platforms have the ability to disaggregate services and products into multiple 

interconnected modules and reaggregate them through different offers, creating new value 

propositions with potential disruptive effects. Also, when customer needs are heterogeneous, 

platforms can bundle products or services that offer more personalization (Cennamo, 

Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). 

The last factor that triggers disruption are regulation loopholes. In sectors like hospitality and 

tourism, regulations are based on strict norms on how to perform activities, delineating 

market segments and customer inclinations. Therefore, companies are forced into standard, 

regulated products and services, lacking freedom to explore newer and better manners to 

improve and anticipate customer demands. That strict regulation encouraged Multi-sided 

platforms (MSPs) to target customer’s unaddressed demands. They explored and exploited 

markets and services that were not covered or were partly covered by the norms (Cennamo, 

Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). 
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In overall, platforms benefit by finding fields where information’s flows are inefficient, or 

where key players have failed to take advantage of modularized offers or the 

heterogeneousness of customer needs. MSPs tend to find such gaps and create new service 

delivery that is highly valuable for customers (Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working 

Paper). 

2.8.2 How do platforms disrupt? 

They usually disrupt in two ways classified as market innovation and offering disruption, as 

explained by Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur & Salviotti (Working paper, 2020)  

In the former one, platforms provide new information and contact channels that leapfrogs 

over conventional businesses. Once a platform achieves a mass customer base, it is likely that 

it substitutes the incumbents’ complementary assets (e.g., Booking.com substituting a 

conventional hotel reservation system) with new ways to get access to customers. When 

platforms become the market orchestrators, they usually change the quality standards for the 

whole industry. In the hotel field, Booking.com provided customers with more information 

and knowledge of the value a hotel has in a market. The new norms replace the established 

in the industry and market segmentation, usually enhancing a customer experience. Over 

time, these platforms change the demand and volume of transactions from traditional market 

channels to their own marketplaces. When it happens, platforms become very important and 

traditional incumbents can no longer ignore them (Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, 

Working Paper). 

In the latter one however, platforms are not only market architects but also offer a new 

product or service to the market. This is the case of Airbnb, offering new classes of 

accommodation and experiences. Thus, becoming an unexpected threat to the core assets of 

hotels (hotel rooms, facilities, and accommodation itself). In this case, platforms threaten the 

ways in which traditional firms attract customers and the way their target customers define 

value (Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). 

2.9 PEER-TO-PEER ACCOMMODATION PLATFORMS: AIRBNB 

These types of platforms offer alternative options for accommodation. They are characterized 

by being established in technical infrastructures, reducing transaction costs and growing a 
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supply side quickly to meet demands at no extra costs (Jiang, Law, & Li, 2020). The digital 

platform displays information about housing listings and other options to accommodate their 

customers, stimulates social interactions between hosts and users, and establishes quality 

systems based on feedback and reviews (Tussyadiah, 2016; Moon, Miao, Hanks, & Line, 2018) 

This new digital business is a critical risk for established hospitality firms (Mody, Suess, & 

Lehto, 2017). 

2.9.1 Airbnb 

The sharing economy set up has quickly invaded industry fields, one of them being the 

hospitality sector (Birinci, Berezina, & Cobanoglu, 2018). Airbnb was one of the pioneers in 

the sharing setting among the lodging industry. Founded in 2008, it has expanded globally 

being present in more than 200 cities. It has become the biggest alternative lodging provider, 

surpassing the biggest hotel chains in size, market share and value (this being 31$ billion) 

(Dogru, Mody, & Suess, 2018; Jiang, Law, & Li, 2020). For that reason, the disruptive company 

has been part of the hoteliers’ concerns, not only for its future potential influences, but also 

due to the uncalculated impact in the hospitality industry (Zervas, Proserpio, & Byers, 2017; 

Dogru, Mody, & Suess, 2018). 

Airbnb does not bear conventional norms such as strict taxation in many territories. It has 

become the alternative platform for potential hotel customers. Its supply flexibility and 

heterogeneity, owing to a lack of regulation in some cases, gives the platform a competitive 

advantage compared to the hotel industry in which adding a supplementary property carries 

high costs in capital and time (Dogru, Mody, & Suess, 2018). 

The firm connects travellers and hosts, acting as a marketplace where information, 

knowledge, houses, rooms, or capital are exchanged between participants. Yet, Airbnb does 

not own any of the physical spaces itself (Bonchek & Choudary, 2013). 

The business model is based on trust building, which will enable a successful experience for 

hosts and guests. In order to do so, Airbnb has leveraged the platform infrastructure, building 

a continuous and monitored online rating to encourage all participants to evaluate each 

other. Different parameters such as comfort, communication, price per quality, location, 

cleanliness, etc., are assessed by both parties (Bashir & Verma, 2019). Up to today, its size 
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and growth in number of guests and listings has made the platform the leading disruptor in 

the hotel sector (Guttentag, 2015). 

2.9.2 Airbnb’s impact in the hotel industry 

The continuous growth of Airbnb has attracted the attention of hoteliers and researchers. 

Several studies about the understanding of the reasons why people are part of the platform 

as users and hosts (Kim, Yoon, & Zo, 2015; Möhmann, 2015), consumer experiences and 

perceptions of Airbnb (Mody, Suess, & Lehto, 2017) commercial impacts (Levendis & Dicle, 

2016)), Airbnb supply and demand dynamics (Dogru, Mody, & Suess, 2018), and the 

platform’s regulation (Kaplan & Nadler, 2015) have been conducted throughout the past 

years. 

Yet, what has interested the hotel industry the most has been the impact on their 

performance. Some studies indicated that Airbnb does not directly impact the hotels 

performing in different countries. Most of those studies agreed on the fast growth of the 

platform and the potential threat it might be in the future, yet researchers still found a strong 

performance from the hotel side (O’Neill & Ouyang, 2016). 

On the other hand, other authors showed that Airbnb’s supply has a negative impact on the 

hotel business performance, saying that when Airbnb’s supply augments, hotel revenues per 

available room (RevPAR) decreases (Zervas, Proserpio, & Byers, 2017). RevPAR is a metric 

used in the industry to measure performance. Additionally, researchers suggested the 

platform can primarily outperform budget/economic and lower-end hotels based on 

attributes such as cleanliness, price, and comfort (Guttentag & Smith, 2017). Nevertheless, 

during the past years, the platform has broadened its array of products and services, providing 

a larger inventory of luxury experiences such as exclusive designer houses, unique boat 

accommodations etc., which are listed at higher prices. Scholars stated that due to the 

previously mentioned and the exponential growth of Airbnb, the luxury hotel community is 

not exempt of the platform’s impact, reaching the same impact level as economic and lower-

scale facilities (1% increase in Airbnb, decreasing hotel RevPAR by an average of 0.03%, 

considering an 100% exponential increase on Airbnb supply every year) (Dogru, Mody, & 

Suess, 2018). 
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Though, academics have acknowledged a difference between the former hotel categories 

mentioned and independent hotels. They concluded that Airbnb supply has a lower impact 

on independent hotels’ performance due to their authenticity features and their average 

price rates (ADR). Customers’ assessments of authenticity, which is considered as a 

fundamental motivator for Airbnb’s clients, are not substantially different between 

independent hotels and Airbnb listings, as they perceive they bring them similar experiences. 

Consequently, customers might tend to be more loyal to one or another, not shifting services 

or products habitually (Guttentag & Smith, 2017; Dogru, Mody, & Suess, 2018; Destefanis, 

Neirotti, Paolucci, & Raguseo, 2020). 

It is evident that the entry of Airbnb in the hotel sector boosts the rooms offering in a 

destination. In competitive markets, the increase in supply and a relatively steady demand 

decreases revenues and prices. For that reason, Airbnb can potentially acquire a part of the 

hotel’s customer base and impact the industry. The platform is considered to be in its early 

stages and yet, it is expected to disrupt more notably the hospitality sector at its maturity 

phase (Dogru, Mody, & Suess, 2018). Sharing platforms like Airbnb provide a more varied 

offer of accommodation options to its customers, compared to hotel products, generating 

higher perceptions of distinctiveness, and added experiences (Birinci, Berezina, & Cobanoglu, 

2018). 

 

2.10 A COMPARATIVE COMPETITIVE FRAMEWORK 
 

With the increasing adoption of platform-based businesses, there has been a change in how 

firms compete since platform companies have transformed the way firms create and deliver 

value to end customers. Value has deviated from standalone product or services to platform 

structures, where market boundaries are insignificant when defining the kind and magnitude 

of competition, as well as pinpointing pertinent rivals. With the arisen focus on digitalization 

in businesses, firms have acknowledged the potential competitive advantages coming from 

platform business models (Cennamo & Santalo, 2013). Thus, comprehending the essence of 

platform competition is preeminent to understand competitive dynamics in growing 

digitalized economies (Cennamo, 2019). 
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Platform competition has challenged grounded key assumptions of long-established 

competitive theories. Cennamo (2019) gathered the key aspects that differ between 

traditional markets and digitized ones (see Figure 3). These will be displayed in the further 

segments. 

 

Figure 3. Comparative framework: traditional and digital markets  

 Traditional markets Digital markets 

Competition level 

Product/firm/industry: 

competition between 

products/firms in each 

market 

Platform system: 

competition between 

platform markets 

Competition driver 
Firm competitive 

position/rent protection 

Value creation for platform 

users 

Competitive analysis focus 
Inter-firm rivalry driving 

firm performance 

Network effects and 

platform competition 

driving platform 

performance and market 

structure 

Competitive actions 

Market entry in rival’s 

market 

Aggressive product pricing 

New product(s) launch(es) 

Firm acquisitions 

Platform users subsidizing 

(two-sided pricing structure) 

Platform openness vs. 

restrictions 

Platform envelopment 

Platform exclusivity 

affiliation (single homing) 

Content/complement 

exclusivity 

Competitive dynamics 

Move-counter-move 

Multimarket competition 

Mutual forbearance 

Platform competition 

Platform single vs multi-

homing 
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Platform envelopment 

Platform dominance: 

winner-take-all 

Competitive advantage 

sources 

Monopolistic rents 

Barriers to competition 

Control over platform 

market architecture 

Platform size – indirect 

network effects 

Platform identity & 

distinctiveness 

(Cennamo, 2019) 

 

2.10.1 Traditional markets 

In conventional markets, competition has been defined at the level of products or services 

within a due market. Chen (1996) stated that “competitors are defined as firms operating in 

the same industry, offering similar products, and targeting similar customers “(p. 104). 

Another classic competitive assumption is that firms compete within established markets 

with fixed structures. Subsequently, competition is ordinarily accepted as a zero-sum game 

(Priem, 2007). The principal focal point is how competitive actions or reactions between 

competitors influence their capabilities to seize a larger part of all the feasible value in a 

specific market (Cennamo, 2019). 

The generalized competitive driver in traditional or vertically structured markets is the firm’s 

positioning, which is the strategic and unique set of capabilities and processes that make the 

firm different from other competitors. Thus, a firm’s profitability will depend on how the 

company performs in comparison with their rivals (Schendel, 1994). 

Their competitive analysis traditionally concentrates its efforts in inter-firm relational rivalry 

theories, which suggest that firms develop historical competitive relationships over time, 

which will encourage them to improve their resources and capabilities (Kilduff, Elfenbein, & 

Staw, 2010; Kilduff, 2014). Additionally, in sharing markets, competitor’s capabilities and prior 

interactions have shaped a firm’s behavior (Cennamo, 2019). 
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In terms of competitive actions, traditional research found that companies with high market 

commonality and resource similarities took aggressive actions towards rivals (Chen, 1996; 

Ketchen & Hult, 2007) as well as market entries, mergers and acquisitions or the creation of 

new offerings (Porter, 1980). 

Among the different dynamics traditional firms have adopted, countermoves (or responses 

to competitors’ actions) (Yu & Cannella, 2007), multimarket competition (or when companies 

compete in more than one market), and mutual forbearance (Gimeno & Woo, 1996) are 

stated in this model (Cennamo, 2019). This last one refers to the situation in which companies 

that operate in related industries conspire strategically to customize their competitive 

relationships and reduce risks of escalation (Gimeno & Woo, 1996). 

Regarding the competitive sources, traditional firms follow the classic theory that states that 

competitive advantages are the result of monopoly rents, barriers to entry and bargaining 

powers (Peteraf, 1993; Grant, 1999; Powell, 2001). Monopolistic rents are obtained from a 

shielded market positioning (Peteraf, 1993). Barriers for entrant competitors, however, 

enhance the lack of competition and thus, reinforces a firm’s performance. Furthermore, high 

bargaining powers in the industry in relation to suppliers and customers lead to an improved 

execution of activities (Grant, 1999). 

Generally, the competitive variables used in traditional markets are embedded in classic 

competition theories such as the Market-Based View which argues that industry dynamics 

and externalities to the market affect the company’s performance  (Bain, 1968; Caves & 

Porter, 1977; Porter, 1980) or the Resource-Based View (RBV), which on the contrary, draws 

attention to the company’s internal resources as sources of competitive advantage (Barney, 

1991) and its advancements (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1998; Amit & Shoemaker, 1993). 

2.10.2 Digital markets 

Platforms compete at a market level (Rochet & Tirole, 2003). Since their offers or products 

that are exchanged through the platform infrastructure are diverse, they are not locked in a 

given category. Therefore, platform systems’ barriers traverse across multiple product and 

service markets, and categories. The reasoning for this set up is that these cybernetic markets’ 

aim is to increase connectivity and interdependencies transversely across numerous 
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industries and sectors which can create cohesive products and offering systems for end 

customers (Cennamo, 2019). 

Platforms, emphasize on how they can create greater value for customers. They do that when 

offering further utilization benefits to their users through a constant enlargement of 

consumption alternatives. This results in platforms transforming the shape of markets as they 

pursue to augment the value for everyone (Panico & Cennamo, 2017). On that account, the 

drivers of competitive practices across platform competitors can diverge too. A case 

representing the matter would be when platform owners make competitive moves in order 

to generate more value for their end users, even knowing that such actions may provoke 

competitive reprisals from rivals (Cennamo, 2019). 

Platform literature highlights network effect dynamics as key factors that shape platform 

competition. Therefore, research has focused on the platform’s business network size as a 

crucial aspect that measures a platform’s value (Evans, 2003; Hagiu, 2006; Rochet & Tirole, 

2003; Cennamo, 2019). 

In situations in which platforms encounter a high intensity of competition and a lower 

capacity of network escalation, platform owners are likely to engage in diverse competitive 

moves and countermoves (Cennamo, 2019). These include platform envelopment, which is 

when platforms bundle their offerings and services to expand into several markets and 

leverage network effects advantages and the common components the platform offers in 

those diverse markets (Eisenmann, Parker, & Van Alstyne, 2011) subsidize one side of the 

parties or other pricing strategies tied to platform openness (Hagiu, 2006; Boudreau & Hagiu, 

2009) or exclusive affiliations among partners to avoid multihoming scenarios (e.g., 

participants being present in different platforms (Cennamo & Santalo, 2013; Cennamo, 2019). 

Cennamo (2019) introduced two additional strategic dimensions that characterize platform 

competition dynamics: platform size and identity. The first dimension encompasses the size 

of the platform’s network, as it is linked to the value the business brings to its users and 

complementors through the establishment and reinforcement of network effects (Katz & 

Shapiro, 1994). As the network increases, lock-in effects and switching costs emerge, 

decreasing the opportunities for other nascent competitors and further increasing the value 
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of the platform’s participants. Thus, creating single-homing outcomes (Fuentelsaz, González, 

Maícas, & Montero, 2015; Cennamo, 2019). The second dimension refers to the platform 

identity. This one is based on the platform architecture and the scope. The architecture 

implies the advanced technology the platform implements, and how its components operate 

and connect to the rest of the participants (Baldwin & Woodard, 2011). The scope refers to 

the different markets in which the platform operates (Eisenmann, Parker, & Van Alstyne, 

2011). Depending on the strategy platforms adopt, they can differ from other platforms by 

their size and identity (Cennamo, 2019). 

Different platform competitive strategies have been used by platform owners that 

reverberate directly to their platform scope, positioning in the market and its identity. First, 

platforms can target niche groups and specialize their offerings and servings to fulfill such 

group demands (Seamans & Zhu, 2013; Cennamo, 2019). Second, some other platforms can 

leverage platform envelopments (Eisenmann, Parker, & Van Alstyne, 2011; Cennamo, 2019). 

And finally, the businesses can adopt a winner-take-all approach in which the network size is 

the main driver, or alternatively they can adopt a distinctiveness tactic, where technological 

and market identities are critical (Cennamo, 2019). 

To sum up, platforms can find distinct competitive sources depending on their network size, 

their competitive strategy approach as well as the architectural control the owners might 

have. This last one observes the control over the access, rules and mechanisms within the 

platform (Cennamo, 2019). 

3 METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this section is to give an outline of the philosophical approaches and methods 

which have been used to collect and analyze the data gathered in order to answer this study’s 

research questions. To provide a coherent flow of the study, the research purpose will be 

addressed first, followed by the strategical and methodological approaches. Hereafter, the 

data collection process will be explained, and the quality criteria evaluated. 

3.1 RESEARCH PURPOSE 
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The purpose of this research is to explore the relationship between variables such as 

generational theory, ICTs, P2P  hospitality platform emergence and newer experiential  hotel 

concepts, to understand how these concepts compete against platforms and based on the 

findings, make suggestions for alterations in traditional hotels. This is achieved by using an 

explorative research purpose to seek relevant theoretical concepts and studying two 

experiential  hotels in combination with a hospitality platform. Using this approach gives a 

better understanding of the development which can be seen in the hospitality market, and 

why it is evolving in this direction, while examining whether these innovative concepts might 

generate additional value for the current hospitality industry. Additionally, to gain a clear 

picture of the platform competition in the market, and how these new actors in the hospitality 

industry use innovative business models as a response to this, a descriptive approach has 

been applied. The researchers of this study have chosen to do this to describe how the 

platform-based company Airbnb competes in the industry and how two hotels in Copenhagen 

have implemented experience-based and high-tech innovations in their business models, 

giving a basic understanding of this study’s companies’ maneuvers. 

 

3.2 RESEARCH APPROACH AND STRATEGY 
 

In the following lines, a review of the philosophical approaches that have been applied while 

conducting the research on this paper. 

3.2.1 Paradigm 

In this research a pragmatism perspective has been adopted, as it aids in fulfilling the purpose 

of this research, to solve the issues which the problem statement contains in order to reach 

practical solutions by using knowledge as a tool. Powell (2001) explains that “[t]o a 

pragmatist, the mandate of science is not to find truth or reality, the existence of which are 

perpetually in dispute, but to facilitate human problem-solving” (p. 884). As pragmatists, the 

concepts and theories that are presented in this paper are therefore not considered as merely 

abstract forms but rather “in terms of the roles they play as instruments of thought and 

action, and in their practical consequences” (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015, p. 143). 
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Since the problem is being analyzed using a pragmatism philosophy, using both objectivism 

and subjectivism is most appropriate as it seeks to reconcile these two philosophies by using 

a mix of facts and human values (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, Research methods for business 

students, 2015). Applying a subjectivistic point of view facilitates the human aspect by 

considering the experiences, opinions, and perceptions of the internal social actors in the 

industry. By combining this approach with an objectivistic one allows for reflecting on the 

external social aspects as well and make generalizations about the society and hospitality 

industry. 

3.2.2 Epistemology 

 

Interactions in society are continuous, which results in a social reality that is constantly chang-

ing, meaning that perception of knowledge is changing as well. Epistemology therefore makes 

assumptions about what is relevant and legitimate knowledge, and how it should be commu-

nicated to others (Burrell and Morgan, 1979). 

  

Epistemology in a pragmatism paradigm avoids the abstract debates concerning the nature 

of truth and reality (Kelly and Cordeiro, 2020), and rather considers knowledge and theories 

which can lead to practical solutions and successful actions as being true (Saunders et al., 

2015). Though qualitative data is compatible with a pragmatism approach, the emphasis is on 

examining the data to understand its practical consequences (Kelly and Cordeiro, 2020), 

which makes it especially useful for this study, as it is aiming to find concrete suggestions for 

the hospitality industry. Therefore, the data collection is focused on practical implications and 

actions rather on the subject’s socially constructed reality. 

3.2.3 Ontology 

 

Ontology does not have one reality, rather it is the mindset which is concerned about what 

the true nature of reality is (Saunders et al., 2015). When using a pragmatism paradigm, the 

ontological reality is constantly changing based on human experiences and the reality is thus 

the practical consequences that result from ideas (ibid., 2015). This ontological mentality 

means that the study has been approached with a focus on the practical actions which the 

companies take, in order to evolve and compete, rather than on the participants’ perceptions 
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and ideas. What is considered to be true, is the actions that result from this, and therefore is 

it the actions which was sought to derive and analyse from the data. 

3.2.4 Methodology 

 

When conducting the study, a deductive approach has been applied, developing the 

hypothesis as a result of studying academic literature. Data has thereafter been collected in 

order to evaluate the propositions of the theory. When using a deductive approach, the 

conclusion is perceived to be “true when all the premises are true” (Ketokivi & Mantere, 2010, 

p. 330). 

In this study only qualitative data has been used, as this approach fits well with the 

exploratory nature of the research questions, which are seeking to understand the complexity 

of the experiential hotels and the competitive platform-environment they are operating 

within. Further, the researchers did not consider current quantitative data dependable in 

estimating the hotels’ performance or operations, nor data regarding the consumer 

experiences, because of the significant disruption in the tourist and hospitality market which 

Covid-19 has caused throughout most of 2020 and the first quarter of 2021 (UNWTO World 

Tourism Barometer | Global Tourism Statistics, 2021). Though quantitative data would have 

been beneficial in examining how successful the case hotels are at disrupting the hospitality 

industry in Copenhagen and how much impact they have on Airbnb’s market share in 

Copenhagen in the long run, there is not enough data on this subject to reach a convincing 

result, as both hotels were fairly new when Covid-19 reached Europe and disrupted all sorts 

of travelling (Core Hospitality, 2021, Business, 2021). Though the lack of quantitative data 

makes it difficult to evaluate the true impact the case hotels have, qualitative data made it 

possible to gain a deeper understanding of how the innovative business models are created 

and executed, as well as the challenges and benefits associated with these. Further, 

qualitative data have made it possible to not only discuss the current competitive market, but 

also consider future possible actions. 

The researchers have chosen to do a multi-method qualitative study to get the benefits of 

having more than one source, to either support or challenge the collected data. For this 

purpose, secondary data from Airbnb has been collected, as well as primary data from the 
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two case-hotels using in-depth interviews, and secondary data through observations. Each of 

these methods are elaborated in section 3.4.2. 

The research is composed of two strategies: 

• Archival and documentary 

• Case study 

By using an archival and documentary strategy, secondary data has been applied in the form 

of website observation and research articles to get a general understanding of the platform 

market competition, with focus on Airbnb. Further, this information was used to formulate 

relevant questions to the hotels and extract essential data from these. It was decided to use 

secondary data regarding Airbnb due to limited time and resources, and as there are 

renowned authors who have contributed to Airbnb’s literature posterior of scrutinizing 

evidence and testimonies about the firm, which covers the needs of this research. Using 

secondary data therefore allowed more time extracting data from the two hotels which have 

been studied. There are of course downsides to using secondary data, which means that the 

researchers must be cautious when selecting the data, paying careful attention to the initial 

purpose of the information, as this can influence how the data is presented, and therefore 

make sure that it matches the study’s needs. Likewise, to ensure the reliability of the data, 

caution is necessary regarding the quality of the data and where it comes from, as havingreal 

control over how it was initially collected is not possible. But used wisely, secondary data can 

give a thorough understanding of Airbnb and its impact on the hospitality market. 

According to Yin (2009), a case study can aid in creating a holistic view of a phenomenon, 

which is advantageous to this study, as it is researching a phenomenon within a fast-

developing industry. Case study has been applied to get an in-depth understanding of this 

innovative business model which has emerged, and to see how it is applied and managed in 

a real-life setting. This was done to gain insights into why this business model is gaining 

popularity among both hoteliers and consumers, in relation to platform competition and 

current social trends. The disadvantage of using this strategy is the amount of time it takes 

gaining access to high-level employees in the case-hotels, and the relative lack of control over 

who is willing to participate. 
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The research is cross-sectional, meaning that it is the present phenomenon which is being 

studied (Saunders et al., 2015). Though this prevents this study from examining how the 

hospitality market will develop in the future as a result of these new hotels, it does provide a 

rich understanding of the current phenomenon, and its contributions, within a limited 

timeframe. 

3.3 RESEARCH SAMPLE SELECTION 
 

In this section, the reason and criteria behind choosing the specific company cases are 

explained. 

3.3.1 Hotels 

 

Though two case hotels have been chosen, it is not to do comparative research, as the goal is 

not to compare the hotels to each other. Rather, two cases were chosen to do literal 

replication, using two hotels to study the same phenomenon in different contexts and with 

different executions. Therefore, the cases are studied separately and in-depth, though using 

the same strategies for both, to get a broader understanding of the phenomenon.  

The two hotels were chosen based on a number of criteria. They had to be located in 

Copenhagen, due to limited time and financial funds, as the authors wanted to visit the hotels 

in person to do observations, thereby gaining a better perception of the whole concept. 

Additionally, they had to be 3-4 stars hotels, as these hotels have felt the impact of Airbnb 

the most in general (Zervas et al., 2017), and they needed to be more than 200 rooms (Moxy 

Copenhagen Sydhavnen, 2021; Business, 2018) to ensure a certain size and established 

brands as it was necessary that their business models had been tested thoroughly. Moreover, 

both hotels needed to be experience-based and high-tech driven, with target customers being 

described as ‘young at heart’ or Millennial mindset. After doing research on hotels in 

Copenhagen through secondary sources, such as Google and Tripadvisor, using the above 

criteria, two different hotels within the same market segment were selected, with similar 

experiential offers, but yet with different business structures. 
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Figure 4. CitizenM & Moxy attributes 

 CitizenM Moxy 

Ownership Independent brand Franchisee (Marriott) 

Founded 2008 2014 

Opened in Copenhagen December 2018 March 2019 

Number of total hotels 20 62 

Number of stars 4 3 

Number of rooms 238 226 

Number of employees Approx. 32 Approx. 20 

Concept 
Affordable luxury, tech-

driven, experiential 

Affordable luxury, 

experiential & events, tech-

driven 

Target audience “Young at heart” Millennials 

Loyalty program None Marriott Bonvoy 

 

CitizenM was the first choice, as they are an independent brand with considerable growth 

and are considered to be one of the first movers in this concept (Appendix 2). Secondly, Moxy 

was chosen because it is a part of Marriott and franchised to the Danish management 

company, Core Hospitality, but with the same target group and concept as CitizenM. These 

two different approaches to the same concept were therefore selected to provide a more 

nuanced understanding. 

3.3.2 Airbnb 

 

When selecting a platform company to use in this research, the authors of this study wanted 

to choose one whose impact on the hospitality industry has been immensely. Further, though 

an Online Travel Agent (OTA) could have been chosen due to their relevance in the industry, 

the authors wanted to choose a company who not only interfered with the hotel industry’s 

revenue, but also with their market share, by luring potential customers away from the 

traditional market. Additionally, the authors wanted to choose a P2P  platform, due to their 

significantly different business model from the traditional hospitality industry, which gives 
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them certain advantages in the market. Though there are several companies of differing size 

and impact, Airbnb was selected as the P2P platform case due to its existence in almost every 

country, in Copenhagen as well, its market size, and its considered significant threat to the 

industry by hoteliers (Denmark - Hotels and Motels, 2021). 

3.4 DATA COLLECTION PROCESS 
 

In the next sections, the data providers will be reviewed, as well as the data collection process.  

3.4.1 Case companies 

 

Below a short presentation of the case companies are provided, to give a basic understanding 

of who they are. 

3.4.1.1 CitizenM 

 

CitizenM is a Dutch owned hotel which first opened in 2008, and has since then opened 19 

hotels, spread over Europe, North America and Asia (citizenm.com; portfolio & rollout 2020). 

The target customer was originally mainly business, but with an increased emphasis on leisure 

as well and with a focus on the “young at heart”. The hotel in Copenhagen is located at 

Rådhuspladsen, with its lobby/bar/public areas located on the 7’th floor, providing a view of 

the city both from inside and from the balcony. The public spaces are decorated with peculiar 

art and knick-knacks of varying types. Though the hotel has 24-hour service, check-in is self-

serviced, but with assistance if needed. It is possible to use the phone as a door key as well. 

All rooms have a king-size bed, widescreen TV with free movies of all genres and possibility 

to connect their own devices. They are all equipped as well with minifridge, black-out blinds, 

soundproof windows, free shower gel, both an AM and PM edition, as well as an iPad to 

control temperature, brightness, lighting color, TV, reception contact, food order etc. 

(citizen.com, 2020).  Other free amenities are removed from the room, along with minibar, 

duvet top covers, big desks and everything else they found unnecessary (Appendix 2). 

The hotel staff is referred to as Ambassadors, and have multiple responsibilities, as they all 

operate as bartenders, concierge, receptionists etc. at the same time, while also spending 



54 
 

time chatting and bonding with the guests. The number of staff is therefore minimal 

(Appendix 2). 

The idea is to offer affordable luxury to guests, hence the limited amenities in the room, the 

reduced number of staff. Innovative technological solutions have been added to create added 

value for both guests and staff, while there is an increased focus on the experiential aspect 

and social features of the hotel, with an attempt to always seem fun, surprising, and 

unpredictable (Appendix 2). 

3.4.1.2 Moxy 

 

Moxy is owned by American-based Marriott and opened its first hotel in 2014, and has since 

opened additional 62 hotels, spread across Europe, USA, and (Marriott International, 2021). 

All of the Moxy hotels are franchised, including the one in Copenhagen which is operated by 

Core Hospitality. Being part of the Marriott portfolio means that Moxy has a part in the 

Marriott Bonvoy loyalty program, as well the established customer base that uses it. The 

target customer is the Millennials and Generation Z (Appendix 3). Moxy Copenhagen is 

located in Sydhavn, close to the S-train and the Metro (which is still under construction). The 

concept for the public spaces is similar to CitizenM, both in terms of decoration, 24-hour 

service with emphasis on technological solution, self-service, and stripped of perceived 

unnecessary amenities in the rooms. At Moxy though, there is no iPad in the rooms, and there 

are no free movies on the TV. Instead, they offer child and pet friendly rooms, as well as gym, 

game room, and bike rental (Moxy Copenhagen Sydhavnen, 2021). 

Like CitizenM, the staff at Moxy is called Ambassadors, and the structure and tasks are as 

differentiated with socializing as a big part of the job description. At Moxy there is an 

increased focus on events, not only designing the public spaces to let the guests create their 

own experience, but continuously working on providing a wide range of experiences at the 

hotel, merging with the neighborhood to add value for the guests (Appendix 3). 

Just as in CitizenM, the idea is to offer affordable luxury to guests by reducing costs and only 

focusing on what they believe is important for their market segment. Lifestyle and 

experiences are favored (Appendix 3). 
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3.4.1.3 Airbnb 

 

Airbnb is a digital multi-sided accommodation platform which was founded in 2008 by two 

American entrepreneurs, with the idea of offering combined economic advantages for 

travelers and residents in diverse locations throughout the globe (Oskam & Boswijk, 2016). 

Such spaces encompass “entire places”, “private rooms” and “shared rooms”, where the host 

is present, as well as exclusive facilities and corporate-oriented accommodations (Guttentag, 

2019). 

The company offers 24-hour support, verifying personal profile and listings, manages a 

trusted payment platform, as well as guarantees reimbursement and insurance for hosts and 

guests alike (Airbnb, Places to stay near you, 2021). On the platform hosts offer unused or 

underutilized spaces, while guests search for locations to stay for short periods of time. 

Further, the platform enables service providers to offer guests supplementary experiential 

services, such as tour guides, cooking with locals, and other unique activities with local 

residents (Airbnb Experiences, 2021). Both guests and hosts can see reputation and ratings 

from previous stays before making an exchange, so ensure trust among participants (Airbnb, 

2021). To complete the purchasing process, hosts and guests are required to establish a 

conversation as per the process’s design. 

The business is run through their application and web page. These online tools simulate 

standard hotel booking web pages, offering detailed search options and filters. Additionally, 

available facilities are represented on maps where at the same time, they are labeled with 

price tags. Each alternative displays information regarding the facility (e.g., number of beds, 

characteristics, price per night, etc.) which is accompanied by images. Furthermore, the firm 

forces both sides to materialize pecuniary transactions on the app. Their pricing model 

consists of charging a “service fee” from both parties involved; 6-12% for hosts and 3% for 

guests (Guttentag, 2019). 

3.4.2 Data collection 

 

Below, the data collection process is described, giving a thorough account of the procedure. 

3.4.2.1 Interviews 
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The primary data from CitizenM and Moxy is collected through in-depth semi-structured 

interviews, as this allows gaining detailed insights into the business model and daily 

operations while reflecting on the current market competition in the industry from a 

management perspective. Though a group interview with the staff could have been of some 

interest for the descriptive purpose of the study, the authors believed that it would have 

become too mundane and detailed on smaller everyday tasks, and therefore not enough 

focused and business related. Hence, speaking with management was chosen, and though a 

structured interview guide could have provided relevant information, semi-structured 

interviews were considered as the most appropriate approach, as they are the best method 

to achieve deeper insights and complete responses to complicated issues by allowing 

pursuing interesting subjects and dig deeper into them (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2015). 

The disadvantage of using this process is the time-consuming process of conducting the 

interviews, transcribing, and analyzing qualitative data. Therefore, gaining access to 

management employees who are able to answer all the questions best possible was. 

At Moxy the interview was with the Brand Manager who had helped open Moxy in 

Copenhagen, and currently opening Moxy in Bergen, Norway as well. Due to his position, he 

is a link between Marriott and Moxy, as well as directly involved in the management and 

operations of the hotel, giving him insights into the business model, execution, and possible 

complications. At CitizenM, who has a more flat and simple hierarchy, the interview was 

conducted with the Assistant Manager who had worked at the hotel since it first opened in 

Copenhagen. His involvement in the operations since the beginning has given him a great 

understanding of the operational side of the hotel’s business model, while his position also 

makes him a reliable connection to the CitizenM headquarters, making him knowledgeable 

about the more strategic part of the model. Contact with both interviewees were established 

by meeting up at the hotels and asking for their assistance with the research project, which 

they agreed to.  

As none of the authors are working at neither CitizenM nor Moxy, a role as external 

researchers was assumed. The interviews took place at the hotels, in a face-to-face meeting 

where the intervieweese allowed the whole conversation to be recorded on phones for later 

transcription, which allowed the interviewers to both be more present in the interview 

without distractions, and made it easier to analyze the interview afterwards, as the authors 
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were not dependent on memories alone. Both researchers were present at both interviews, 

with one as the main interviewer, and the other as support to keep track of time, recorder 

and occasionally supplement with additional questions. The interviews were semi-structured, 

with questions mainly consisting of what, why and how questions, fitting the descriptive and 

exploratory method. Using a semi-structured approach made it possible to adopt an informal 

conversational style, making the interviewee relaxed and comfortable, while still providing 

the interviewers with some degree of control over the situation with a guiding questionnaire 

to ensure all topics were covered. 

The question was designed from research about the hotels and the competitive platform 

market they operate in, as well as academic literature and theories. The questionnaire started 

with exploring the hotels’ value offerings, resources, competitive sources and the social 

aspects and trends. Thereafter, the questions investigated the digital platforms’ disruption of 

the hospitality market and the competitive challenges they constitute, as well as collaborative 

approaches the hotels are taking in response (Appendix 1). The questionnaire guide was sent 

to both interviewees beforehand, allowing them to prepare and providing them with an 

overview of the topics to be covered. The interview at CitizenM with the Assistant Manager 

took approximately an hour and a half, while it took approximately two hours at Moxy with 

the Brand Manager, due to the course the conversations took. Though using a semi-

structured approach prevented standardization, making the two interviews comparatively 

dissimilar, it permitted the interviewers to delve deeper into certain areas of each interview 

to understand the business better. 

3.4.2.2 Airbnb 

 

Although authors started researching the innovative firm almost ten years ago, most of 

Airbnb’s studies were published between 2017 and 2018 (Guttentag, 2019). Therefore, it is 

assumed that because of its novelty, literature holds some limitations. Recent articles with 

focus on Airbnb’s literature progression, which conveniently separated literature’s topics, 

were used as a guidance tool to understand and gather suitable sources concerning the 

competitive thematic. These were selected based on Airbnb’s characteristics such as 

competition, value creation and co-creation, regulation, positioning, architecture, etc. 

Besides the referred, articles specialized on the platform’s model from a holistic perspective 
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were also used in order to establish an introductory section (Guttentag, 2015; Guttentag, 

2019; Andreu, Bigne, Amaro & Palomo, 2020). 

Most of the studies operated with, used generally known quantitative and qualitative 

methods such as questionnaires, surveys with structural equation models, hedonistic 

retrogressions, experiments or interviews, accordingly. Despite being a novel phenomenon, 

most of the studies selected supported similar hypotheses and conclusions. Notwithstanding, 

contrasting articles were incorporated to add more depth to the platform’s analysis. 

Considering the nature of this study, Airbnb’s literature has been used to establish a 

comparison between experiential hotels and the platform in a competitive foundation, 

without the attempt of finding causal-effect solutions. Although these studies have different 

original purposes, their quantitative and qualitative methods and contributions become 

handy for this purpose. 

3.4.2.3 Observations 

 

As a supplement to the semi-structured interviews, some time was spent at the hotels as 

observers. A tour of both the hotels, their facilities, and rooms were done, to fully 

comprehend what the hotels offer. Further, some time was spent in the lobbies, where the 

interactions between employees and hotel guests were observed, as well as guests’ behavior 

in the shared spaces to get an impression of the atmospheres which the hotels claim to 

provide. Though the staff knew they were being observed, the guests did not know. Though 

the observation of the interactions provided another source of data regarding the hotel 

procedures, the vastly limited number of guests who are travelling during Covid-19, made it 

difficult to attain an adequate perception of what a typical day looks like at the hotels’ 

common areas. 

3.4.3 The variables 

 

The variables in this research are all qualitative nominal, meaning that they do not have a 

degree, but are all treated with equal importance. 

Firstly, the experiential hotels in this research are also called Lifestyle Hotels 

(Travelweekly.com, 2021). This category of hotels is considering Millennials and those “young 

at heart” as their target segment, and has swapped the traditional hotel procedures and large, 
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well-equipped rooms with smaller rooms, a public area that are designed for both working, 

socializing, eating, drinking cocktails, and everything else in between, as well as technological 

solutions for a wide range of procedures, e.g., for check-in/out.  Further, they have fewer 

employees, and are in general trying to lower costs, to be able to offer “affordable luxury”. 

The main focus is on providing guests with social and local experiences in different ways.   

Secondly, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) is a variable that covers various 

technological solutions which is both implemented in hotels’ physical facilities and daily 

operations, as well as apps which can be downloaded on the guests’ phones.   

Third, the peer-to-peer hospitality platform covers business models with technical 

infrastructures, which is created to enable the exchange of accommodations, resources and 

services between consumers and hosts. The platforms grow their supply side rapidly with no 

extra costs, to accommodate the consumers. The main goal of the platform is to create 

matches among participants by listing accommodation options, and stimulate social 

interaction among participants, while ensuring quality through complex feedback and review 

systems. 

Lastly, Millennials is used as the generational variable. In this thesis Millennials refers to those 

born between 1980 and 1999, as this corresponds with the majority of the research written 

about this group (Ketter, 2019). Further, it aligns with the generational theory that the 

generational range typically is approximately 20-25 years (Lewis, Nelson and Black, 2021). 

This will set the Millennials to be between 22 and 41 years of age in 2021.    

3.5 DATA ANALYSIS’ STRATEGY 
 

A thematic analysis has been applied when examining the data. This approach is suitable for 

large quantities of qualitative data as it breaks it down into broad themes and is therefore 

fitting to change the data into useful, and structured information. Using thematic analysis 

means that the data is being coded and examined for any consistent patterns or themes for 

further analysis, providing a better overview and detailed understanding of the data content 

(Saunders et al., 2015). Dividing all the qualitative data into fractions is exhaustive and time-

consuming work, but though the broad themes might make it easier to miss finer nuances in 

the data, it also helps recognizing recurring topics, as well as examine these in a structured 
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manner, thereby increasing the likeliness of discovering connections and simplifying analyzing 

the data with an explorative and descriptive goal in mind. 

3.6 QUALITY STANDARDS 
 

When collecting data, a certain measure is necessary to adopt, as to ensure the quality of said 

data. Hence, their reliability and validity. 

3.6.1 Reliability 

 

Saunders et al. (2009) states that it may not be possible to replicate the outcome of a case 

study completely, because the findings reflect the reality as it is at the time of the data 

collection, and under circumstances which may change over time. To overcome this challenge 

as best as possible, data triangulation was applied by using multiple data sources (Yin,  2017), 

in this case interviews and observations at two case hotels, and secondary data from Airbnb. 

Moreover, some techniques were implemented to increase the reliability of the study 

(Quintão et al., 2020), such as recording the individual interviews and later transcribe, code, 

and use thematic data analysis to make sense of the data collected. 

 

3.6.2 Validity 

 

According to Quintão et al. (2020), the validity in a study is usually divided into internal and 

external validity, but as the relevance of internal validity is not considered significant in 

studies with descriptive and exploratory purposes (Quintão et al., 2020), on the external 

validity is considered here. When ensuring external validity in the research, Quintão et al. 

(2020) states that the goal is not to create statistical generalization, but rather analytical 

generalization. In this study, three cases were chosen, (i) one P2P hospitality platform, (ii) a 

franchised experiential hotel, and (iii) an independent experiential hotel. The two hotels have 

similar characteristics but with different ownership status, while the P2P platform was chosen 

as a relevant, external competitor in the market. Each of these companies have locations in 

Copenhagen, with easy accessibility to city center and airport. 
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4 FINDINGS 

In this section the findings of all the collected data will be presented, both primary and 

secondary. 

To classify the findings, Cennamo (2019) comparative model between digital and traditional 

markets competition was used, in which critical competitive variables are used to contrast 

both subjects. The six strategic dimensions related to competition are classified as: 

competition level, driver, competitive focus, actions, dynamics, and sources. 

In order to compare the competitive landscape between the two markets, an additional 

variable was introduced, which the authors named “Competitive experience design”. This 

variable encompasses the four characteristics of the experience model: Escapism, 

Entertainment, Aesthetics and education (Pine & Gilmore, 1998). 

4.1 HOTEL FINDINGS 
 

Following the interviews with both Moxy and CitizenM, the qualitative data has been coded 

using thematic analysis. The findings from the interviews and observations are presented in 

this section, separated into groups dependent on their coded values and the elements in 

Cennamo’s (2019) competitive model. 

4.1.1 Competitive level 

 

The first element concerns the two hotels' competitive level in the hospitality industry, both 

by investigating how the companies are constructed, as well as the competitive market they 

are operating within. 

4.1.1.1 The companies 

 

To describe the companies’ composition, the hotels are examined regarding important parts 

of their internal affairs to gain a basic understanding of how the firms are constructed. 

4.1.1.1.1 Foundation 

 

CitizenM was created to disrupt the hospitality industry and create a new concept. It 
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challenges the traditional way hotels operate which the founders perceive as old fashioned, 

stiff and impersonal, creating an atmosphere that seems uncomfortable for women travelling 

alone, and in general not something that works for the modern business traveller (Appendix 

2). Further, the founders wanted to find a way to offer affordable luxury by creating a new 

and better business model without the conventional focus on number of stars, thereby 

making luxury accessible for everyone (Appendix 2). When being a big company like Marriott, 

it is hard to be a first mover or an innovative firm, but when they saw the potential in this 

innovative business model they considered it a secure investment with great potential for 

growth, and Moxy was therefore introduced into the market six year after the first CitizenM 

opened their doors (Appendix 3). Moxy’s ambition was “primarily to straddle the line between 

volume driven brands and experiential driven brands offering a design focused, vibrant 

experience, at scale” (Lederer, 2019, p. 1). They were created to break the rules while still 

belonging in Marriott’s portfolio, making it a special challenge to launch. 

4.1.1.1.2 Target segment 

 

Though CitizenM always strives for at least 50% business guests, meaning that all their hotels 

are located in big cities and hubs, both hotels specifically target the “young at heart” 

(Appendix 2+3). Moxy argues that the young are richer today than ever before and that they 

therefore do not want to compromise when travelling but are happy to pay a bit extra for a 

lifestyle experience, which is why Moxy are planning events and trying to engage the 

neighborhood at the hotel, creating as authentic and diverse experiences as possible 

(Appendix 3). CitizenM considers these young travelers as being those who want to pay as 

little as possible on luxurious accommodation in order to spend more elsewhere and are 

therefore keeping costs down and instead creating an atmosphere where the guests 

themselves can design whatever experience they are looking for (Appendix 2). Though both 

brands are created with the acceptance that they are not for everyone, and once in a while 

they will have to help someone book another hotel simply because they were not a fit 

(Appendix 3+2, Moxy do not believe that they will have to change too much as time goes by 

because they are built for the personalities and mindsets of Millennials and generation Z and 

expect to grow with these generations. Though they of course will need to keep up with 

technological advances and room features, these generations are expected to grow and still 

have the same desire of seeking out experiences when they travel (Appendix 3). 
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4.1.1.1.3 Organizational Hierarchy 

 

To accommodate the informal and diverse personalities that the hotels’ target, their 

operations are made to reflect this culture. Both hotels have a flatter hierarchy than 

traditionally, with fewer middle layers and more multifunctional positions, which also 

corresponds with the economic mission of offering affordable luxury, as this minimizes payroll 

expenses. Having a flatter hierarchy, where the managers are on the floor alongside the rest 

of the staff, enhances a culture of socializing and co-creation where everybody has a voice, 

complementing the atmosphere they are creating in the hotel.  

Though there still is a traditional hierarchy in terms of financial decisions and other important 

issues, the strategy works very well for CitizenM in their daily operations where they work 

with what they call “the reversed triangle” (Appendix 2), meaning that the bottom of the 

triangle, the widest part of it which represents the guest contact positions, are on top. 

Assistant managers are hired to support the staff, and the General Manager is hired to 

support the assistant managers. This gives the hotel a lot of autonomy and more time spent 

with the guests rather than on administrative tasks, as only the most crucial of these are done 

in the hotel, the rest is done at the main office in Holland (Appendix 2).  

Though Moxy is imitating this structure to some extent, Marriott’s size and more traditional 

hierarchy and operations demands some structure and certain rules, making it a challenge 

regarding the more administrative tasks in Moxy which Marriott is working on solving. 

Management at Moxy also participates in the daily operations on the floor alongside with the 

staff, mingling with guests (Appendix 3). 

4.1.1.1.4 Employees 

 

Staff on both hotels are not hired based on education or previous experiences within the 

hospitality industry as traditionally, but on personality and attitude which makes it possible 

to ensure that they have a Millennial mindset to fit the target audience (Appendix 2+3). In 

CitizenM uniforms are given, but with so many options of mixing them that the staff rarely 

has the exact same outfit on at the same time, making it possible to maintain their personal 

style, along with whatever accessories, tattoos and hairstyles they desire, as the clearly 
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diverse personalities and styles among the staff is considered an asset for the hotel’s 

atmosphere (Appendix 2). 

4.1.1.1.5 Business model success 

 

Both Moxy and CitizenM are certain that their business model is a competitive success, if 

implemented correctly, which is demonstrated in the excessive growth of both brands around 

the world (Appendix 2+3). The model is easy to scale as the hotels are affordable to build, 

payroll costs are remarkably low, they have fewer variable costs than other hotels and more 

rooms per square meter, which is easy to sell due to the lower price than most hotels of the 

same quality. Though this model means that there are some things that are standard for most 

classic hotels which they do not offer, CitizenM do believe that this is a model that the modern 

traveler can relate to, as they instead focus on what people are mainly looking for and create 

a nice concept around this for a lower price (Appendix 2).  

The difficult part of this business model, according to Moxy, is to utilize the common spaces 

adequately through events and attracting locals in order to make the hotel an integrated part 

of the neighborhood and thus create an authentic and vibrant atmosphere for the guests. 

This is an important part of the model, as the experience is what the guests are looking for, 

but also the part of the model which takes the longest, as they need to merge the hotel with 

the local setting. They do believe though, that when this merge is achieved, the business 

model as a whole is a success (Appendix 3). 

4.1.1.2 Competitive landscape 

 

The industry which the two hotels operate within are highly competitive, and though 

Cennamo (2019) states that the traditional market does not compete with the digital market, 

the hotels’ perception of both their traditional market competitors, as well as the digital 

market is explored below. 

4.1.1.2.1 Traditional market competition 

 

When the first CitizenM opened, they perceived that there were no direct competitors on the 

market yet, as they were the ones disrupting the industry. There were some boutique hotels 

who did something a bit differently, but they were still priced as a luxury hotel, and were 
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therefore not considered a direct competitor (Appendix 2). However, they do acknowledge 

that there are many direct competitors to their brand in the market now, but they still 

experience that many within the industry is curious about them and consider them the 

“interesting new kid in the class” and CitizenM willingly share some information with them, 

as they still consider themselves being ahead of the competitors (Appendix 2). Moxy 

Copenhagen competes with the lifestyle hotels in the city center, but even though there are 

many within the industry, they do not consider they have much direct competition in their 

area because they are located outside the city center with Scandic as being the only other 

hotel close by, which is a more classic and “boring” hotel (Appendix 3). 

4.1.1.2.2 Platform competition 

 

Though according to Cennamo (2019), the traditional market only considers those directly in 

their own industry as competitors, Moxy still acknowledges Airbnb as a noteworthy 

competitor, but in the outer layer as a general market competitor. This is because Marriott 

created Moxy to follow the trend of experiential hotels and to fight off Airbnb, hence they 

target the audience who also uses Airbnb (Appendix 3). Yet, they do not consider the impact 

which Airbnb has had on the market to be too significant for the hotel industry in general, as 

the number of tourists in the city has increased as well, and they therefore believe that people 

will choose hotels instead because of the added benefits, if the hotel prices are lowered, 

which is what they offer with Moxy (Appendix 3).  

CitizenM, on the other hand, have never considered Airbnb a notable rival, as they argue that 

they are offering a completely different product and experience, with more of a luxury 

element at a different price. They believe that those who should be worried are the 

“impersonal hotels, the overpriced hotels, and the dull hotels”, not the experiential hotels 

(Appendix 2). They contemplate that the enticement of Airbnb is that the guest gets 

something personal at a lower price, which is what both CitizenM and Moxy argue that they 

offer. So even though Airbnb is not considered a direct competitor in the industry, they cannot 

be ignored as a competitive force in the market, but neither Moxy nor CitizenM is as 

threatened by them as classic hotels, due to their different business model and concept 

(Appendix 2+3). CitizenM considers other OTAs as a bigger threat to the industry, because of 

the high commission they charge, as well as the market power they hold. Competing against 
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these by creating accessible apps and creating loyalty is an economic threat which they are 

fighting against (Appendix 2). 

4.1.2 Competitive drivers 

 

The competitive drivers are here defined as the actions of the companies, such as their market 

entering strategies, defining valuable stakeholders, and building of market shares. 

4.1.2.1 Entering the fray 

 

As one of the biggest hotel brands on a global scale (Chathoth, 2016). Marriott wanted to 

create a brand that was different from their established portfolio and which could compete 

with these innovative, independent hotels. They perceived that there was a lack of dominant 

players among the experience-driven brands, and therefore decided to introduce Moxy, 

which has scaled immensely thanks to the resources which Marriott possesses (Appendix 3). 

The Bonvoy loyalty program, which Marriott has, has been a great asset for Moxy from the 

beginning, helping with the scaling, as this meant they already had a solid customer base, 

since those who are already members of the program tend to stick to the program rather than 

look outside the Marriott umbrella. They therefore look for Marriott-owned hotels rather 

than locations (Appendix 3). Adding Moxy to their brands helps keep their market share, as 

well as attracting a whole new customer base. Though the brand is originally created for the 

leisure market, Moxy are trying to attract more business guests as well, since corporate 

business is more stable throughout the year and are more often returning to the same hotels 

(Appendix 3).  

CitizenM also has an aggressive growth strategy, though they cannot follow Moxy’s pace as 

they do not have an established hotel brand pushing them, but only two big investors, an 

Asian investment bank and a big retirement fund in Holland (Appendix 2). They have mostly 

focused on property development, but have more recently started to use rented spaces, 

building their concept in existing buildings, because they are very selective of locations and it 

can be difficult to find a suitable site in some cities, such as Copenhagen. Renting is therefore 

a newer concept for CitizenM, but a part of their growth strategy to obtain a bigger market 

share (Appendix 2). 
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4.1.2.2 Stakeholders 

 

CitizenM does not have a loyalty program, but they consider their guests the most important 

stakeholder in the company, even more than their financial stakeholders, as these understand 

that it is the customer satisfaction and brand value that creates value for them (Appendix 2). 

Suppliers of inventory, rooms (which are built like Lego building blocks, and then put into the 

buildings afterwards), and decorations in CitizenM is also a valued stakeholder to them, and 

these are therefore chosen as a little ecosystem on the same continent as the hotels they 

supply to, in order to make sure the relationship is close, service is quick, and the 

environmental impact is low (Appendix 2). Besides Marriott as the franchisor, guests, staff, 

and local neighbors are considered the most important stakeholders for Moxy, as all these in 

symbiose help create the Moxy atmosphere and experience, without which they would not 

be able to compete in the experiential hotel niche (Appendix 3). 

4.1.2.3 Gaining market share 

 

As customers are so significant to the concept, it is important for Moxy to protect their market 

position against Airbnb, who has taken a large market share, thus making the hotels’ RevPAR 

suffer. Moxy do trust though, that as they are more affordable compared to other regular 

hotels, they are better able to attract customers who are sensitive to price (Appendix 3). 

Other hotels are joining Airbnb instead of fighting it, by listing their rooms on their app, but 

for Moxy this is not a decision they are allowed to make on their own, as Marriott are in 

charge of where they are listed, and new agreements and partnerships can take a long time 

due to Marriott’s size. For this reason, they are rarely listed on any OTA websites either for 

more than a short period of time, relying mostly on their own websites and Bonvoy programs 

to attract customers and sustain their competitive position in the market (Appendix 3). 

CitizenM, on the other hand, who does not have a big brand to help them create a loyal 

customer base, are listed on both several OTA sites, and Airbnb’s own website. They argue 

that though they do not consider Airbnb a direct competitor, they do acknowledge their 

power within the market, and therefore they cooperate with them, rather than fighting them, 

making it easier for their guests to combine Airbnb and CitizenM, spending some night at one 

place, and the rest at the other. This way they can facilitate the consumer’s preferences 

better, while still enjoying some earnings for themselves (Appendix 2). 
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4.1.2.4 Handling OTAs 

 

They work with the OTA’s as well, to give the guests the best experience possible, making it 

easy for them to find and book their rooms, despite the big commission fee that they charge, 

as they consider a partnership more beneficial than a war against the OTA’s (Appendix 2). But, 

of course, they are trying their best to gain direct bookings at the hotel to increase their 

competitive position in the market and against platforms by making it easier to change, 

modify and cancel the booking if it is made directly at the hotel rather than through an OTA, 

always keeping an eye on the prices the OTA’s offer, and through reviews and descriptions 

about the hotel, to gain trust. Though CitizenM believe they have a lower percentage of OTA 

bookings than others, they do confess that they, from the beginning, underestimated the 

threat the OTA’s are to their revenue and competitive position online. Nevertheless, CitizenM 

considers it important to work and negotiate with the OTA’s, rather than fighting them, and 

feel they have already made great advances in the deals they have. They find this important 

in order to keep their market share, as OTA’s are already a big part of the hospitality business 

(Appendix 2). 

 

4.1.3 Competitive analysis’ focus 

 

The competitive analysis regards data collection for the specific use of optimizing internal 

performances. In this case, data has been used to analyze different aspects of the market, 

and the findings have been implemented in the hotels’ offerings and processes. 

4.1.3.1 Analyzing market trends 

 

When monitoring their performance, data is a necessary tool for both hotels. At Moxy, it is 

limited what kind of data they have access to, as Marriott processes all the data for the whole 

portfolio, and they therefore mainly receive data from social accounts, websites, and point of 

sales, to observe trends and optimize operations, thus anticipating the demands (Appendix 

3). Guest reviews are an important source as well, to analyze their performance and find pain 

points that need improvement. During the Covid-19 Moxy has been navigating mostly without 
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any reliable data, as all previous trends have vanished, and reviews are too few to be 

considered valid (Appendix 3).  

As an independent brand, CitizenM started by making a big, thorough analysis of the market, 

with both sociological and psychological elements, among the more traditional elements, in 

the analysis to understand what the modern traveler truly wants. Though they are 

continuously conducting an ongoing analysis of the modern traveler, they nevertheless claim 

that they do not use cookies as much as most other hotels (Appendix 2). This is because, 

besides the traditional revenue measurement, they are more interested in the guests’ 

behavior towards the hotel, rather than their personal profile and GDPR. CitizenM is a tech 

driven hotel, hence their interest is based on symbolic actions; understanding how guests are 

using the hotel, what can enhance their user experience, and what innovative features the 

guests would appreciate, all to remain a first mover in technological solutions (Appendix 2). 

4.1.3.2 Data collection 

 

This data collection is not only collected by the brand’s experts, but in the daily operations as 

well, differentiating between what is important information and what is “none of their 

concern”, in order to enhance the guest experience continuously. Further, they follow guest 

reviews closely, and try to encourage the guests to engage on social media and their website, 

leaving reviews of how their perception of the whole hotel experience was. Though this 

approach is not as structured as traditionally, the reviews are used as a bonus system in the 

brand, evaluating the hotels’ performances, responding to negative guest reviews and the 

amount of positive feedback they have received. Thereby they get both a description and a 

grade to evaluate improvements (Appendix 2). 

4.1.3.3 Analyzing customer needs 

 

This data focused on what the guests truly want in a hotel, has been used in both hotels to 

eliminate everything unnecessary from the rooms, such as minibars, big desks, duvet covers, 

various amenities, and in general everything they did not deem in the modern traveler’s 

interest. Instead, they have kept focus on the bed, shower and tech, thereby keeping both 

costs and space to a minimum, making it possible to deliver “affordable luxury”. Additionally, 

the data has been used to get a better understanding of what the guests desire from the 
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lobbies, bars, and other common areas at the hotel, by considering the hotel as an extended 

arm of the travel experiences (Appendix 2+3). 

4.1.3.4 Optimizing internal performance 

 

To Core Hospitality, who are franchising Moxy, the internal performance is therefore of 

utmost importance, and they emphasis that they are working on becoming better 

performance-wise, by learning about Marriott standards, working with them, while also using 

the data to generate the unique of Moxy atmosphere (Appendix 3). This is a challenge because 

Marriott is very professional and Americanized, which does not always fit with the Danish 

mentality. Therefore, the management of Moxy navigates between the many guidelines and 

protocols of Marriott, to find what is useful to incorporate in the training and daily operation 

of Moxy in Copenhagen, while discarding what is not optimal for this specific business model.  

This includes the training of the staff, as they are hired to perform all guest-contact tasks 

while also being informal and social with the guests, which is very different from the 

traditional procedures at Marriott but is a big part of the internal performance at Moxy 

(Appendix 3). Using staff with multiple functions also applies to CitizenM, who introduced this 

disruptive model, according to them (Appendix 2). This way of using the staff not only lowers 

the payroll costs significantly for the hotel despite higher salaries than most other hotels, but 

it is also an advantage for the guests, as they can ask anyone for what they need, without 

being pushed around between departments. If they want a drink and prolong their stay at the 

same time, they only need to talk to one person who will take care of both (Appendix 2). This 

means that a big part of the firm performance is dependent on the contact between customer 

and staff at the hotel. 

4.1.3.5 Sustainability actions 

 

A more practical part of the firm performance is the sustainable actions which both hotels 

take, thereby keeping costs down. At Moxy, the building is sustainable certified, and they are 

currently waiting on receiving Green certificates to prove their sustainability, which will help 

them in gaining more corporate business, as some global firms demand sustainable 

certificates before signing commercial deals (Appendix 3). Sustainability is also a part of the 

daily operations at both hotels, though none of them perceive that they have to work very 
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hard to obtain it, as eliminating waste and environmental impact is already a big part of the 

mindset for both guests, staff, and suppliers. Only minor messages about waist sorting and 

the like are displayed. For this reason, none of the hotels uses their sustainable actions and 

organic offerings as a big marketing tool, arguing that the modern traveler already expects it 

to be a natural part of the hotels, not just a limited benefit. But because sustainability is 

considered normalized in hotels, their performance on this matter is very important 

(Appendix 2+3) 

4.1.4 Competitive actions 

 

Operating in a highly competitive market requires continuously taking actions toward gaining 

a bigger market share. Below some of Moxy and CitizenM’s competitive actions are reviewed. 

4.1.4.1 Market entry in rival’s markets 

 

Entering an industry, inevitably means entering into a rival’s market as well. In this case it 

meant not only the traditional market, but the digital market as well, which is further 

described below. 

 

4.1.4.1.1 Experiential niche 

 

CitizenM entered the hospitality market with the purpose of disrupting the industry and 

taking as much market share as possible from the traditional hotels, creating their own niche. 

As a follower, Moxy entered this niche, not only competing with the traditional hotels, but 

with a number of other hotels who had seen the potential in the experiential hotel market as 

well (Appendix 2+3). 

4.1.4.1.2 Airbnb as a market competitor 

 

Though both hotels are mostly focused on rivalry within the classic hospitality industry, it 

cannot be overlooked that they moved into Airbnb’s market as well, with a brand specifically 

directed at the same customers who also tend to use Airbnb. They are more expensive than 

Airbnb’s average price, but they also emphasize that they offer something more and different 
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than Airbnb. It is not simply a bed they offer, but it is security, guaranteed comfort, 24H 

service, etc. (Appendix 2+3). CitizenM argues that the enticement of Airbnb is that the guest 

gets something personal for a lower price that the classic hotels offer, and that their hotel in 

Copenhagen offer both a relative low price, with eclectic design as well as a seventh-floor 

lobby/bar, with a view of the city and the social aspect with other travellers or the staff. This 

gives them both an air of personalized service as well as a classic luxury (Appendix 2).  

Moxy states that they offer what Airbnb promises to do but fails at: giving a local experience 

and being part of the neighborhood. They argue that at most Airbnb the guests only interact 

with the host when receiving the key, and otherwise they are left to themselves. Only if there 

is a host, they can get a local experience, but Moxy offers that as well, on top of guaranteed 

quality safety throughout the whole stay, though they admit that they cannot compete with 

Airbnb’s online platform community (Appendix 3). Both hotels agree that though they cannot 

match Airbnb’s low price, the extra value they offer the guests on the points they perceive 

matters the most to them, gives them a strong position in the market. They are professionals, 

they can speak with the guests and give personalized hints, as well as general help with 

navigating the city (Appendix 2). 

 

4.1.4.2 Ensuring loyalty 

 

Ensuring guests are loyal to a hotel brand is a challenge for the hotels, which will be explored 

next. 

4.1.4.2.1 Loyalty actions 

 

Regarding marketing, Moxy stresses that since the hotel experience begins even before the 

guest has booked a room, it is important to stick to showing something real that is not too far 

from reality, in order to match the guest’s expectation, which will help avoid disappointment 

and uncomfortable situations once the guest arrives at the hotel. Yet, Moxy does not have 

control of most of the marketing strategies, as it is Marriott who decides when and where 

they can campaign (Appendix 3). Marriott mostly uses Bonvoy loyalty programs to offer their 

members unique experiences, though access to these is very elitist since Marriott considers 

itself a luxury brand, which does not always fit the Moxy brand (Appendix 3).   
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At CitizenM they do not have a systemized loyalty program to offer their guests, instead they 

might offer their guests a free drink to celebrate that they have stayed at a CitizenM hotel x 

number of times, but without any protocols regarding whether they should do it for three 

stays, ten stays, or not at all. Sometimes they might offer their guests a surprise, such as Tivoli 

tickets, if they know from previous stays at a CitizenM that this is something that is in their 

interests, but it is not systematized and therefore unpredictable. They argue that this 

randomized approach is to make the experience seem more sincere and personal, rather than 

staged (Appendix 2). 

4.1.4.2.2 Loyalty apps 

 

As another marketing approach, CitizenM mentions that they are trying to learn from the 

OTA’s by having an app on people’s phone, making it easy and hassle free to book, while 

making classic sales through that channel as well (Appendix 2). Moxy, who is already using 

Marriott’s platform, suggests that it could be advantageous to have experiences from outside 

sources on the platform as well to make it more alluring, offering local guides, restaurant 

options, etc. But as before, this is not up to Moxy to make the decision by themselves, as it is 

Marriott’s choice. But Marriott is working on a new concept within Bonvoy, and as a result 

Moxy Copenhagen anticipates that once they have successfully become a part of the local 

firms, they can merge their loyalty programs and thereby bring additional value to their guests 

by being able to use their collected loyalty points at both the hotel as well as at restaurants, 

bars, events, etc. (Appendix 3). 

4.1.4.3 Innovative solutions 

 

As in every hotel, both CitizenM and Moxy the hotels’ services and processes are designed to 

make the customer journey as easy and smooth as possible, by creating innovative solutions 

and products, which is considered here. 

4.1.4.3.1 Special technological services 

 

To CitizenM it has from the beginning been important to always stay one step ahead of the 

competitors. High-speed internet everywhere in the hotel around the clock was fundamental 

for their tech driven concept. Besides being able to create a room key on the phone and 
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check-in through it as well to avoid standing in line, an iPad is in every room to let the guest 

personalize their room, with both light color, room temperature, curtains, entertainment etc. 

Further, through the iPad it is possible to order snacks, choose daily cleaning and contact the 

reception from the room (Appendix 2). Though Moxy does not have an iPad in the rooms, as 

they argue this will only make the guests stay in their room even longer rather than enjoy 

their common areas, they do use the technological solutions to give the guests greater 

freedom. It is possible to check-in on the phone, chat directly with the front desk at all times, 

as well as rent umbrellas, bikes, etc. They consider that making these small everyday tasks 

self-service removes some administrative tasks and allows the staff to focus on human 

interactions instead (Appendix 3). 

4.1.4.3.2 Special practical services 

 

Besides the digital advances, both hotels offer ironing rooms on each floor, thereby making it 

easier for the guests who do not need to borrow from the reception. The restaurants have 

been removed as well, but still offer snacks, breakfast and light food options around the clock, 

as well as a coffee – and cocktail bar. CitizenM argues that guests eating at the hotel often 

enjoy being able to sit alone with their food, without an uncomfortable feeling of sitting alone 

at a table in a restaurant (Appendix 2). 

4.1.4.3.3 Special experiences 

 

Further, Moxy is not only focusing on the facilities and atmosphere of the hotel but on the 

experiences, they can deliver to the guests as well. These offerings are designed to create a 

local feel and can range from a local nail specialist setting up shop in the lobby, to an event 

with several street food carts set up right outside the entrance. These events have been on 

pause though, due to Covid-19, which means that there have not been any events at the hotel 

during the pandemic, making them almost seem like a “normal hotel” in this aspect (Appendix 

3). 

4.1.5 Competitive dynamics 

 

As more brands followed CitizenM and entered the experiential hotel niche, Marriott saw the 

potential of the concept, and had to respond to this new competition, or become irrelevant 
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for a broad customer segment, as they did not have an established brand to cover this market 

space. As a late mover, approximately six years later than CitizenM, they instead made a big 

investment and utilized their capital and established Marriott status to push the brand, 

exploiting the other experiential brands’ lack of scaling opportunities (Appendix 3). For 

comparison, CitizenM whose strategy is aggressive growth, has opened 20 hotels between 

2008 and 2020, with 36 more in progress (citizen.com, 2020), while Marriott has opened 62 

Moxy between 2014 and 2020, with 127 more openings planned in the upcoming years 

(Marriott News Center, 2020). Further, Moxy is the only brand within the portfolio which 

Marriott does not operate at all, but they are all franchises, aiding the excessive growth both 

economically and operationally, thereby reaching a scaling pace which the competitors 

cannot keep up with (Appendix 3). 

4.1.6 Sources of competitive advantage 

 

This section explores what competitive advantages the hotels perceive they have compared 

to the traditional market. 

4.1.6.1 Advantages to traditional markets 

 

Though there are more hotels operating in the experiential-driven market, they still differ 

from most of the hospitality industry. Firstly, their focus on “affordable luxury”, increasing the 

number of rooms per square meter but at a lower cost, while still with a luxurious feel, 

constitute their main earnings (Appendix 2+3).  

Secondly, CitizenM mentions that due to fewer employees, it is possible to pay them more 

with better conditions and almost exclusively full-time contracts, while still keeping payroll 

costs significantly lower than at other hotels. This automatically affects the turnover in staff, 

as their staff stays at the hotel considerably longer, lowering these costs as well (Appendix 2). 

Further, though the limited amenities both hotels offer in their rooms are a way of lowering 

costs and saving space, it also enhances the personal contact with the guests who comes to 

the reception when they need anything, and thereby are encouraged to enjoy the functions 

and atmosphere of the common spaces, as well as the social aspect of the hotel, while 

receiving decent service rather than “overpriced gin and tonic from a plastic cup in [the] 

room” (Appendix 2).  
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Additionally, though many hotels use social media accounts and encourages their guests to 

participate on these platforms, commenting on their stay and sharing pictures, it is easier for 

the experiential hotels, as the social aspect of the hotels urge their staff to participate on the 

platform as well, thereby not only creating a personal connection with the guests while 

staying at the hotel, but maintaining it through the platforms after the stay is over, thereby 

making it easier to create an online community. Though not all platforms are an ideal place 

to establish contact with strangers, the pictures and comments from former guests and staff 

helps bring awareness to potential new guests of what the experience looks like (Appendix 

3). 

4.1.6.2 Ecosystems 

 

Creating an ecosystem with other firms outside the hospitality industry is another benefit 

which especially Moxy is working on, in order to offer their guests additional value. The idea 

of Moxy is to work with the local environment and offer their guests unique, authentic, and 

local experiences. This is still in the earliest stages for Moxy in Copenhagen though, but they 

are already offering free meeting spaces and events to their neighbors. They are aiming at 

creating relationships which are both transactional and collaborative, with the main focus on 

experiences rather than products, and to be part of an “experience platform” where guests 

will have access to all types of experiences (Appendix 3). They do not have such a platform 

yet, nor offer guests to book external experiences through them, as they cannot be 

responsible for the experiences taking place, and there are economic implications it would 

generate which they have not found solutions for yet. They do believe though, that once the 

experiential ecosystem they want to create is fully working, this will create immeasurable 

levels of value to their guests (Appendix 3).  

CitizenM is interested in creating collaborations with local firms as well such as restaurants, 

bars, and gyms, and though they are aspiring to create a widely diversified selection of firms 

in different price ranges, they are much more selective than Moxy.  They find it very important 

that a given firm is relatable with the CitizenM spirit and values before they want to work with 

them. CitizenM therefore do not have as many collaborations yet as they want to, but they 

are working on it actively (Appendix 2). 
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4.1.7 Competitive experiential design 

 

The competitive design of the hotels refers to how the physical environment and operational 

processes are designed in order to involve the customers in the experience creation, requiring 

them to participate to influence what kind of experience they want to have. 

4.1.7.1 Customer co-production 

 

At these experiential hotels, the guests are a big part of creating the right mood in the hotel. 

Though both hotels are created to accommodate the “young at heart” with the Millennial 

mindset as an integrated part of their culture, CitizenM argue that they are more focused on 

different types of personality rather than age specifically, to ensure a diversified environment 

at the hotel. They are experiencing that many older guests like the atmosphere as well though 

and are actively contributing to the social setting (Appendix 2).  

Moxy, on the other hand, perceive that though the older segment also is seeking the social 

setting and have even more money to spend than the Millennials, Moxy Copenhagen receive 

an even older crowd than anticipated compared to other Moxys around the world, which they 

consider a problem as they do not create the ideal experience which the hotel is trying to 

make for the younger generation. They believe they are attracting this older segment though, 

because they want to feel part of a young atmosphere. They are also receiving a big segment 

of middle-aged people travelling for business, but in this case, it enhances the social 

ambiance, as they often prefer a social experience with co-workers after the workday or bring 

customers and clients to the hotel for meetings and drinks (Appendix 3). 

4.1.7.2 Physical design 

 

The physical environment of the hotel is built to accommodate many different types of 

personality in the design, art, and the “whole techy solution” (Appendix 2), aiming to make 

the hotels feel like a home while also being practical and “nice” for them. The rooms are made 

to be simple, as they want guests to spend more of their waking hours in “the Living Room”, 

which is the name of the public areas in CitizenM to encourage the guests to use it as a living 

room, a place to relax, work, socialize or whatever the guests feel like doing at that moment. 

The design is a very important part of both CitizenM and Moxy’s brands, while doing 



78 
 

observations, it was noticeable that it is very eclectic and contains cheap, childish items to 

expensive art pieces, giving all sorts of guests something to relate to, giving them a homey 

feeling. For the same reason do CitizenM not have any CitizenM branded beverages, as they 

rather have 10 different kinds, letting the guests choose their preferred brand, thus trying to 

include wide range of preferences, allowing the guests to “put together their lives'' as they 

want and tailor their own experience, by avoiding making too many choices on behalf of the 

guest (Appendix 2). All parts of the hotel are designed to allow the guests to decide what kind 

of experience they want, such as double beds if they “want to bring someone to their room”, 

minifridge in the room if they want to buy something differently than what they offer at the 

hotel, as well as a tv with free movies and the possibility to connect their own devices, giving 

the guests the freedom to take control of their hotel stay. 

4.1.7.3 Social aspects 

 

The staff who are hired at the hotels are, as mentioned before, hired mostly based on 

personality. The guest contact is not systematized to make the interactions more personal 

and natural. This allows the guests to create a bond with the staff, and sometimes they even 

“become friends” (Appendix 3). The staff is not there only to deliver a service, but to guide 

the customer towards an optimal attitude. When at the hotel, the staff’s interaction with 

guests and each other was observed, which was very casual and open, and saw guests 

naturally being affected by the upbeat mood and informal environment. But, if the guests 

choose not to spend time in the public areas, they will not partake in this part of the 

experience (Appendix 3). 

4.1.7.4 Customer involvement 

 

In general, the Living Room experience and atmosphere is mostly driven by the guests. Instead 

of having the room decide for the guests how to behave, they let people decide for 

themselves. They decide whether the couch is a place to work, relax, eat, or something in 

between. Guests naturally take off their shoes, watch movies on their devices, or play games 

with friends, which helps other guests feel relaxed and at home in the Living Room quicklier 

than the staff could have (Appendix 2). This co-production of the public area experiences is 

one of the reasons why Moxy does not have iPads in the rooms, nor a broad movie selection, 
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as they want to nudge people to use the public spaces and help create “the Moxy attitude” 

(Appendix 3).   

Marriott Bonvoy has a community called “Insiders” which Moxy is a part of, where guests can 

discuss and comment on their stays. It is a network of loyal members, and there is a great 

amount of activity on this platform, where users create value for each other, and for the 

brands as well when discussing their stays and adding feedback. On this platform as well as 

on social media, as mentioned earlier, the customer plays a very relevant role, by both helping 

optimize hotel’s services as well as attracting potential new guests to try Moxy (Appendix 3). 

The guests’ interactions therefore have a very important role throughout the whole process 

in creating and sustaining the experience in these experiential hotels. 

4.2 AIRBNB FINDINGS 
 

In the next sections, a collection of relevant data about the platform Airbnb is gathered and 

separated according to the variables stated earlier.  

4.2.1 Competition level 

As per the overall’s platform’s competitive nature (Cennamo, 2019), Airbnb competes at a 

market level (Rochet & Tirole, 2003). That means that the platform finds itself not only 

competing against other P2P, but also to every company, market or industry that happens to 

be affected in any way by Airbnb’s value offerings. 

4.2.1.1 A one-stop travel shop 

 

The platform has become a one-stop-shop site where users can book diverse accommodation 

facilities (Dolnicar & Gardiner, 2017; Airbnb, 2019). (e.g., luxury villas, corporate-friendly 

facilities, private houses, shared rooms, private rooms, etc.) and experiential activities in 

person (e.g., travel guided tours, cooking, classes, museum passes, local restaurants, 

participation in events, etc.) and online (these last ones triggered by the current COVID-19 

global restrictions), as well as an ongoing projects working on adding travel insurances, local 

transportation options, plane seats and other travel-related services (Airbnb, 2021; Dolnicar 

& Gardiner, 2017). Thus, Airbnb shall no longer be considered a merely accommodation 
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provider competing against other lodging providers. Instead, the platform has adopted the 

position of offering everything a traveller might need when going to a specific destination. 

Due to the brand’s recognition, Airbnb users are more likely to purchase the platform’s 

services again (Roy Morgan Research, 2017), thus broadening the platform’s abilities to 

diversify its offerings. 

4.2.1.2 Some of their competitors 

One of their biggest (in number of members) P2P competitors is Wimdu with 2,5 million users 

and Couchsurfing with 12 million users. These P2P competitors diverge in pricing models. For 

instance, Couchsurfing facilitates free trading of space, whereas Wimdu charges their users a 

commission every time they book a service. Nevertheless, Airbnb competes too with Online 

Travel Agencies such as Booking.com or Expedia.com (Gardiner & Dolnicar, 2017), established 

hotel brands and independent hotels, as well as other accommodation providers (Zervas, 

Proserpio, & Byers, 2017). With the addition of experiences, Airbnb has added to their rival 

list local and online travel operators too. 

Their recognized competitors in the lodging industry are the Marriott and Accor chains, and 

their respective brands, due to their historical reputation and market share. The competitive 

landscape in the accommodation market in Denmark, specifically hotels and motels, includes 

large hotel operators being Scandic Hotels, Best Western and Cabinn, as well as independent 

smaller brands. The market has experienced some alterations the past years. The hotels and 

motels industry increased in volume by 1,1% in 2018, reaching 635 establishments (both 

categories included). With the increase of establishments, the number of rooms increased 

too. In Copenhagen only, from January 2018 until January 2021, there has been an increase 

of 18,5% in the room volumes (21,163 rooms in January 2018, and 25,082 two years later). 

When comparing the same variables from 2010, it is seen that the number of rooms in the 

capital has almost been doubled, with an increase of 47,8% (with 16,968 rooms in 2010) 

(Statistikbanken, 2021). Statistically, 80,5% of the industry’s total value accounts for leisure 

travel purposes, and the rest 19,5% accounts for business segments. Due to its growth 

tendency, experts forecasted an augment of 40% of the industry’s value by 2023, relying on 

an increment on international travels (MarketLine, 2020). Anyhow, due to the abrupt travel 

disruptions considering the ongoing global pandemic initiated in December 2019, those 
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numbers in all probabilities will not be conclusive. The latest national reports stated the 

incipient impact of the COVID-19 crisis in the hotel industry in the country’s capital; in May 

2020, a total of 191 hotel businesses of medium to large size (with a minimum of 40 rooms) 

were operating, whereas one year later, only 172 of those are still active (Statistikbanken, 

2021). Consequently, it is already perceived the volume growths are being altered. 

4.2.1.3 Their position in the market 

On the other hand, Airbnb reached over 6 million total accommodation listings in its site in 

December 2019 (MarketLine, 2020). In the city of Copenhagen alone (Denmark), Airbnb has 

been present since 2009. In 2019, Airbnb hosts received almost 500,000 guests to their 

respective homes (Airbnb, 2019). Currently, it offers over 26,000 accommodation options. 

Among these, the 83% are entire homes or apartments, the rest being private rooms and 

shared rooms (Insideairbnb.com, 2021 – 16th March). Due to its recent emphasis on the 

experiential sector and the wide variety of categories and countries it embeds, it is challenging 

to assess the impact it creates. The company however, informed about the optimistic results 

coming from this offering. When they were launched in 2016, the platform presented nearly 

500 choices globally. Three years later, there were more than 30,000 experiences in their 

platform at a world-wide level. They stated that in 2018, they experienced the sevenfold 

increase of the offerings along that year (Airbnb, 2019). 

4.2.2 Competition drivers 

 

As per a platform business' nature (Cennamo, 2019), Airbnb aims for creating value to all 

stakeholders that interact with the platform. The value drivers are described below. 

4.2.2.1 Value creation for platform users 

Multi-sided platforms such as Airbnb connect the supply (hosts, service complementors) and 

the demand (users, potential guests) in a platform system where they meet and match their 

respective accommodation and experiential needs. This value proposition has changed the 

traditional competitive ranges that focus on either supply or demand. This one instead, 

embeds value drivers and initiatives of competitive needs from both sides (Cennamo, 2019). 

This analysis will take into consideration both parties, supply and demand, when examining 
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the value creation approaches the platform opts for. The classification and insights given by 

Reinhold & Dolnicar (2017) has been used to determine the valuable aspects. 

4.2.2.1.1 Supply 

The supply side is constituted by hosts and service providers. Even though they belong to the 

same party, the value created by the platform is received in different ways.  

4.2.2.1.1.1 Value for hosts 

Generally, hosts search for ways to lease underused spaces. They might have different 

reasons, differing from meeting people from other places, becoming part of a community that 

shares the same “sharing” mindset, among many others (Ikkala & Lampinen, 2015). Airbnb 

has found a system that helps hosts reach their ambitions. For that, the platform brings value 

to hosts when managing several aspects (Reinhold & Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates Value, 

2017) 

 

 

1.       Finding proper guests 

Firstly, Airbnb offers their hosts the platform’s global infrastructure and allows them to 

become present for the rest of the platform’s users. With the deployment of artificial 

intelligence tools like optimization algorithms and machine learning, Airbnb identifies suitable 

guests for the hosts. These instruments establish their artificial judgments based on preset 

conditions (e.g., house rules, pricing, availability, etc.) made by the hosts, allowing them to 

categorize guests and create efficient selections. Additionally, these tools help maximize the 

transaction prospects considering inclinations and expectations of both sides (Reinhold & 

Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates Value, 2017). 

2.       Reducing risks 

Additionally, Airbnb incorporates mechanisms to mitigate risks and avoid issues before the 

host and guest establish a connection. For that, the platform verifies identities from both 

sides, has set rating systems that help both parties on their purchasing decision making before 
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booking and assess their experiences once the journey has ended. Furthermore, the platform 

has an insurance guarantee valued at US 1$ million dollars. These protocols attempt to reduce 

tangible risks such as the property care and valuables, and intangible ones being the hosts’ 

and guests’ reputation in the platform (Reinhold & Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates Value, 

2017). 

3.       Management of monetary exchanges   

Another value offering is that Airbnb facilitates the exchange of pecuniary transactions in the 

platform. They have a secure and broadly consented payment system that is customized 

depending on the country that is visited and the currency that is used there. The platform 

handles all sorts of exchanges such as booking fees, optional deposits, refunds, and 

compensations (Reinhold & Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates Value, 2017). 

4.       Rental management tools 

Furthermore, Airbnb offers hosts complementary managing tools that help them promote 

their offerings. These are standardized helpful mechanisms like using attractive pictures or 

introducing hosts’ local recommendations to their offerings, that hosts find valuable. The 

platform also offers support with price settings based on information derived from the 

industry’s insights. Moreover, the platform gathers all the reviews made by both parties, 

which are seen as a user’s behavioural assessment and expectations. In order to handle the 

regulation’s controversies they have been involved in since its beginnings, Airbnb has 

established in some countries like Denmark, procedures that connect hosts and tax regulatory 

agencies. Therefore, hosts are aligned with the tax regulations, preventing potential tax 

problems (Reinhold & Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates Value, 2017). 

5.       Connecting with compatible hosts 

The platform helps hosts connect with other like-minded hosts, thus, creating a branded 

community in which hosts exchange experiences, share knowledge and support each other. 

The firm encourages hosts to connect on online pages offered by the platform, Airbnb’s 

forums that are not controlled by the platform, as well as personal meetings. The company 
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holds a gathering for hosts and other providers connected to Airbnb named Airbnb Open, 

where they meet, network and exchange services (Sigala, 2014; Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). 

4.2.2.1.1.2 Value for other service providers 

The platform is aware that they cannot provide all the business opportunities that guests find 

valuable. Therefore, they opened up and allowed other service providers to capitalize that 

value. Currently, there is an ecosystem of third-party service providers that build their value 

offerings around Airbnb’s platform infrastructure. These providers can either establish new 

businesses or grow their customer base when becoming available on Airbnb (Reinhold & 

Dolnicar, 2017). 

4.2.2.1.1.3 Airbnb Ecosystem 

Due to the success of the platform, there has been a growing number of entrepreneurs 

emerging in the platform’s ecosystem (Sigala, 2014). An example of a service provider is the 

experience managers or companies that are listed on the platform. Another example is the 

platform’s technological complementors, which help them maintain and create innovative 

technical advances (e.g., Guesty). These help the firm create their listings, screen guests, 

process payments, etc. (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). 

Their ecosystem is not only formed by software or digital companies, but also offline 

companies such as property decoration and design firms, cleaning companies, accounting, 

and management consultancies (e.g., legal and tax departments). Guest satisfaction and 

intention to reuse the platform’s offerings are motivated by the same factors as in established 

accommodation providers such as hotels (Ert, Fleischer, & Magen, 2016). Those elemental 

services are potential opportunities for local entrepreneurs or companies (Sigala & Dolnicar, 

2017).  

In recent years, other businesses that were not typified as entrepreneurs have also joined the 

Airbnb platform ecosystem. These encompass airlines, hotels and other bed and breakfasts 

(Reinhold & Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates Value, 2017) 

The first group includes airlines such as KLM, Lufthansa, Delta and Qantas. The first three 

companies enable their passengers to reserve rooms through the Airbnb platform. The last 
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company, however, went a step further and synchronized their loyalty programs with Airbnb, 

bringing members the chance to obtain loyalty points with the airline when booking nights 

through the platform (Dolnicar & Gardiner, 2017). The numbers of the airlines which have 

joined the ecosystem have increased since then (Reinhold & Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates 

Value, 2017). 

Regarding the second group (hotels and bed and breakfasts), the platform has been listing 

boutique hotels and bed and breakfast since before 2015, as they believe these businesses 

strengthen their global network and generate more opportunities for guests and hosts. They 

decided to join forces with these particular companies because they share common core 

concepts that are aligned to the platform’s values: personal hospitality to guests, local 

emphasis and community spaces to enhance social gatherings (Airbnb, 2019).  

In overall, all these firms provide a large assortment of services to Airbnb and its users that 

span all the value creation stages of the platform’s value chain (Sigala, 2014; Reinhold & 

Dolnicar, 2017). 

4.2.2.1.2 Demand 

 

The demand side represents all users that sought for accommodation and travel features in the 

platform. They are investigated below. 

4.2.2.1.2.1 Value for guests 

Usually, P2P guests have cost-cutting motivations that lead them to Airbnb, for instance. 

However, they might have different options too: location, niche-friendly amenities (e.g., 

corporate, family, pets, etc.), engagement with local neighbourhoods and communities, 

creating new social connections, etc. Airbnb brings value to the wide array of guests through 

the following actions (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). 

1.       Finding the proper accommodation 

The platform’s application and web page not only provide a searching tool to guests that helps 

them access to available offerings in determined dates and places, but it also offers 

opportunities for inspiration and experiences (online and offline) that can support guests 

decision-making on where to travel (Airbnb, 2021). 
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2.       Standardized and user-friendly procedures 

The booking process and transaction exchanges between guests and hosts are standard, 

similar to traditional hotel booking systems. Payment is secured on the platform, and both 

sides can only communicate via the platform until the booking is materialized. It is only when 

the booking is confirmed by the host and Airbnb has accepted the disbursement from the 

guest that personal data is available (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). 

3.       Mitigating threats 

Not only hosts take on risks when joining Airbnb, but also guests assume those in terms of 

matching expectations or safety and security matters, to a certain extent. For that, the 

platform validates hosts identities, delegates the complaint systems to the hosts, therefore 

there is a direct contact with them, and monitors the feedback process. Other mechanisms 

are the reviews from guests to hosts, which are shared publicly to each other’s profiles. In 

terms of safety guarantees, Airbnb encourages hosts to establish safety measures and advises 

guests to be vigilant during their stays. Nevertheless, the platform does not guarantee or 

impose security measurements at the properties. Alternatively, the company offers a guest 

warranty, assists guests when experiencing unsafe or unreal accommodations by providing 

alternative options. These minimal procedures have built trust in the platform. Merged with 

the fairly lower service fees, people seem encouraged to use the platform (Reinhold & 

Dolnicar, 2017). 

4.       Enhancing the experience 

The platform has added experiences to their offerings, giving reasons to people for travelling, 

spending more time on the destination and creating memories. The experiential searching 

and booking and methods, as well as the array of experiential options are convenient for 

guests, lowering transaction and searching costs for guests (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). 

Overall, Airbnb carries on critical activities and has resources that make possible the value 

creation for hosts, guests, and service providers. Figure 5 recapitulates the core activities and 

assets, based on the value creation actions mentioned above. 

Figure 5. Value creation activities and resources  
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Key activities Key resources 

Expanding and fostering supply and demand networks Customized marketplace 

Optimization of algorithms to create matches between 

hosts and guests 
Trust-based relationships 

Review systems to monitor actions 
Database reviews attached to 

profiles 

Building trust by reducing risks Service recovery organization 

(Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017) 

 

4.2.3 Competitive analysis’ focus 

As a multi-sided platform, Airbnb has the intermediary role of managing interactions between 

supply and demand sides (Belleflamme & Peitz, 2018). Its attractiveness to users depends on 

the facilitation of interactions, named network effects (Hagiu & Wright, 2020). Managing and 

creating network effects within and outside the platform has been a central topic in platform 

literature (Evans, 2003; Hagiu, 2006; Rochet & Tirole, 2003), since it is said that the main value 

for users, for instance Airbnb users, is the benefits they receive when interacting with each 

other (Cennamo, 2019; Schilling, 2002). That is derived from the created indirect network 

effects dynamics (Rochet & Tirole, 2003; Hagiu, 2006). That has created a self-reinforcing 

sequence for the firm, explaining its successful performance and growth (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 

2017). 

4.2.3.1 The journey for the creation of network effects 

When the company started operating in San Francisco (USA) in 2008, their main competitor 

was Craigslist, an American advertisements webpage. Airbnb opted for opening up and 

offering their users the opportunity of listing their properties in the rival’s infrastructure 

(Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). Additionally, its founders used traditional marketing strategies 
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such as organizing events to sign up hosts or using other communication platforms like 

Facebook (Cennamo, 2019) to promote the economic benefits of being a host in Airbnb 

(Economist, 2015). Additionally, the platform’s pricing model was set in a way that benefitted 

hosts, since they did not charge them fees for registering their properties, compared to other 

incipient P2P platforms at that time (Economist, Online house-sharing: Mi casa, su casa, 

2012). After its first operational year, they had over 2,500 listings displayed on their webpage, 

and over 10,000 users (Deane, 2021). 

In 2010, Airbnb released their application for iPhone and introduced novel features that made 

booking processes easier for users. By 2011, the company purchased Accoleo, a German clone 

of the webpage to increase their local host network, and launched in Europe, expanding 

overseas. The company also runs a host referral program and relies on word-of-mouth coming 

from hosts and guests’ experiences when using the company’s services, generating the 

feedback loops and reinforcing network effects. At the end of 2011, they reached the million 

nights booked by users, and in 2012, they multiplied that number resulting in 5 million nights 

in January 2012 and 10 million booked in the summer of 2012 (Deane, 2021). 

With its growth, their network has been strengthened. They have created a community of 

almost 3 million hosts worldwide (Deane, 2021). Their attractiveness strategies are still based 

on steadily sharing the advantages of using P2P accommodation (Davis, 2016). However, with 

the advancement of technologies, they have constantly optimized their search engine 

mechanisms, used data and big data to target customers. A consequence of network effects 

is also reflected on the complementors side. As the base of platform user’s increases, 

complementors find themselves interested in participating and investing in the platform, 

creating content for it and advancements in its technology. Thus, reinforcing value creation 

for participants, as stated in previous lines (Reinhold & Dolnicar, How Airbnb Creates Value, 

2017). 

4.2.3.2 Not only network effects 

Besides network effects, Airbnb has put emphasis on their technological capabilities, called 

platform architecture. Additionally, the firm has explored new market scopes (Cennamo, 

2019) throughout the years. 
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As a platform business, technology is one of the core elements for the firm (Parker, Van 

Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). The most recent report related to technological advancements 

released from the company displayed their latest technological emphasis. In that, they 

explained the relevance of the following topics (Airbnb , 2018).  

Firstly, their continuous improvement of Artificial Intelligence (AI). In 2013, Airbnb started 

building machine learning mechanisms, as they thought of them as key resources for future 

advantages. In their model, each booking made in the platform interacts with AI technologies 

that were developed within the firm. They have used and keep improving AI to improve and 

perfect search and matches, avoid fraudulent activities, or optimize hosts tools in order to 

elevate their pricing strategies. Furthermore, Airbnb uses technology as an enabler to become 

more flexible, creative, and responsive to culture and customer demands (Airbnb, 2019). 

Due to the platform business background, experimentation and data are essential for their 

continuous improvement (Bean, 2016). The former helps the firm run tests to improve 

features and determine potential impacts based on experiment responses. The latter, 

however, is considered as part of the platform’s DNA. They perceive data as the voice of their 

customers (e.g., their experiences, feedback, perceptions, behaviours, etc.) at extent. Such is 

the case that the company had in 2018 over 100 people employed in their data scientist 

department (Airbnb, 2019). 

At that moment, the company is working parallely on different machine learning algorithms 

and AI for their future features and offerings. They shared their desire to understand how 

images and texts can enhance matches in the platform. In addition, they work on reviewing 

improvements using natural language processing (NLP) to capture relevant ones to the listing 

and provide a better experience for future users. With the development of NLP, they are 

working on displaying offerings not only based on a location search, but also based on typing 

a text on the search engine (e.g., “a beach house in Hawaii for families'') (Airbnb, 2019). 

Regarding their market scope, Airbnb has transitioned from being a short-rental provider of 

houses and rooms, to offering diverse categories within the accommodation offerings, as well 

as offering experiences to their users. With launches of projects like Airbnb Plus (Airbnb, 

Airbnb Plus, 2021), Airbnb Luxe (Airbnb, Airbnb Luxe, 2021) Airbnb for Work (Airbnb, Airbnb 
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for Work, 2021) Airbnb Experiences (Airbnb, Experiences near you, 2021) and many other 

valuable offerings, the firm has expanded their market positioning. These launches have been 

a successful performance driver for the company, since results have been very beneficial and 

positive (Airbnb, 2021).  

4.2.4 Competitive actions 

The platform has established some competitive measures that have helped them dominate 

the market (Dolnicar & Gardiner, 2017). These actions follow the strategic competitive logics 

of the platform, and they evolve with time. Two of the most common competitive measures 

in platforms are openness and pricing systems (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). These 

will be applied to Airbnb below. 

4.2.4.1 Openness 

Airbnb does not restrict the access to anyone. It is free of charge for anyone to access the 

platform (although as previously mentioned, they do charge service costs once a booking is 

made), as long as the user meets the verification requirements (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). 

In this sense, the platform can be perceived as open, since the entry barriers are almost none. 

This openness mechanism allows for market imbalances among the supply side, in this case 

increasing the competition among hosts. Platform literature has traditionally called these 

inequalities for being hazardous for the overall platform (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 

2016). However, other authors state that larger supply parties can also expand the demand 

side as users prefer a wider product and service variety. These support the idea that 

competition could be beneficial for the platform’s growth (Armstrong, 2007; Cennamo & 

Santalo, 2013). The case of Airbnb is uncertain, since only available data is not representative 

as there is not enough evidence when applied to specific markets (Parker, Van Alstyne, & 

Choudary, 2016).  

4.2.4.2 Pricing system 

Besides bringing revenue to the platform, pricing systems act as coordination mechanisms 

(Rochet & Tirole, 2013) between supply and demand sides. Hence, price is then seen as a 

value-creating strategy (Cennamo, 2019). Airbnb currently imposes fees on both sides of the 

market once a booking is materialized, although in its beginnings it was free of charge for 
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hosts. Now they charge hosts and guests a service fee or commission (3% and 6-12% 

respectively) (Guttentag, 2019), in comparison with other platform distributors that only 

charge hosts (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017). With the current pricing system, it might be seen 

that hosts are more valued by the guests. However, they might experience changes and 

power shifts. If that would be the case, Airbnb should reevaluate the pricing system (Ghaffary, 

2019).  

Besides the two key moves Airbnb’s owners made in terms of openness and pricing, the 

platform has performed other competitive tactics along the years. Among the most relevant 

ones is the platform envelopment (Eisenmann, Parker, & Van Alstyne, 2011),  which will be 

explained in the following section. 

4.2.5 Competitive dynamics 

Over the years, the platform has adopted various competitive dynamics. A specific strategic 

positioning in a platform’s life stage can reflect the evolution of the platform over time 

(Cennamo, 2019). Airbnb’s dynamics will be described chronologically in the below lines. 

4.2.5.1 Distinctiveness 

When they were first launched, they aimed to fill an existent gap in the accommodation 

market that offered lower prices, compared to hotels. They opted to position their brand in a 

niche market: millennials as target users, and cities as target locations. On the one hand, those 

(hosts) that were willing to rent out their own urban spaces for short periods of time because 

they needed extra cash to pay their rents. On the other hand, those who wanted a feeling of 

adventure when staying at someone else’s house at a reasonable price (Reinhold & Dolnicar, 

2017). That aligns with the distinctiveness platform competitive dynamic, which states the 

desire of identifying themselves differently in the market and differentiating with the rest of 

competitors (Cennamo & Santalo, 2013; Cennamo, 2019). What made them different then, 

was that Airbnb offered affordability and adventures to their targeted niche market. 

Therefore, the platforms’ identity was defined by their user-friendly features and 

functionalities in their platform when booking rooms and their standardized systems 

(platform architecture), as well as their niche market scope (platform scope) (Cennamo, 

2019). 
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4.2.5.2 Platform envelopment 

Once Airbnb was established in their native market (USA), their competitive dynamic shifted 

in order to expand their network and customer base, generate more network effects and 

thus, expand their market scope. The firm bought diverse firms to take over or bundle their 

technological capabilities in order for Airbnb to boost their presence abroad and expand their 

activities. This strategic dynamic is called platform envelopment (Eisenmann, Parker & Van 

Alstyne, 2011). Some examples of the companies that the platform bought are the following. 

DailyBooth was a social media application that allowed users to photo-blog their daily 

memories. Airbnb bought this company in July 2012. They found in it the preferred design 

and engineering resources to improve their mobile user experience (Business Insider, 2020). 

NabeWise was an online guide that helped users find local spots in a neighbourhood. Bought 

as well in July 2012, Airbnb introduced a product on their platform named Neighbourhoods, 

which was a travel guide based on interviews with locals and public data (Business Insider, 

2020). 

Trip4Real was an online platform that connected tourists with local experiences, allowing 

them to book them prior to their arrival to the city. In September 2016, Airbnb acquired 

Trip4Real to help them build what Airbnb experiences look like these days (Business Insider, 

2020). 

Gaest was a Danish startup that allowed people to lease meeting venues for a short time. 

Airbnb purchased the startup in January 2019 to extend their corporate program Airbnb for 

Work (Business Insider, 2020). 

All these acquisitions followed the envelopment principle, which is user value creation shall 

be at the core of the envelopment strategy. Therefore, the activities and capabilities that 

Airbnb gained from the mentioned companies should be coordinated (Cennamo, 2019). Their 

strong community and the acquisition of key resources made Airbnb the leader in the market 

(Statista, 2021) switching to a winner-take-all position (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 

2016). 
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4.2.5.3 Winner-take-all dynamics & avoiding multi-homing 

As stated, Airbnb has reached a critical number of users that bring positive feedback loops to 

the platform, reinforcing their network effects, enhancing the value of the company. This has 

brought them to a winner-talk-all dynamic (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016), which 

makes Airbnb the leader in the market due to its size and value, estimated in 2019 at 35 billion 

US dollars (Statista, 2021). 

The platform size (Cennamo, 2019) is determined by the community network and the 

complementor network. The first, counted on more than 150 million users in 2018 and 190 

million bookings made through the platform in 2020 despite the COVID-19 crisis (Deane, 

2021). The latter has also been increased following the platforms’ growth. It was previously 

mentioned that complementors have even joined Airbnb ecosystems in which they have 

captured value when working for and with the platform (Reinhold & Dolnicar , 2017). 

Another aspect that should be considered in winner-take-all dynamics (Parker, Van Alstyne, 

& Choudary, 2016) are the switching costs for both sides: demand and supply. Airbnb’s hosts’ 

switching costs seem not to be high, since it becomes easier for users to search 

accommodation in other platform competitors since most of these P2P platforms, online 

travel agencies or hotels do not impose any barriers (e.g., creating a profile) to access the 

information. Hence, the presence of multi-homing (Cennamo, 2019) on the demand side is 

ordinary. On the other hand, Airbnb hosts’ switching costs are slightly higher in terms of time 

and effort. For hosts to be present in more than one platform, they require to post their 

offerings in each platform, since Airbnb does not allow (yet) any synchronization with any of 

the competitors mentioned. Additionally, Airbnb’s reputation or reviewing system is only 

valid and visible for Airbnb users. These mechanisms are imposed by the platform to avoid 

multi-homing and ensure a lock-in perspective among its users (Ghaffary, 2019). 

The latest launches and their attempt to become a one-stop-shop for travellers and its 

offering expansion could be perceived as strategic mechanisms to retain their customer base 

(Dolnicar & Gardiner, 2017). 

4.2.6 Sources of competitive advantage 
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Airbnb has found a wide array of competitive sources that have grown in time, which have 

helped them build a sustainable competitive advantage compared to their competitors 

(Reinhold & Dolnicar, 2017), transforming the platform into the market frontrunner. In the 

following lines, a summary of all competitive sources of the platform are gathered, based on 

the scrutinization performed. 

First of all, their strong focus on improving and developing up-to-date technological features 

has permitted them to react fast to change in demands. Furthermore, their expansion to 

other submarkets and their diversified products and services’ portfolio (e.g., experiences, 

corporate offerings, luxury housing, etc.) limits their competitor’s opportunities to emerge 

and succeed in the market (Sigala & Dolnicar, 2017). All of the mentioned would not have 

been possible without the positive network effects and the establishment of feedback loops, 

as well as their stable user base that shows high return rates (Roy Morgan Research, 2017). 

These sources have positioned the firm in a winner-take-all and market orchestrator stage 

(Lee et al., 2006), being the market leader at the moment and expecting to grow and expand 

more in the upcoming years (Dolnicar & Gardiner, 2017; Statista, 2021).  

4.2.7 Competitive experiential design 

With the attempt of becoming a one-stop travel store, Airbnb launched in 2016 their 

Experience program (Dolnicar & Gardiner, 2017). In this way, the platform offers additional 

value streams (Mehmetogly & Engen, 2011; Gilmore & Pine, 2002) to their users when 

bringing them the opportunity of booking local experiences everywhere they travel (Airbnb, 

2021). 

In July 2017, Dolnicar & Gardiner (2017) conducted an analysis of 217 experiences Airbnb was 

offering at that moment in time with an international scope. The study analyzed the 

categorized experiences Airbnb offered by then: “Sports”, “Entertainment”, “Food & Drinks” 

and “Nature”. Currently, the company categorizes its experiences in five groups instead: “Art 

& Culture”, “Food & Drinks”, “Sports”, “Transportation activities” & “Sightseeing” (Airbnb, 

2021). 

Only in the city of Copenhagen, Airbnb presents to their users 37 experiences. Among those 

experiences, 84% of them had some reviews left, and 30% of the experiences reviewed had 
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over 50 assessments. The weights according to the classification named before are: 16% of 

the total experiences are in the “Food & Drinks”, 16% in “Sports”, 21% within “Arts & Culture” 

and almost the majority (46%) are located in the “Sightseeing” category (Airbnb, 2021). 

 

5 ANALYSIS 

In the findings section, Cennamo’s (2019) comparative model was used to contrast the 

competitive dynamics of the two experiential hotels in Copenhagen and a P2P 

accommodation platform (Airbnb). In addition, an experiential aspect is introduced in the 

model (Pine & Gilmore, 1998) which brings relevant information regarding the sample of 

experiential hotels used in this paper. The insights from the hotel’s perspective originated 

from the answers obtained in two separate interviews with an assistant manager and a brand 

manager from the respective firms. On the other hand, perceptions from the platforms’ side 

come from relevant literature scrutinized in the previous sections.  

5.1 THE SCENARIO 
 

The current competitive landscape in the hospitality industry, specifically in the hotel sector 

has been influenced and altered by the fast improvements in technological processes and 

systems, the young segments of the society being moved by experiential attractions, as well 

as the continuous entry of platform contestants. Hotels have evolved and adapted these 

elements into newer ventures like experiential or lifestyle segments. At the same time, P2P 

have also integrated the experiential aspect to their products, diversifying their portfolios 

even more. 

Some hotels have followed this experiential model, affecting the hotel industry dominated 

then by classic hotels with vertical hierarchies, while providing “affordable luxury” to guests. 

This innovative method of providing hospitality is only achieved when lowering costs in 

production, construction, logistics or workforce. Some activities these hotels are 

implementing is the outsourcing of departments such as housekeeping, which helps them 

decrease fixed costs and work based on occupancies. Additionally, their structures are flatter, 
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hence strategic roles are created in which employees perform diverse activities. Last but not 

least, the experiential model adds a social and local aspect, with the aim of blending with local 

neighborhoods and providing guests a local experience. Nevertheless, these hotels still 

assume large, fixed costs deriving from continuous expansions by owning buildings or paying 

licenses or rents for establishing their business in certain locations, generally costly since they 

are located in touristic places, airports or locations in which expansion plans are already 

made. Their profits then depend on seasonality, occupancy numbers, location, pricing 

strategies, etc. Hotels are typically a long-term investment for their owners, since creating 

returns after their big investment rarely happens immediately. 

On the contrary, digitally born businesses such as Airbnb do not assume the amount of fixed 

costs in comparison with these hotels. In digital markets, investments and costs come from 

the continuous development of their technologies, either by acquiring new companies or 

reinforcing their technically skilled labor force. Nevertheless, for platforms to reach high 

usage among participants and thus profitability, it requires big efforts on escalation and time. 

The case of the analyzed P2P platform is particularly relevant since they achieved profitability 

many years after they started their operations (exactly in 2016). Thus, platforms can also be 

seen as long-term projects, where uncertainties regarding becoming profitable are always 

present. They depend on the creation and self-reinforcement of positive network effects, the 

correct adaptation of technological advancements and the incessant creation of valuable 

offerings for the participants. 

Some of the companies studied, explicitly Airbnb and CitizenM, were founded the same year 

(2008). This was a year denoted by the global economic crisis. Hence, it could be thought that 

these movements might have been forged by the social and economic consequences derived 

from the crisis, parallelly with the improvements in technology at that time. Moxy, instead, 

emerged in 2014 as a counter move from the conventional hotel firm Marriott. 

5.2 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN COMPETITIVE APPROACHES 
 

Figure 6 summarizes the main divergences between the companies analyzed in this paper, 

based on the criteria selected on Cennamo’s (2019) model and Pine & Gilmore’s (1998) 

experiential observations.  
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Figure 6. Adaptation of Cennamo's (2019) & Pine & Gilmore’s (1998) models 
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Experiential hotels follow the lines of vertically integrated markets as they perceive as direct 

competitors other experiential hotels close to their location and city, as well as traditional 

hotel models which do not include experiences among their services. On the contrary, the 

platform competes in different markets (e.g., luxury, experience, or corporate segments). 

Therefore, Airbnb is aware of their heterogeneous competitor’s profiles, being online 

business and brick-and-mortar companies. Airbnb continuous developing its resources with 

the aim of expanding its services to more markets such as airlines and integrate their solutions 

to all the platform’s participants through partnerships and collaborations. Despite Airbnb’s 

impacts in the hotel industry and mainly all tourism and real estate-related companies, the 

hoteliers do not perceive the platform is generating a big impact on them.  

These hotels have a strong and aggressive growth focus, which is realized with the expansion 

through opening new hotels in order to become present in different countries and gain 

market positioning. The selection of locations is based on tourist attractions and/or the 

number of hotels around that specific location. The hotels do not take into account the 

number of Airbnb listings around them. One of the reasons being is the constant changes in 

the number of listings, making it difficult to create a proper assessment. The companies have 

used different strategies to obtain access to larger customer bases. CitizenM uses Airbnb’s 

platform as an additional transactional sale channel, whereas Moxy uses Marriott's global 

customer base through their privately owned Marriott Bonvoy platform. Despite using these 

strategies, both companies keep investing in building internal resources (e.g., phone 

applications) to attract guests. Contrariwise, Airbnb has grown its customer base by 

establishing trust mechanisms, encouraging connections between participants in the 

platform and expanding their ecosystem, expanding their customer base and improving their 
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technological architecture. These strategies have a fundamental goal: continue creating 

additional value for all users, third-party providers, and suppliers within the platform. 

One of the principal characteristics of the hotel sample is their technological approach and 

use of data. Historical data from guests’ stays in the form of reviews or preferences is used to 

run operations and improve efficiencies. Furthermore, data has helped them create their 

affordable value propositions, as they gathered insights from guests and designed their 

facilities according to them. An example is the disappearance of minibars from the rooms, or 

the creation of larger common areas. This approach relies on obtaining data after the 

customer has stayed overnight. Particularly, hoteliers are encountering hazard events with 

the usage of data as the COVID-19 crisis has heavily affected their data metrics and results. 

Airbnb, however, has leveraged data in advances ways. Through experimentation, the 

platform has been able to obtain real-time insights from users which have helped them 

improve their features and services that facilitate transactions and communication in the 

platform. 

An additional observation is perceived from a competitive action’s methodology. It has 

already known that both hotels entered a niche market where there was a lack of competition 

among experiential offerings. Besides that fact, these type of hotels have recognized the 

influence of technology and small collaborations as a trigger for competitive advantages. With 

their investments in internal applications, the hotels try to facilitate bookings, creating new 

products or services (e.g., self-check-in/out, automated payments), reduce routinary tasks 

and enhance a closer connection between staff and guests. Finally, it seems these hotels are 

open for collaboration. Some of the on-going projects (yet not implemented) are the 

opportunity to use loyalty programs in local neighborhoods from Moxy’s side, and a curated 

selection of experiences offered in CitizenM’s platform. These steps can be associated with 

the ecosystem tactics Airbnb uses (e.g., winner-take-all approach or platform envelopment). 

Even so, hotels seem to be two steps behind the platform’s ecosystem, as Airbnb is closer to 

become the leader and market orchestrator in the tourism industry when it expands its 

activities to airline bookings, includes more experiences and keeps growing its market 

segments. Also, hotels encounter technological and logistic obstacles when attempting to 

create ecosystems around them. For instance, they face technological system mismatches or 
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fluctuations on value perceptions from different companies. These barriers seem to slow the 

adoption of ecosystem approaches.   

The experiential design in hotels is embedded in their offerings, facilities, and companies’ 

culture. These three aspects are built around the target market: millennials and young-at-

heart people. Thus, rooms are typically equipped with up-to-date technologies and gadgets 

and are provided with large beds and comfortable hygiene accommodations. Their common 

areas and rooms design is modernist with vibrant colors on fabrics and walls. They are open 

spaces separated by functional areas such as the bar and self-service buffet, and meeting and 

social spaces with large sofas, televisions, lounges and meeting spaces. In overall, the design 

of the hotels attempts to break the standardized products from conventional hotels, making 

their premises unique and exclusive, increasing an authenticity perception. The overall 

experience is driven by the guest’s interactions with the staff, the facilities and other guests. 

Hence, the guests are part of the experience and assumes the role of co-creator of such 

experience. The two hotels have come across untargeted crowds arriving to their facilities, 

such as older generations. Unpredictably, these mature groups generally react in a positive 

way to the hotel’s unconventional facilities and gadgets. When some issues arise, staff acts in 

a way as technology educators towards the aged generations. As part of the localness 

approach, hotels aim to create experiences by organizing events in the common areas and 

outdoors or using their bar as a social gathering point in the city.  

Airbnb considers its experiential offerings as additional value streams that cover its user’s 

needs, these being discovering local places and finding entertainment options at the same 

time. With the creation of the section “Experiences”, Airbnb connects locals with their users, 

reinforcing then its ecosystem and the value creating in it. During the COVID-19 crisis, the 

platform launched online experiences, which are experiences hosted virtually by locals. By 

cause of the platform’s digital architecture, the company was able to adapt to the pandemic 

restrictions and continue offering value to users. It is not known how successful these online 

experiences were, since the company has not released any reports stating results. 

Last of all, experiential hotels have obtained competitive advantages from diverse sources. 

First, their current competitive model allows them to expand their brand properties faster 

due to lower costs previously mentioned, compared to conventional hotels. Nonetheless, the 

hotel openings and total facilities do not overcome Airbnb’s total listings due to the platform’s 
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size and diversified offerings. Moreover, making efforts and becoming present in online 

communities is observed by hotels to pay off, since they experience high engagement rates 

on their online social media accounts, where guests comment and share pictures of their 

previous stays. That helps the company to balance customer’s expectations, bring awareness 

of their offerings and services and promote the brands. In that sense, they are fomenting the 

creation of a community. On the other hand, the platform has already built a stable 

community that trusts their services. This has been one of the crucial aspects for the current 

Airbnb’s success. Furthermore, it has allowed them to receive high customer return 

percentages, as mentioned in the previous chapter. 

Until this point, it is observed that Airbnb has had competitive advantages regarding 

technological advancements or market positioning in comparison with the hotels studied. 

Notwithstanding, hoteliers state a critical competitive source in which hotels outcome Airbnb, 

as per their opinions. This is the social characteristic of staying or visiting hotels and the 

professionalized services. 

Hotels have made big efforts in hiring extrovert and unique personalities that enjoy having 

contact with guests. They are their most valued assets that bring the difference in the 

experiential model. Because of hotels have a recurrent service, meaning they are always open 

and ready to attend the public, guests are not limited in terms of time or available at being in 

personal contact with others. On top of it, hotels offer regulated and standardized quality and 

security protocols, which are given assets for hotel guests. These companies comply with 

other regulations such as tax compliance. This topic is a controversial thematic for the 

platform, as because of it, the company has been banned in diverse cities and it has caused 

them the loss of competing in such markets. The market in this paper refers to Denmark, a 

country in which Airbnb is partially regulated as hosts have a limited number of nights a year 

in which they can host someone in their houses. Also, their incomes gained in the platform 

are automatically linked to the state’s tax department. These regularities show the small 

advancements the platform is enduring regarding its divisive regulation problems.  

From the platform’s side, Airbnb brings on to action the social interchanges through the 

virtual infrastructure by allowing having conversations between guests and hosts, and guests 

and other third-party providers such as experience or transport suppliers. However, the 

personal contact does not occur until both parties meet and the exchange of resources (e.g., 
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information, experiences, accommodation, etc.) is provided. In some occasions, interactions 

are scarce, happening just when the guest arrives at the accommodation listing and when 

he/she leaves. The level of interaction will depend on travelling reasons or personal 

attributes. This may lead to unmet expectations and disappointments, since the first point of 

personal contact is at the moment of performing the service or using the product. The 

company uses filtering and security tools to avoid unpleasant encounters, as well as it tries to 

improve its matchmaking algorithms to raise probabilities of matching alike user profiles. 

Moreover, Airbnb provides a 24/7 online service through communication channels (chats) on 

the platform to attend guest queries immediately. 

 

6 DISCUSSION 

6.1 RESULTS’ REFLECTIONS AND CONTEXT 
 

As it has been elaborated throughout this paper, almost all industries, and particularly the 

hotel industry, have observed a change in the way they operate and compete due to 

fluctuations in socio economic dynamics (Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Barrett, Davidson, Prabhu, & 

Vargo, 2015; Ketter, 2019; (Cavagnaro, Staffieri, & Postma, 2018), digital transformations 

(Cennamo, Dagnino, Di Minin, & Lanzolla, 2020; Bean, 2016; Lambrecht & Tucker, 2015), and 

the consequence of both, which is the emergence of digitally born firms that have changed 

the way firms capture and deliver value (Varian, 2010; Boudreau & Hagiu, 2009; Cennamo, 

Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). Thus, changing the once conventional competitive 

landscape (Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017; Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Mody, Suess & Lehto, 2017; 

Cennamo, 2019). 

The study of the two experiential hotels and Airbnb have provided insights that build on the 

general understanding of how firms are incorporating notions derived from general concepts 

described above and shaping the way in which they face competition between one another, 

and their respective industry competitors these days. 

After the analysis of the companies studied, it is perceived that economical, sociological, and 

technological aspects were decisive for the firm’s foundations. Moved by the crisis in 2008, 
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one of the first movers in the hotel industry, CitizenM, started operating the first hotel. They 

revolutionized the market as it provided low prices, luxury amenities and offered a local touch 

(Appendix 2). At the same time, Airbnb emerged breaking the rules in the markets, offering 

even lower prices than the mentioned hotel, and coming up with the idea of sharing private 

spaces, shifting consumption behaviours and reducing an established ownership mindset, re-

evaluating the meaning of service (Jian, Law & Li, 2020; Barret, Davidson, Prabhu & Vargo, 

2015). 

Society was changing as generations were moved by economic and technological advances, 

as well as social contexts. The millennial generation dominated the social segments, and an 

overall shift in values occurred, which was derived from people being more educated, 

connected and conscious (Benckendorff, Moscardo & Pendergast, 2010; Beirne, 2008). Youth 

acquired stronger economical positions. They were also familiar with technologies and sought 

out for experiential adventures when travelling (Lewis, Nelson & Black, 2021). An expansion 

of value creation was materialized, transitioning from customer-centric and firm-centric 

perspective to a holistic network perspective. Hence, the creation of service ecosystems 

(Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). New opportunities for firms such as the hotels and Airbnb 

arouse, bringing in innovative competitive approaches, such as the strong focus on the quality 

of the customer experience (Kumar, Lahiri & Dogan, 2018; Pine & Gilmore, 1998). 

As analyzed, experiential hotels generally followed conventional market structures by owning 

facilities or using franchisees, trying to gain market positioning in the countries they operated 

in, or improving performances in order to create competitive advantages, among others. 

Additionally, these vertically integrated firms created semi-standardized products or services 

such as loyalty programs and responded to competitors' moves by modifying prices and 

increasing volumes (Williamson & De Meyer). As conventional firms do, they also encounter 

principal-agent relationship problems (Petersen, 1993). 

What differentiates them from the rest of hotel operators was the experiential approach and 

the increased emphasis on the customer’s role as a co-creator of the experience (Pine & 

Gilmore, 1998; Vargo & Lusch, 2004a, 2016; Groöroos & Voima, 2013). They used 

technologies to create tools that involved the customer in the experience throughout their 

stay, such as self-service check-in/out counters, or the development of mobile applications to 

attract customers and generate more sales within their internal sales channels (Appendix, 
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2+3). Generally, they opt for an equal focus on customer-centric and firm-centric value 

creation perspectives, characteristic of experiential and service dominant dynamics (Pine & 

Gilmore, 1998; Vargo, Akaka & Vaughan, 2017). 

However, the last characteristic of these logics, network-centric (Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Vargo, 

Akaka & Vaughan, 2017), seems to be at a work in progress stage, as experiential hotels have 

not yet successfully implemented an ecosystem approach. This is derived from the strong 

transactional relationships with suppliers, low collaborative approaches with other 

stakeholders, and high logistical and technological barriers hoteliers face when aiming for 

establishing collaborations and opening up their boundaries to create additional value for 

their customers. It is true that they have established collaborations with other companies in 

the industry, such as OTAs and even Airbnb. However, their connections are selected to 

become revenue streams, rather than additional valuable offerings for their customers 

(Appendix 2+3). Nevertheless, the hotels seem to have gone a step forward from traditional 

hotels and have transitioned from a simple business based on purely commercial transactions 

and revenue maximizations, to adopt a broadened perspective in which human interactions 

are at the heart of their business models (Brotheron, 1999; Ariffin, 2013). 

The last aspect is perceived in their changes on organizational structures, as they have 

incorporated flatter hierarchies, highlighting the strategic roles of their employees, which act 

as ambassadors of the firms. The workforce has a higher degree of autonomy and ownership 

of their actions since protocols and guidelines are loose. These strategic moves strive for 

providing the localness aspect in each hotel, which is a critical aspect in these types of 

accommodation facilitators to stand out from their same-level industry competitors and 

create valuable experiences. (Appedix 2+3; Mody, Suess & Lehto, 2017). These draw parallels 

to what Lin et al. (2017) supported, stating that encouraging and motivating the staff to create 

personal connections and work independently rises the likelihood to outperform competitors 

in the hotel industry.  

The hotel businesses chosen have a strong technologically driven approach and have adopted 

structural and hi-tech changes from digital transformations, reflected on their structures and 

company culture (Bean, 2016; Cennamo, Dagnino, Di Minin, & Lanzolla, 2020). Both are using 

advancements in technology, as well as data and big data analytics to an extent, to optimize 

their performance by mellowing their daily operations. Since their beginnings, the companies 
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incorporated technological gadgets in the operations and products with the aim of reducing 

administrative tasks and increasing the personal contact between employees and guests 

(Appendix 2+3). Thus, it can be said that they have acknowledged the potential source of 

competitive advantage that can be extracted from data (Varian, 2014). 

Their investments in data analytics have allowed them to capture such performance 

advantages and to a smaller extent, begin to learn and understand customer demands in 

order to improve their services and offerings (Lambert & Tucker, 2015; Bean, 2016). This can 

be observed by the attempt of one of the hotels to observe data from customer behaviours 

towards the use of the facilities in the hotel (Appendix 2). It is seen then that hotels are 

recognizing the potential value from behavioural data, and not purely historical data gathered 

from preferences or reviews. With time, these challenging approaches might lead them to 

formulating tailor-made offerings for their guests and diverging from their competitors. This 

backs up the idea of data being valuable only when extracted from precise metrics that help 

managers make better decisions (Bean, 2016; McAffee & Brynjolfsson, 2012). 

Nevertheless, due to the early stages in which hotels are in terms of usage of strategic data 

analytics, it seems that they still cannot measure up to Airbnb in providing customizable and 

flexible offerings. This advantage which Airbnb has in this matter might not only come from 

the better leveraging of data of the platform business, but also from its inherently digital-born 

nature, since it is a firm that started using data as their technological driver, it was easier for 

them to create value through their infrastructure (Zutshi & Grilo, 2019; Parker, Van Alstyne, 

& Choudary, 2016; Cennamo, 2019). 

Besides creating more value for participants, ecosystems also increase efficiencies (Moore, 

1993) and can be sources of innovation (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). These benefits are 

achieved when making sincere efforts to deliver the latest platform technology by attracting 

third-party service providers or complementors that improve the firm’s performance and add 

valuable services. These complementors will join the platform if they perceive they obtain 

benefits from the cooperation. When complementors share technologies, the firm gets richer 

in knowledge and has access to innovative sources, which they can use in their favor to 

advance their algorithms and other AI tools (Chesbrough, 2013; Williamson & De Meyer, 

2012), which Airbnb is a perfect example of, proving the effectiveness of this approach. 
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To create an effective ecosystem in the traditional market, the hotels therefore need to create 

a product, or platform, which third-party experience providers will perceive as valuable to 

their own firm, hence creating a cooperation where both parties benefit from the 

relationship. Though still far from the goal, with the intended expansion of the Bonvoy loyalty 

program, where points from the hotel can be used on external services as well, Marriott are 

slowly following this approach, offering their complementors their established customer 

base, and bringing value to the consumers as well, by providing them with more differential 

experiences (Appendix 3). Despite these plans, they are still far behind Airbnb in regard to 

exploiting the ecosystem’s full potential. 

The culmination of the network approach Airbnb has opted for is shown in its attempt to 

enlarge the solutions of the one-stop-travel-shop (Dolnicar & Gardiner, 2017). If the platform 

manages successfully to bring on board even more players to their ecosystem, it is likely that 

hotel industries face even greater impacts from Airbnb, as the platform’s presence will be 

bigger, and travellers will be aware of the extreme conveniences and integrated offerings the 

platform provides them. The slow progress Marriott is making in this regard, therefore needs 

to be expanded even more by not only offering high-end services, but also more versatile 

experiences as well as smart voyaging features, with the main focus on adding further value 

to their consumers. 

Despite numerous advantages an ecosystem strategy can create, there are inevitably also 

some disadvantages. The main one is the lack of profitability which an ecosystem approach 

can experience in the initial launch, because of the difficulties of capturing value and avoiding 

value spill overs when being implemented (Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). To minimize the 

impact of this disadvantage, hotels can learn from established ecosystem platforms, such as 

Airbnb who has created governance, openness and other strategic mechanisms to balance an 

ecosystem paradox: retaining additional value while creating it at the same time for the rest 

of participants (Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012).  

From a competitive perspective, benefitting from their ecosystem platform, Airbnb matches 

all the necessities millennials, their main target market, are demanding. These are; affordable 

prices, versatility and integrated solutions, diversity in their offerings and the opportunity of 

going on adventures while they travel. This last one refers to the Experiences Airbnb 

incorporated into their portfolio (Airbnb 2021; Lewis, Nelson & Black, 2021; Ketter, 2019; 
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Beirne, 2008). With the introduction of the company into other markets (e.g, luxury 

apartments, experiences, corporate facilities, etc.), the platform not only affects the hotel 

industry by being an innovative competitor and market leader in accommodation, but also in 

the expanded industries. Thus, Airbnb disruption is said to come from two sources: market 

and offering innovation (Cennamo, Diaferia, Gaur, & Salviotti, Working Paper). 

Thus, whether or not the experiential hotels want to consider Airbnb as a threat, they are 

affected by their presence in the market, nevertheless. Though they have competitive prices, 

despite not matching Airbnb’s, they cannot offer the same diversity in offerings. Therefore, if 

they want to match the P2P platform’s fulfilment of the Millennials’ preferences, they will 

need to learn from them and prioritize creating an effective ecosystem to offer easily 

accessible external experiences in addition to their own services. Moxy is claiming to work 

tirelessly at merging with the neighbourhood and through there create an ecosystem which 

can enhance the value for all sides, struggling with the challenge as it is still a relatively new 

concepts in the traditional market, while Covid-19 has slowed the progress even further 

(Appendix 3). But CitizenM does not seem to consider developing such a strategy of 

importance for their target market, ignoring the benefits it can provide for their customers by 

instead being particularly careful and selective, rather focusing on their own immediate 

benefits (Appendix 2). 

The principal source of advantage found in this paper that differentiates experiential hotels 

from the rest of competitors in the hotel industry, including P2P platforms, is the additional 

value their customers perceive and co-create when being participants of their own hotel 

experiences (Vargo & Lush, 2004a, 2016; Grönroos & Voima, 2013). This relevant aspect is 

extracted from the experiential economy framework (Pine & Gilmore, 1998) and the model’s 

advancements that include entertainment, aesthetics, education and escapism as 

fundamental dimensions when creating experiences (Mody, Suess & Lehto, 2017). 

This typology of hotels has introduced those experiential dimensions in the design of their 

facilities, organizational structures or selection of staff and products (Appendix 2+3). Once 

developed, they stepped up due to their professionalized customer service and 

acknowledgement of the relevant role the customer plays (Vargo & Lush, 2004a, 2016). In this 

aspect, hoteliers seem to have strong opportunities to overcome the platform in regard to 
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successful social interactions. The standardized products and quality protocols could be 

transformed into an advantage when linking dynamic offerings and social exchanges. 

Experiential hotels can face the arrival of guests from different cultural backgrounds, service 

preferences or expectatives, which can endanger the efforts these types of hotels make in 

order to provide a different service. The approach these hotels seem to adopt has been the 

use of marketing channels such as social media accounts, where they expose their products 

and services in a realistic way, hoping to reduce uncontrollable expectations their potential 

guests might have (Appendix 2+3). 

 

 

6.2 IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS 
 

Besides adding to existing theoretical research, a pragmatism perspective aims to contribute 

with practical solutions to existing difficulties (Powell, 2001). Thus, this study suggests some 

practical managerial implications in the section below.  

6.2.1 Value creating strategies 

 

The findings and analysis in this paper has helped understand the limitations brick-and-mortar 

companies, hotels in this case, experience when competing against platform businesses. In 

overall, platforms outperform hotels in fulfilling some complex customer demands when 

being flexible, and integrating solutions found beyond a firm’s boundaries (Cennamo, 2019). 

Most of these sources of advantage come from the attributes of digital platform architecture 

and the opportunities and benefits they gain from leveraging ecosystem schemes (Williamson 

& De Meyer, 2012). Hence, it might be relevant for incumbent hoteliers to understand the 

nature of platform competition and its dynamics (Cennamo, 2019) to create strategies that 

mitigate their impacts in the industry. In the following lines, several tactics are proposed that 

practitioners in the hospitality industry could implement to stay competitive in a competitive 

landscape dominated by Airbnb. The logics behind the implementation of these practices 

derive from the theories studied, which are applied in this case to hotel practices. 
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First of all, hotels should keep investing in data and big data analytics in order to achieve a 

higher level of understanding of the possibilities these tools can bring them when offering 

personalized experiences to their guests. Moving forward from historical to behavioural data 

sets might improve their flexibility in responding to demands and/or customer preferences. 

Furthermore, managers can contemplate the idea of matching what Airbnb listings offer. This 

means designing accommodations that include short-term rental amenities, such as 

kitchenettes or open kitchens. The last idea can add on the experiential approach these hotels 

already work with. Adding on the idea of short-term accommodation options, hoteliers could 

become flexible to customer demands by offering new booking opportunities like rent rooms 

by the hour, half day rates or long-term rates. A key aspect regarding this strategy is the 

potential drawbacks it might generate in some hotels, and if it can be a realistic option to 

implement, due to the potential effects on revenue streams and strategy prices. Hotels in 

which this alternative can add value are the ones located close to airports, for instance. 

Another tactic is the reinforcement of standardized services and products hotels offer that 

the platform generally does not offer. These are for example professional cleaning services, 

room-service, security systems and the strategic role of the staff. The latter option is tightly 

connected to the potential competitive source hotels might have over the platform, found in 

this paper and discussed earlier. This is due to the fact that the staff are crucial in the creation 

and execution of the hotel experience. Therefore, this research supports the idea that 

leveraging the key aspect the workforce brings into the context can be a source of additional 

value for hoteliers. 

As a highly regulated industry, hotels are forced to follow strict guidelines created by 

governments. A recommendation for hoteliers is to keep using the industry’s influence as a 

whole conglomerate to take action against Airbnb irregularities. These practices have already 

resulted in the prohibition of the platform’s activities in some cities. Thus, hotels in those 

cities have obtained a stronger market position. 

6.2.2 Promising ecosystem approaches for hoteliers 

 

The authors of this paper support the ecosystem structures and the promising benefits it 

might bring to hotels. It is certain that the scrutinized experiential hotels in this paper are not 
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completely implementing ecosystem approaches yet, as they are strongly rooted to 

traditional market competitive dynamics. This fact impedes hotels to freely leverage the 

network advantages, as they still believe in internal resource-based developments or inter-

firm rivalries as sources of competitive advantages. They still perceive difficulties when 

attempting to create small collaborations. 

However, when observing the benefits these network tendencies have brought to Airbnb, 

there might be an auspicious opportunity for experiential or lifestyle hotels to adopt them in 

order to formulate additional value streams. Some of the conducts hoteliers could implement 

are described below. 

One option is the realization of partnerships or collaborations built in trust with experience 

providers in exchange for innovative valuable services hotels can provide to their guests. 

Examples of the providers can be unique accommodation facilities like architect homes or 

exotic lodging facilities. For that, hotels are in need of integrating the experience suppliers’ 

offerings into their technological infrastructures and stakeholders.  

Hotel managers can also negotiate with Airbnb and adopt the firm as their experience 

provider, since they already have a big presence in that market. That being the case, hotels 

should see the platform not as a competitor, but as an ally that helps them create value for 

their guests. 

It might be the case that such collaborations do not succeed. Hotels then might contemplate 

the acquisition of such providers. However, that would interfere in a way with the ecosystem 

dynamics. 

Finally, hoteliers could expand their reward programs. As mentioned in this paper, some of 

the hotels studied are already considering this option, but they have not materialized it. The 

authors who developed this research encourage hoteliers to make efforts in this matter and 

make this idea a reality. The option contemplated is broadening loyalty programs and 

integrating them with local businesses. This can be done by encouraging competitors to adopt 

these perspectives and assuming transaction costs that come from collaborative efforts. 

Therefore, hotels can encourage and inspire their guests to experience local spots and thus, 

obtain the resident feeling their target customers search for. 
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All these strategies could potentially provide hoteliers competitive advantages. Even though 

these strategies are rooted in bringing value for all participants in the ecosystem, it might be 

the case that they also bring value to experiential hotels as they can increase their market 

share when integrating services with other partners. Guests could perceive them as first 

movers in integrating collaborative approaches within the industry, thus, increasing their 

distinctiveness among the rest of hotel competitors. 

However, for experiential hotels to leverage at a higher degree the additional value derived 

from the network participation, hotels and the lodging industry in general must understand 

the platform dynamics and foresee the benefits those dynamics can bring. A prerequisite to 

reach that situation is the shift in how hotels perceive value capture and value creation 

actions: from increasing market positioning to adopting a holistic value creation perspective, 

where the main goal is the creation of value for all participants by facilitating interactions 

among actors in the ecosystem. 

6.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY AND RESEARCH 
 

This research did not only provide practitioners with strategic suggestions on how to compete 

against P2P accommodation platforms better, but it aimed to contribute to academic 

literature as well. From a theoretical perspective, the research adds to the hospitality industry 

literature by describing how the hospitality industry uses technological innovations to create 

an experiential business concept in order to compete against disrupting P2P accommodation 

platforms in the traditional market. Furthermore, the study adds to generational theory, by 

investigating how shifting social trends in the society alters the hospitality industry towards a 

more minimalistic and experiential business model. Lastly, the study contributes to academic 

literature by exploring to what extent platform inspired ecosystem-based strategies are 

utilized in the traditional market to add value to the customers, as well as generate 

competitive advantage. This research seeks to both contribute to past studies, as well as raise 

new questions for future research within the field for both managerial and theoretical 

purposes. 
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6.4 LIMITATIONS 
 

When conducting this research, some other methodological approaches were considered 

which each could have added value to the study. Doing an evaluative study was considered 

to investigate how effective these new hospitality concepts compete with platforms, as well 

as how well the guests perceive the product based on what the brands are trying to deliver. 

But, with Covid-19 closing the borders and decreasing tourism activity in Europe remarkably, 

it would not have been possible to make a reliable conclusion on their effectiveness, nor on 

the consumer perception as there are too few guests visiting the hotels during the pandemic, 

and thus this kind of study would not have had much value. Therefore, it was decided to 

conduct the research without having an evaluative purpose in mind, in order to maintain the 

study’s credibility, though it would be recommendable doing this as the next step. 

Further, with the current purpose of the study, an action research would have offered an 

insight into the hotels from a different perspective than simply an external observer. This 

could have given a nuanced understanding of the hotels’ offerings, operations, and culture 

from a first-hand perspective, but as mentioned before, there were hardly any guests due to 

Covid-19, and therefore hardly any employees either. Hence, this would not have given a 

realistic image of how the hotels operate and act in general. Further, though an action study 

would have given a thorough understanding of the social trends, it would have directed the 

focus to the daily operations of the hotels, and not given much insight into the competitive 

platform market. As the purpose was not to search for specific problems within these hotels 

to solve, but rather trying to understand the hotel business model and strategy to find 

solutions for the hospitality industry in general, it was not deemed that an action research 

would not have been beneficial for the study.  

When analyzing the data, it was considered using a template analysis as an acceptable 

substitute for the thematic analysis, arguing that it could have helped save time by not making 

it necessary to code all the data before starting to analyze. It was decided against using this 

data analysis method though, to minimize the risk of missing details in the data by not coding 

it all, and as these hotels’ concepts are fairly new, the aim was to create a template based on 

both theory and the data, to make sure as much important information as possible was 

included.  
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The study focuses on the Millennial generation only, leaving out the following generation, 

which is called Gen Z (Ketter, 2019). Though Gen Z is a generation of significant size and 

increasing buying power, the majority is still underage, and their economic impact is therefore 

still lower than Millennials in the travel industry (Ibid., 2019). Further, due to their young age, 

it is still too early to make any generalization about this generation’s characteristics and 

trends, though researchers agree that the differences between Millennials and Gen Z are 

relatively small compared to Millennials and the older generations, and that they most likely 

will support the trends the Millennials have adopted (Ketter, 2019). There is therefore a 

possibility that the travel industry will not need to make as radical changes when Gen Z grows 

up, as they have to do now. Nevertheless, continuously keeping an eye on the social trends’ 

development as Gen Z’s economic influence grows could be of interest for future research. 

Including an example of a traditional hotel could have brought extra value to the assignment, 

by comparing the business model with this newer experience-based concept. It was decided 

against because of the risk that the research would have become too superficial, due to the 

limited number of pages allowed. Further, a comparison would have been more beneficial if 

and evaluation of how well each hotel are doing on different aspects was possible, but as 

mentioned earlier, Covid-19 made a reliable evaluation and comparison of the current hotels’ 

performance impossible, and a comparison of earlier performance would not have been 

reliable either, as the two experiential hotels are too new in Copenhagen to have any valid 

data in this regard (Appendix 2+3).    

While conducting this research, some limitations were met, one of them being limited access 

to data, quantitative data in particular. Hotel occupancy throughout the year, as well as 

average age and room prices would have been valuable for the study, as it could have been 

used to sheath some additional light on who the hotels operate compared to their theoretical 

business model. The quantitative data could have supported the interviewees’ claims in some 

aspects, making the arguments stronger, or it could have contradicted the qualitative data 

and instead led the study in another direction. The lack of access to quantitative data is as 

before mentioned, because the hotels have been operational in Copenhagen for such a short 

time before Covid-19 closed the borders. Making a new research where this data is included 

could therefore be beneficial once the travel industry is returning to normal. 
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Another limitation is the tremendously few guests staying at the hotels, which therefore did 

not give us a full picture of the atmosphere that the hotels typically claim to deliver. Again, 

Covid-19 has caused the hotels in Copenhagen to have significantly fewer guests than under 

regular circumstances, and as the atmosphere at the hotel is mainly created by the guests’ 

actions and interactions in the public spaces, the experiential aspect of the hotel was 

therefore not truly representative during the observations. Instead, the source of the 

atmosphere were mostly the employees, who knew they were being observed in this matter, 

which could have caused some behavioural modification among the staff. Doing observations 

when the hotel is back to their regular occupancy level can give a more accurate perception, 

while observation as a regular guest, without notifying the staff, might remove any modified 

behaviour, though it might cause some issues concerning ethics. 

Though there is a wide variety of research done about Airbnb, finding relevant data directly 

from the company has been a challenge, as the company just went public in 2020. Instead, 

additional data had to be collected from press releases and other researchers. Consequently, 

the quality of the collected data is not completely controllable, and despite careful 

investigation, the initial purpose of the collected data, can have had an influence on the 

findings. Only the most reliable data has therefore been used, to avoid bias as much as 

possible. 

 

7 CONCLUSION 

 

The hospitality industry has within the last decades experienced drastic changes. 

Technological improvements and socio-economic evolutions led to the development of new 

services, products and ways of performing business practices, including P2P accommodation 

platforms and experiential hotel models. 

Successful platforms have governed the competitive landscape in the industry by 

experiencing rapid growth, attracting multitudes of users and changing competition norms 

when leveraging digital infrastructures, providing transparency to users and organizing 

themselves in self reinforcing valuable ecosystems driven by positive indirect network effects. 
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The promising opportunities of these innovative dynamics spurred the authors to conduct the 

study developed in this paper. 

The displayed theory background has highlighted general sociological and technological 

streams that have significantly altered the way traditional companies compete in the current 

digitized markets. Moreover, it has stated how established competitive theories have been 

affected by platform dynamics. 

The case studies of two experiential hotels located in Copenhagen have provided insights of 

how hotels have adopted the solid societal, economical and digital influences and adapted 

them into newer product and service offerings that diverge from conventional hotels due to 

the experience and social elements they reflect. 

With the scrutinization of the successful P2P accommodation platform Airbnb, it was possible 

to understand platform and ecosystem tendencies in competitive scenarios. Adding to the 

practical knowledge obtained from the semi-structured interviews to the hotel managers, it 

was also feasible to know to what extent hoteliers were knowledgeable of the successful 

competitive approaches Airbnb implements, and the likelihood for them to follow those 

strategies and adapt them into their operations. 

Results stated that hotels are conscious about the benefits the platform boasts, driven mainly 

by their digital outperformance. Furthermore, hotels showed an incipient interest in 

ecosystem activities as they consider they can expand their value streams and create 

advantages to a certain extent. Although it has been shown they have important structural, 

technological and ideological limitations that impede them from leveraging potential 

ecosystem benefits at a larger scope. Therefore, these hotels seem not to obtain a 

competitive edge from these structures. 

This paper, however, has identified potential sources of competitive advantage hotels might 

have, compared to Airbnb. These are the social aspects and professional services hotels can 

bring into the guests’ experience, as these have been part of their established model since 

early stages in the industry’s evolution. Furthermore, specific hotel managerial tactics were 

provided with the aim of increasing the value capture and delivery in experiential hotels. 

Likewise, this paper has encouraged practitioners to appraise a network approach and start 

building on it by taking modest actions into practice. These actions were addressed to the 
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establishment of local collaborations and partnerships, adopting relationships based on faith 

and not only on transactions. Respective value creation forces were linked to the conclusive 

strategies, stating that despite network strategies being tied to shifts in value creation 

approaches related to platform competitive dynamics, hotels could potentially obtain 

valuable benefits when applying them, as they could be compatible with the traditional 

competitive drivers.   

All in all, as platforms have taken part in plenty of industries, competitive dynamics have been 

altered. In hospitality, Airbnb seems to keep expanding its services and products, striving for 

becoming a platform where travellers can find all they need when deciding to explore the 

world. Their investments, knowledge and technologies are allowing them to be a step closer 

to their goal. Hotels then, need to find advantageous opportunities to stay competitive and 

drive competition. Some of them are studied in this paper, being maintaining their emphasis 

on customer experiences and/or ratifying network centric activities. 

7.1 FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

The authors would suggest further research on this topic, studying if and how new hospitality 

concepts can successfully compete against P2P hospitality platforms, and whether this 

business model has the potential to become dominant within the industry in the future. They 

suggest doing this by comparing the experiential hotels’ overall performance with more 

traditional hotels’, both favouring the business side and the consumer side alike. Further, an 

investigation of the impact it has on Airbnb’s market share in the cities where experiential 

hotels are located, could add further value to an evaluative study. As future research, the 

scope should be expanded by including more experiential hotels in a larger area, to 

investigate the extent of the phenomenon. 

Additionally, research on the P2P platforms can aid hotels in continuously striving to 

successfully compete against them. A thorough exploration of how regulation affects Airbnb 

as well as the limitations and consequences they have on the company can help reach this 

goal. A study of the emergence of new P2P accommodation platforms which are obtaining 

big user bases (e.g., Vrbo), can help the hoteliers take precautions against them, avoiding 

losing the same extent of market share as they did when Airbnb emerged. Further, it will help 
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hoteliers better understand why and how these P2P accommodation platforms evolve and 

spread so rapidly, and thereby possibly use some of these strategies to increase their own 

competitive advantages. 
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9 APPENDIXES 

This section gathers the questionnaire used to interview the managers at the two hotels, as well as 

the insights extracted from the conversations. 

9.1 APPENDIX 1: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 

Intro questions/value offering/general questions 

• Why/how was the brand founded? How was the competition in the market when 

the brand just launched? (if they launched to fill out any “gaps” in the market, or if 

they wanted to do something different from the standard hospitality business 

model, if it was a result of changing trends in the society 

• Do you think your business model is successful? Why? 

• What is your target market? Why did you pick this target market? 

• What is the value proposition that you offer to your customers? 

• Why is it important for the brand to include sustainability as part of your value 

proposition?  

 

Resources/social aspect/competitive sources 

• Is data an important tool for the brand to create awareness among potential 

targets? How do you use data? Do you use data and big data to create strategic 

decision-making? 

• Do you think innovation in hospitality has been mainly driven by technological 

advances? Yes/No, Why? 

• Do you think your company is focused on the development of internal processes and 

performances, or satisfying outsider customer demands? How do you use 

technology to achieve that? 

• How do you enhance human interactions between customer-ambassador/staff in a 

digitalized environment? 

• Do you facilitate interactions between your customers and potential customers? Do 

you have any tools in place at the moment? E.g. social pages/forums, owned and run 

social media platforms, X brand community, etc. 

• What role do you think the customer plays along the service experience? Does your 

strategy take into consideration the role of customers as co-producers of the service 
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experience? How do you think customers can contribute to creating a better 

experience for themselves? Do you have in place any protocols among your 

customers to enhance the customer co-production on the experience? 

 

Platforms & Platform disruption 

• Why do you think the hospitality industry has been impacted at a higher degree 

compared to other industries by the emergence of platform business models such as 

Airbnb? 

• How do you think platforms disrupt you? What parameters have been affected the 

most by disruptors such as Airbnb? E.g.; RevPAR, lower prices, etc. Have you seen a 

change in your customer base that could be linked to the disruptors’ emergence? 

• What are the biggest differences between accommodation peer-to-peer platforms 

(Airbnb) and your brand? (Give examples) And similarities? Why do you think 

accommodation platforms are successful? 

• Does the brand consider Airbnb and other peer-to-peer platforms direct 

competitors? Yes/No, why? 

• According to the platforms’ business model, the value provided to customers is 

enhanced when participants in the market work together and collaborate. Do you 

consider being part of a business ecosystem would benefit the firm? Why/How?  

 

Collaborative approaches 

• In your opinion, how can advances in technology help create a collaborative 

approach among market competitors?  

• What are the stakeholders the brand considers as the most important? And what 

type of relationship do you have? (partnership, strategic partner, merely 

exchange/transaction based, etc.) 

• Do you share any resources/knowledge/capabilities with competitors? Are they 

strategic resources? Is the brand willing to work with competitors? 

• Is the company thinking about investing considerable resources on your 

platform/app/tool? Why? 

• What pros/cons do you see when owning a platform, compared to joining or 

collaborating with other platforms? 

• Did you see any issues among the leaders, employees when implementing your 

business model? (digitally driven, etc.) If so, how do you overcome them? 

• Do you have any collaborative activities/approaches among the company’s culture? 

Is collaboration a value within the company’s culture? 
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Future 

• What is the biggest change the firm has gone through so far? Are there any changes 

planned for the future? How do you think the evolution of generations (Z, Y) will 

affect the value propositions in the hospitality market? 

 

9.2 APPENDIX 2: INTERVIEW WITH ASSISTANT MANNAGER AS CITIZENM 
 

Intro questions/value offering/general questions 

• Why/how was the brand founded? 

o There was two founders, or two sides. One was Rattan Chadha who came from 

the fashion industry and had a lot of experience with hotels through his em-

ployees, so from the guest point of view. And he teamed up with some classic 

hotel people, and their emphasis was to disrupt the hotel business and do a 

new concept. The working title was: “One star is born”. So, trying to look away 

from the classic 1 – 5 stars, and the classic way hotels in general were made, 

and try to disrupt that and do a new concept.  

• Do you know why he wanted to disrupt it? 

o Because through his fashion company at a lot of his female employees, that 

were salespersons and designers, he had seen a lot of things that didn’t work 

so well for modern businessmen, or businesswomen actually, in this case. It 

was everything that you feel in a hotel. That you don’t feel comfortable travel‐

ling alone as a woman. The hotel bars, the hotel lobbies, everything was very 

stiff, and hadn’t been changed for many, many years. So that was one side of 

it, how you perceive it and how you feel in a hotel. On the other side it was the 

financial part, how to do affordable luxury. How to not have a four- or five-star 

hotel that then costs this much, and offers these things, but look at what can 

a hotel offer, and how can you price it. So, from the beginning it was both the 

soft side it. How you perceive it, how you feel in a hotel, and the hard side of 

it. How we create a product that’s a better business model and deliver to the 

guests at a better price. 
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• When you guys first launched, or before that, who do you perceive were your compet-

itors? Were there any companies doing the same thing as you? 

o There were no direct competition, because in that way it was a disruption. 

Maybe not like making an iPhone, but it was a disruption of the industry, be-

cause of that classic hierarchy from a hostel up to a fancy 5-star hotel. Maybe, 

some boutique hotels had started doing something a little bit different, but 

still being priced as a luxury hotel. Just designing it differently and having fewer 

rooms, and maybe not having the exact same service as the other five-star ho-

tels. But there was no direct competition at that moment. There is now. 

• When was the brand founded? 

o In 2008. Airbnb started pretty much the same time. 

• And since then, you wouldn’t consider them a direct competitor? 

o We have never really looked at Airbnb as a direct competitor, no. Not today 

either. We don’t have the same look at them as a lot of hotels do. We think we 

offer something very differently at a different price. So, no. But of course, they 

are in the group of competitors. But not as high in the hierarchy as a lot of 

other hotels would put them. 

• Do you think your business model is successful? And if so, why? 

o I think it’s been a huge success. We started during the financial crisis, in a dif‐

ficult time, and it has really, really picked up from a few hotels in Holland, to 

now more than 20 hotels, and at least another 20 in the making. We made 2 

hotels during the Corona crisis while everybody else was closing hotels. Which 

is kind of a showoff thing, but it’s also a good marker of, that it is very success‐

ful. I think the modern traveler can relate to this concept, and there is a lot of 

logic to it, we spend less money than other hotels, and we have more rooms 

per square meter, so we offer a lower price for four-star hotels. We are a four-

star hotel, but we never talk about it, because we want to free us selves from 

stars, and we have a significantly lower price than other four-star hotels. There 

are things that guests have in classic hotels that we do not offer, but then we 
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offer a better price, so we think we found what people mainly are looking for, 

and then we emphasized that and made a nice concept around that. 

• Besides the new facilities, do you have any other sort of KPI or performance variable 

that you measure your success?  

o We use a lot of different KPI’s. We measure everything from FB revenue to 

revenue per room, to how the ratio is between our earnings and spending, like 

classic business models. 

• Do you have a KPI that measure the value you offer your customers? Or any certain 

way? 

o We mainly use a lot of the review platforms. And of course, we do try to have 

direct contact with guests. That is a growing focus for us, to have them en-

gaged in our social media, and our website, through booking and reviews, re-

sponding to how do they perceive. It is a sort of KPI, but it is not as structured 

as a KPI would normally be. We cannot expect people to respond to us when-

ever we want, but we try though. 

• Target market? 

o From the beginning, it is very important that CitizenM’s target market is a very 

significant mix of business guests and leisure guests. So, that’s why we won’t 

have a hotel in Spain usually, because there’s too many tourists compared to 

the business guests. Looking at how occupancy is throughout the week and 

looking at a lot of factors. The hotels a really built for having at least 50% busi-

ness guests, maybe a little bit more, and the rest is leisure guests 

• So there would be a focus on big cities, and hubs. 

o Exactly. 

• Or Germany? 

• in Germany, well.. the main reason we haven’t build it yet is because of competition. 

Classically the first place to open for a classic hotel would be Berlin. We do not plan to 
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open in Berlin at all, or maybe later on. The focus would be Frankfurt, Hamburg, Mu-

nich. Places where there’s a different ratio between leisure and business guests. 

• So is there no specific age group you are targeting? 

o No. It was one of my assumptions here, in the early days, that we were focusing 

on a young crowd, but not necessarily. We do have some. It is known in the 

media, for example, that you have a core viewer envisioned as your core audi-

ence. We do have something like that, but it’s different types of personalities. 

We have a business guest, and a cultural guest, a shopper guest. 

• It’s more like traits than personalities?  

o It is more like that we want to see these four types in different thing we do, in 

the design we have, the technical solutions we have. We want to have the 

view, the art, the whole techy solution, so that it accommodates the different 

types at all times. And they can all feel at home here and find the hotel to be 

practical and nice for them. 

• It says on your websites that the people you want to stay is young at heart? 

o Yes. Young at heart would be a thing, because if you are pass 60, for example, 

maybe there is some practical solutions… but, on the other hand, we have seen 

that many older guests like it here, so we have evolved in that way, and I think 

the audience also have evolved, that we can see, that it is about being young 

of heart, not necessarily being young of age. We do have once in a while where 

we can see that we do not have a match. So, we also have the freedom to tell 

people that this is not about whether the shower is working, it is about our 

concept, and you are just not a match, and we give people their money back, 

and help them go to a classic hotel nearby, if that is what they want.  

• It is not often? 

o No, it is not very often, I thought it would be more often, but just once in a 

while we see that we have such a significant concept, and if you really do not 

like that kind of concept. But hopefully people will see what kind of concept it 

is when they book the tickets, and therefore it happens not very often. 
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• In a few words, what would you say the value proposition of the concept is? 

o The value proposition? Well, it is affordable luxury. Having something that 

feels luxurious, but at a lower price. And from our side, the business side of it, 

having a luxurious hotel but with significantly more rooms than most four-stars 

hotels. The small rooms mean we can keep the price down. And that is our 

main earning, the nights sleep. All the rest of the design, the food and bever-

age, is a part of the business as well, but roughly it is just putting the glazing 

on the cake. 

• The way I see it, you are basically focusing on your core product, which is nights? 

o Yes. 

• I guess you outsource, in a certain matter, F&B, and those products that are not core, 

per se? 

o Most four-star hotels would have a restaurant, for example, in house, and 

would have much more services in house, where we focus on the very core of 

it. In the rooms as well. We don’t have a mini bar and we don’t have a little 

tray with free amenities. We have these products up here, if they want them. 

But we want them to have the personal contact with us, so there’s a lot of 

things we removed from the rooms and from the hotel. 

• We know its one of your values, why do you think its important for your brand to in-

clude it in your value proposition? 

o I think it’s important for the brand and also for the everyday business and for 

us, because we do aim at some straightforward simplicity way of doing things, 

so it also makes sense, even not in the morality or branding part of it, but even 

in the way we do business in the day-to-day basis, that the solutions are simple 

and clean, and that we focus on not having unnecessary products or waste. 

But of course, for the branding we also want it. The key guest we have are 

focused on that, and so are we, so we want to have it as a natural thing in the 

brand. We don’t really want to speak that loudly about it, but just have it as 
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something natural that our products are organic, we are placed in the city cen-

ter so that it’s easy to come by the train, etc. 

• Speaking of sustainability, the impact that you guys have, is it only based on products, 

or energy?  

o From the basis, when the hotels are constructed, we have one facility where 

they sort of produce the rooms, and then we put if together like Lego on the 

site, and the rooms can fit into a container and be transported on a truck, and 

it’s all done in the same region. We don’t have to ship goods over long dis‐

tances with big boats. 

• Do you own those benefactors, or are they shipped? 

o They are outsourced, but its someone that specialize in doing it for us. And we 

also keep develop the rooms, so we need someone that’s close by, it wouldn’t 

make sense for us to produce the room or room part in China, because we 

need them to have new versions all the time. And also, the parts get worn 

down, because they are used so much, we need to have it produced locally. 

It’s a little bit like in fashion, if a brand finds it worth to use a little bit of extra 

to have it produced in Portugal instead of China.  And then you can also do 

changes easier and quicker. So, from the beginning we try to have something 

that is simple and less expensive, and also with less impact on the environ-

ment. 

 

Resources/social aspect/competitive sources 

• Speaking of technology and data. Is data an important tool for you guys to create 

awareness and bring on the people you want to target? 

o Yes, I think we from the beginning wanted to be one step ahead. It was from 

the beginning important to have high speed internet connection everywhere. 

You do not have to go somewhere; you don’t need a code. We should have 

internet speed that allows online meeting or streaming, from wherever you 

are in the hotel. And that’s something that was there. Its always a sentence 
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that we have fast internet, when we sell it to people, but it’s something that’s 

natural, because we look at the guest as someone that can do everything any-

time in the hotel, so it doesn’t matter if you have a meeting at 2 o’clock in 

Australia, you just do it online and hassle free. So, this is more like the access 

for guests, but we also use the data a lot in terms of recognizing where our 

gusts are, where the potential guests are, and we also from the beginning been 

very active on social media.  

• What about the insights that whatever we leave a mark on the internet, you gather, 

or you work with it, and kind of enhance your value proposition, or you target those? 

o Of course, there’s a whole IT department, but we don’t use cookies as much 

as other people do, we try to have a more direct conversation with our guests 

online, try to have the brand being strong on different platforms, and just 

mouth to mouth as well. 

• Platforms, such as? 

o Social media platforms: Facebook, Instagram, and so on, trying to make people 

notice us, instead of chasing them. We do want to know about our gusts and 

potential guests, so we keep a track on how many time gusts has been here, is 

it someone who is a first-time guest in Copenhagen but maybe the tenth time 

stay in CitizenM, then we want to recognize that. So, we really try to make 

connections between data and real life. So that’s one of the big tools for us. 

Classically it’s the connection between data and real life is a point system, like 

with airline companies. Then you earn points and can get a free night. Reward 

programs is not really a thing we use. We might do it a little bit, but we are 

aiming at having connection between data and real life being more in terms of 

having a physical postcard we create on site, not after a formula, but recogniz-

ing that this is your tenth stay with CitizenM, why don’t you come up to the 

bar and have a free drink with us? Or its can be something completely differ-

ent. 

• So, it’s enhancing the experience they have in the hotel? 
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o We want to be very hands on and very much interaction, so we take our 

chances, and we don’t script it, we don’t want to make a model of how we 

make the connections between data, and sometimes there will no recognition 

of your tenth stay, and sometimes there will be a big recognition of your third 

stay.  

• That autonomy is relaying on staff? 

o It is very much relaying on the staff. Most companies would find it a risk not to 

have systematized the guest contacts, but we feel that it is more aligned with 

our brand, and that it should be personalized and randomized so that it feels 

more real. Should be more real. 

• It seems you are focusing more on making a personal connection with the guest? 

o Yes, that is a very important core concept for us. So that is also why we use 

data differently than other, because data is systematized and structured and 

sometimes not very elegantly connected to the real world. You can just see 

your name has been put into a standard formular and it has been created from 

data because you’ve spent so and so much time and money staying in one 

place, and you get rewarded for that. Instead of rewarding, we want to recog-

nize and say hi to people and make a connection 

• How many employees do you have approximately? 

o In normal times we have 1 general manager, 3-4 assistant managers, 2-4 peo-

ple in the kitchen, and approximately 25 ambassadors. Housekeeping is an ex-

ternal service. 

• Then do you think the data you gather, or use is strategic for what you offer? Is it that 

critical? 

o Yes. We do have as example; the very tech driven hotels are also created on 

basis of data. How does people use the hotel? So, it’s maybe not so much of 

your age or personal profile, on things that are on the GDPR, but still used very 

much by a lot of companies. It’s more based on symbol actions and questions, 

and then we se that: “hey, maybe we should have a city guide, maybe we 



141 
 

should have an app that you can actually put on your phone, not only so that 

we can send you offer, but so that you can connect and use it for something. 

You can create your rooms key on your phone, and then just open your room 

on the phone, trying to be, all the time, the first mover with technical solutions, 

and that is also based on data of course. There’s lots of people who are experts 

at that in the company, but it’s also something that we are aware of in the daily 

running of the hotels. Which information is none of our business, and which 

information is something we can use to enhance the guest experience. And the 

whole tech part is very important for us. We also have a lot of direct conversa-

tion with the tech department in the hotels, in testing, giving feedback on 

every little feature. 

• You were talking about some sort of app; do you have that for your guests? 

o Yes. Before we just had an app which was on the iPad in the room, it was very 

concentrated in the hotels itself. We moved late into having an app in people’s 

phones. But we saw that for some of our gusts, not for all, maybe even just for 

the minority to begin with, but it was something that we wanted to spend 

money and energy on, to keep being ahead in technological solutions.  

• Do you think, in general, that innovation in hospitality has been primarily driven by 

technological advances? 

o I think that was one of the disruptions that CitizenM did, that a lot of the inter-

actions with guests in hotels were old fashioned. We wanted to make it easier 

and simpler. If you want to iron your shirt, there’s a professional iron in each 

hallway, you don’t have to call the reception and get an iron. If you want to 

check in, there’s always someone there, and it is self-service, but it also means 

one of our ambassadors can check in people, because when you arrive at the 

hotel, you already stood in line in the airport, you stood in line in the pass con-

trol, you stood in line in… We want people to feel facilitated. Everything should 

be easy, and a lot of that was tech driven from the beginning. For us it was a 

big part of it, and that’s also where we want to go with the app, have people 
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choose on the app whether they want daily cleaning or not, it’s not a sign on 

the room anymore, it’s just something you swipe right on the iPad. 

• And do you think there is other innovative ideas, besides digital transformations, or 

technological advancements, in this concept? Such as the way the hospitality is given 

to the guests and the interactions? 

o With the concept such as the food and beverage, we were also different from 

the beginning. It was quite rough, because it was almost like cutting away all 

food and beverage, and then we learned that was not good. That was one of 

our evolvements, that we do want to have food and beverage here, but we do 

not want to compete with local restaurants, because they are better food and 

we are better at selling beds, but people want food and drinks at all times of 

the day, and you can have that here. So maybe we don’t have room service or 

restaurant, but instead you can go to the app and see what snacks we have 

and what mains do we have and then you can even call up here and order it 

and come and pick it up. 

• Have you seen a lot of frictions in terms of Airbnb? People coming here and expecting 

that; I’ve been everywhere in the world, and I think there’s a restaurant, so I just want 

a warm meal? 

o No, because we do have something if people want it. We have food and drinks 

around the clock. We see that when people eat the hotel, they want something 

that is easy and comfortable, and they want to be able to eat a meal alone, in 

maybe 70% of the cases, without having that feeling you have when sitting 

alone at a table in a restaurant. So, the name of the public space is the Living 

room, and that’s because it’s very important for us to keep remembering that 

is should feel like a techy, fancy, design, but still like a living room for the 

guests. The tech should be easy. I don’t explain to people how to use the iPad 

in the room, I just tell them when they check in that there is an iPad that they 

can use to control things. Then the app in the iPad should be designed so that 

people can easily do it by themselves. 



143 
 

• Do you think CitizenM is mainly focusing on developing what you guys have, your own 

resources and performance, or is it more from an inside out perspective, just fulfilling 

customer demands, and then developing your own processes according to the cus-

tomer demands? 

o I think from the beginning we wanted to have a clean slate, and instead of 

trying to fulfill outside customers on details, we wanted to make a big thor-

ough analysis. We even had sociological, psychological elements, and then un-

derstand what is it that a modern traveler wants, and then say okay, now we 

have formular we really believe in and we are going to test it. And we tested it 

through 12 years, we see that it works. So, we very much trust our own early 

analysis and also ongoing analysis of the market, but instead of saying if we 

want to aim for. For example, comparing with the tourist agency in Copenha-

gen, they have very specific target groups. They know that in Denmark, in gen-

eral, the biggest group of tourists is German, in Copenhagen the biggest group 

of tourists are from England, they know that we have very little red tape on 

marriages, so they have a little group of people getting married. They want 

them to come and stay in Copenhagen, so they advertise for that. They know 

that Copenhagen is very gay friendly town, so they want to advertise to gay 

communities around the world, that is it a nice and cool town to visit if you are 

gay. For us, we have a concept where we are always in the city center, or near 

the airport, but in this case city center, so we are next to the city hall, so we 

never advertise and we never will, to people who want to get married. We juts 

have a concept where it’s easy for them to go across the square and have some 

services that makes it fun for them to get married here. And we will never ad-

vertise to the gay segment, but we know that we have a design and tech driven 

hotel in the city center, and in this case also next to the cultural scene of the 

gay community, so we will naturally have a lot of guests from that segment as 

well. But we will never try to hit the target directly, but we will just have a 

concept where we are open for these groups. 

• Strong believe in what you have, and then not try to accommodate what the rest of 

the world wants, or how its changing, but just believing in your concept? 
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o It’s the same as the appearance of the ambassadors, a lot of big companies 

have quite detailed guideline of appearance, which we both is intruding into 

people’s personal space, but that’s more a morality discussion. But we think 

we should have a nice uniform, but people can fit it together however they 

want. It is very unlikely, but sometimes by chance we all have the same uni-

form on. But usually, some will have the shirt on, some will have the t-shirt, 

some will have the polo, some girls prefer the dress, mostly in the summer 

maybe. You can put your uniform together however you like it, and there’s no 

guidelines on jewelry or tattoos or hair length or hair color, or anything like 

that. We see that as something that doesn’t matter. Like people’s eye color, or 

skin color or religion. We don’t even have any guidelines for religious symbols, 

or anything like that. It’s because we trust that we will make a better impres‐

sion on our guests, and a more personal impression if people are not staging 

something but are just clearly working for us and upholding the standards of 

the hotels, but also are themselves. 

• How do you enhance human interaction between customer and ambassadors in this 

digitalized concept? 

o It is something that we had a lot of thought s about from the very beginning, 

so some of our solutions are aimed at that in a very good way, and it is also 

something we keep discussing internally, especially with the new app. The big 

questions for sometimes were that if you can check in and make your own key 

on your phone, do we have any interaction left with the guests? Fortunately, 

we do. The minibar is an example, because minibars are bad business, it takes 

a lot of hours to refill them and keep track of the stock and charge them for it. 

It also means that on top of having a bad business for the hotel, you also offer 

expensive product to the gusts. So, we removed the minibars, and we also 

quickly learned that a big side effect of that is the personal contact, as we have 

people come up here, and it is also a story I can tell the guest, even though it’s 

admitting we removed the minibar to save money, it’s also saying that we want 

them to come up here and enjoy the view and talk to us and have some decent 

service instead of overpriced gin & tonic from a plastic cup in your room. But 
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the way we train the staff, and the way we have the different tasks spread out 

between the people working here, is one of the core concepts from the begin-

ning and also one of the big disruptions. We saw it here when we made our 

deal with union and the hotel organizations that it was very difficult for them 

still, after 13 years of CitizenM in existence, it was difficult for them to under-

stand how we do thing. Because they have a deal for the receptionist and a 

deal for the bartender, and a deal for the waiter, and we don’t have that here, 

we just have ambassadors who do everything. Which is both a very good busi-

ness case, because we use significantly lower amount than other hotels on our 

payroll, even though we have better contracts and higher pays than all other 

hotels, at least here in Copenhagen. I don’t know the hotel market that well in 

other towns. So that’s from the employee side and employer side a very good 

business case, but also, it’s a good case in terms of the human contacts with 

guests, especially when you have such tech driven hotel. So, it means that you 

will never be pushed around as a guest. If you talk to the bartender about hav-

ing taxi, he will just open a laptop and order a taxi on our app, he won’t refer 

you to the receptionist. The same thing is you want to extent your stay on your 

room, or have questions about your bill, everyone can do everything. So that’s 

the main driver in securing a good personal contact with the guests, even 

though it’s very tech driven. 

• It also seem to give a very flat structure of hierarchy? 

o Yes. We try to work with what we call the reversed triangle. The classic hierar-

chy has been turned upside down. We still have a hierarchy in terms of the 

final decisions, in terms of the responsibility and pay, of course, but the bottom 

of the triangle, the widest part, it also layer where there is the gusts contact, 

so that’s why we wanted to reverse it and have the guests at the very top, 

above the pyramid, and have the triangle upside down so the ambassadors 

who talks to the guests are at the top. And the assistant managers, who I am, 

my job is mainly to help the ambassadors perform well with the guests. And 

the hotel managers job is to make sure the assistant managers can do their job 

in a good way. 
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• The way I see it, this is a very centralized model? 

o Yes. It’s a little bit of both directions. We have a lot of autonomy in each hotel, 

in each team on the floor at any given time, but we also have some jobs that 

are very centralized. So, the bookkeeping the for the hotel in Copenhagen will 

be mainly done in a main office I Holland. And some of the bookkeeping jobs 

of a traditional hotel manager will not be in my hands. But I will be in a uniform 

on the floor, talking to guests and the staff. 

• That’s also in line with the whole strategy of lowering costs and offering a better value 

for a lower price? 

o Yes. 

• Except for the app, do you have any other tools to keep contact, or just gathering data 

from customers? 

o Well, our own webpage of course, and our own app. And then we try to keep 

in contact with guests in different platforms. Our sales team are doing that a 

lot, but their main focus is the business guests and having deals with busi-

nesses. Normally that would be driven by the rewards program and telling 

them that if you have 300 nights in CitizenM hotels, we can give you this price. 

Here it’s a little bit different. We try to offer them something else as well, 

something that maybe internally in a company. If you have employees staying 

in CitizenM hotels, it’s a benefit for you because it adds some of our brand 

value to their brand. 

• From the employees’ side. Let’s say I have contact with you and I learn something new 

about you, is there a protocol or procedure for the employee to log into what ever 

system you use, and keep track of that data from the customer, or is it loose? 

o Yes and no. It’s very loose, it’s not systematized. Maybe if people share some 

fun facts that are relevant for us, then we can put it into the system, which will 

then be local pop-up window in our system, saying that these guys are here 

often and they like to go here or here, then we can maybe prepare something 

for them. Maybe use our collaboration with Tivoli and give them a free ticket 
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as a surprise, or something like that, if we know that it’s in their interest, but 

it’s not very systematized.   

• What role do you think the customer plays along the whole service experience? 

o I think the overall approach to that is probably the same as in many other com-

panies, that you have a picture of a little girl with an ice cream in any big 

amusement park, and this picture is in the staff room, saying “this is your boss”. 

Everybody wants the customer to be king, because that’s where the money is. 

I don’t think we’re unique in that sense, but we have tried from the beginning 

to look very thoroughly at the customer from the beginning, instead of expect-

ing what the customer wants, and then saying, but this haven’t changed for 

decades. What does people truly want in a hotel. That’s why we have very 

much focus on the bed, and shower and the tech, but we do not have focus on 

a big room or desk, or a duvet on top of the duvet that are just there to look 

nice. We try to take everything away that we thought was not in the cus-

tomer’s interest. We are more driven by the customer experience than many 

companies are, because they just look at the customer experience as a tool to 

make more money. We generally do the same, but we try to make it to go all 

the way, all the way from the beginning. How can we take everything away, 

just have the shell of a hotel, and say, what do we want to have inside the shell, 

or if we want to meet the modern customers on what they really want, instead 

of assuming what they want, and basically sticking to the same four-star hotel 

as it looked 50 years ago. And the basis for our operation is that so few changes 

has been made in the industry over so many years. Maybe the color of the 

room changes, but if you talk to designers or your friends, it is something you 

can use as a negative expression. “My friends place is nice, but it’s a little bit 

like a hotel room”. That means it’s a little bit dull, a little bit the same colors, 

it’s not very personal. It’s a negative phrase. We want people to not have that. 

• Do the customer have a bigger part in creating their own experience? Usually you hand 

everything to them, but here you give them the basics and the opportunity to create 

whatever they want here?  
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o Yes, that’s why we want the rooms to sort of a luxurious cabin, space ship, 

futuristic thing, but also something that is simple a with a bit of art and a bit of 

design, and we want the living room to be where people spend more awake 

hours than they do in their room, because when they are in their room, there 

is just the basics of tv, bed, shower, and then the more personalized experi-

ences are up here, on the 7’th floor. That’s why we have a lot of emphases on 

the design. I can give away 100 drinks, and there’s not going to be anyone call-

ing and ask me about that, but if I start redecorating, there’s going to be a lot 

of people that’s going to call me. And we want this to be eclectic, so there’s 

maybe a Lego box you can buy for 50 kr., and there’s a very expensive piece of 

art. We want it to look so that if you’re a 7-year-old girl or you’re 50-year-old 

businessman, we want people to come in here and think that this is a nice place 

to be in, I could imagine having a room in my house that looks a bit like this, or 

at least, I would like that piece of art in my house, or that furniture.  

• Your model considers customers as coproducers of the whole setup? 

• Yes. The Living Room experience is driven by the customer. The idea of mixing the 

check-in area, and the bar, and the restaurant is not something that’s specific loca‐

tions, it’s just in the same room. And the customer can decide whether the couch is a 

place to work, or relax, or eat, or do something in between. The atmosphere is driven 

by the guests as well. Instead of having the room decide for the guests how to behave, 

we allow for people to do what they want. So, people will naturally take of their shoes 

and watch a movie on their iPad or do that in between thing where you work and have 

a glass of wine as well, because it’s in the afternoon, and people feel at home, and 

that makes other people feel at home quicklier than we could have done. 

 

• How do you think that the hospitality industry has been impacted on a higher degree 

compared to other industries, with the emergence of Airbnb, as an example, or any 

other accommodation platform? 

o Well, it’s an interesting case with Airbnb, because they also thrive. At first, peo‐

ple were just thinking: but they are just hiring out people’s private homes but 
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do people want to have a private home instead of a hotel room? That’s an 

important question. And that’s also why we’re much less afraid of Airbnb than 

other hotels. 

•  Why do you think that is? 

• Because it’s the impersonal hotels, the overprized hotels, the dull hotels. If you are in 

a new city, you want to experience that city. And we help people experience the city, 

because we are always in the center of it, with a lower prize, and people want to trade 

in the sizable room for a lower prize. And they want to have the personal space, which 

is both a luxury they can’t have in Airbnb, because we have a 7 floor with a view, and 

24H service, we have some of the elements of classic luxury hotels, but we also have 

a small room, which makes it a lot less pricy. So, the enticement of Airbnb, that you 

get something personal at a better price, instead of dull hotels at a higher price, we 

are not as vulnerable to that.  

 

Platforms & Platform disruption 

• Then I come back to the question, why do you not consider Airbnb as a direct compet-

itor, if you are more or less offering a similar experience? 

o Well, we think we have some strong sides in terms of us still being a hassle-

free modern hotel, so we will always have a higher standard than Airbnb, be-

cause we are professionals, but we also offer the good things that Airbnb offer. 

If you are lucky and get into the right apartment, then it is really nice in Airbnb. 

But you can also get unlucky. We want people to feel they get an extra value 

to their business stay or leisure stay when they come here, because we can 

actually talk to them and give them hints about the city. It has some of that 

luxury vibe, very fancy furniture and art and design, but still at a much lower 

price. I think maybe some of our customers will choose Airbnb sometimes, but 

most people will come here for 3 days, or something like that. I think some-

times they might even combine it with Airbnb, but we do offer something that 

Airbnb does not, and we do it at a lower price than the other hotels, but more 

expensive than Airbnb of course. So, I think that whole impact on the industry 
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that Airbnb have, is not a big threat to us, and I think it’s also a bit overrated 

by other hotels, I think the booking platforms is a much bigger treat, because 

they take such an outrageous amount of the hotels’ earnings, to simply have a 

platform for people to book. So, I think the online travel agencies is a bigger 

threat to the industry than Airbnb is.  

• To you as well? 

o Yes, to us as well. 

• Do you do anything specific to try to avoid them? To make people book directly? 

o As with anyone else, in this day and age, we do have a focus to try and pull 

people into our platforms. We do have a % discount the first-time people use 

our website. We try to make it very nice and facilitate people and try to lure 

them away from the online travel agencies. We also try to work together with 

the online travel agencies, because they are here to stay, and it is a big part of 

our business, so we need to negotiate with them as well. 

• Do you think the app, which you mentioned could be used for everything here, will be 

the new way of booking as well?  

o That’s something we aim for, that it could be even easier. If you trust a brand, 

then it’s easy and hassle-free to book directly. And I think the hotel industry 

created a big bases for the online travel agencies, because people always felt 

they got cheated a little bit when they booked directly, and that’s how they 

can take 20% of the stay, because people still feel it’s a better offer. So, it is 

also up to the hotels themselves to stay attractive. Maybe people go online to 

see reviews, descriptions about the hotel. They should feel comfortable to 

think: CitizenM is a nice place, I can se that from these reviews, so I go to their 

website to book the hotel. 

• How do you bring on full transparency to customers, in that sense? 

• We rely on the mouth-to-mouth online. People see other guests give us high reviews, 

that’s one of our most important KPI’s, it’s something we look at week to week, month 

to month, year to year. It’s part of our bonus system, it’s part of our evaluation of the 
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hotels, what does the guest reviews say, how do we respond to negative guest revies 

in a constructive way. The positive ones, we hope will create more business. We do 

see it’s important for guests, a lot of guests mention they saw a nice review before 

they came here. So that’s very important. Its’ both descriptions, it’s a description, but 

it’s also a number. It’s a grade, and those grades are put together for us, and we do 

get an average per week, per month, per year.  

• You said you did not consider Airbnb as a direct competitor in general, but how do you 

think platforms in general have been disrupting your company or brand? 

o I think maybe we would have like to be more aware of it from the beginning. 

Maybe we should have made a bigger effort from the beginning to have people 

on our own website. With that case we are in the same boat as the other ho-

tels, we underestimated how big a chunk of our revenue the online travel 

agencies could actually snatch before it was too late, now everybody is using 

it. But we can learn from them, we can also have an app in people’s phone, 

and we should always have a look at prices. I would always send an email to 

the man who sets our prices, letting him know it is 30 kr. cheaper to book on 

the online travel agencies than through our website, and then they will change 

it. So, it’s also about, watching the price. And doing classic sales. Maybe we do 

not have reward program, but it’s a fine match with our brand to have spring 

sale, and then do it in the CitizenM way where it looks nice. 

• What parameters, or variables, have been most effective by the use of platforms? Rev-

enue per night, or..? Have you seen that with the use of platforms the revenue has 

dropped? 

o Well, several things. For those of us who are more conceptual creative thinkers 

and structured tech thinkers, the online travel agencies booking is always more 

difficult to deal with than our own one. I can do a three fingered, left hand, 

button thing, and then I have extended your stay, or modified your breakfast, 

as example. Taken away the breakfast for the last days, because you found a 

nice place in town where you want to have breakfast, or extended or short-

ened your stay, that can be done very easily if it is a CitizenM booking. But once 
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it’s an online travel agency booking, it’s not very easy. And that’s also a break‐

through for many industries, but especially in hotels, people have seen without 

the last year what it means to have bookings through a big portal, it’s an easy 

way to find something and pay for something from your couch, but it’s also 

less personal, and it’s difficult to place responsibility. So, to some people, a 

parameter from now on will be how easy it is to change the booking, to maybe 

don’t have my booking at all. Maybe get the money back. And that’s something 

where we can compete with the online travel agencies. 

• Then, instead of seeing OTA’s and other platforms as competition, as we want to facil-

itate the customer in every single step of their journey, why don’t you work together, 

or just break those barriers? Would it not, in an ecosystem, some kind of cooperation 

with them will bring higher value for everyone? 

o I think so, and that’s one of the paths to take. But you have to look at the sheer 

economics of it. You always have services where somebody in the shop, or 

even theater tickets in the 1990’s before the internet, when I was in New York 

there was an office where you can buy tickets to all the shows. So instead of 

going to each theater, you want there. So that way of putting together services 

is natural and has always been there. The difference is the sheer economics. 

That ticket boot would add 3$ to the theater ticket because they provided med 

with the overlook of all the Broadway shows. But online travel agencies, the 

charge 20%, and that’s 20% of the whole stay. We have maintenance, security, 

lights, insurance, and everything, and they take 20%. If it was 5 % or something 

more reasonable, then that sketch you draw is something everybody would go 

at, but because they take such a huge chunk of the earnings of the hotel, I think 

we will still have to really struggle to get more of the business ourselves. But 

of course, the cooperation would always be a good idea, and maybe the hotels 

can be skilled enough to maybe just have 30% of the business, instead of 60, 

70 or 80% of the OTA. We are already better than most hotels. The percentage 

of OTAs is lower in CitizenM than most hotels. We’ve also made some good 

advances in the deals we have with the OTAs, but it’s still an important aim for 
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us in the next year to have more direct business, and I think it should be for 

any hotel.  

• In the hypothesis, where you say okay, there is a new platform or OTA that is not charg-

ing as high, or you have a new partnership with an OTA, do you think that working 

with them, or others, would benefit all the players, or how do you think that would 

benefit the end customer? 

o Maybe I’ve drawn a negative picture, it’s also a personal view that I think the 

percentage the OTA’s have, that’s a personal view. We do work very close with 

the OTAs. Booking is Dutch, and CitizenM is Dutch, we’ve worked with them 

from the very beginning. It is important, and it does mean something to the 

end customer. As much as we do not want to compete with restaurant, we still 

want to sell food and drinks and make money on that, but it’s also about giving 

the best possible experience to the guests, even if that means giving a chunk 

of our business to OTAs, then so be it. They will still put the biggest chunk to 

us. That is more important than having some war with the OTAs, we don’t want 

that, we still want to have a partnership. 

• Coming back to Airbnb, I see that you guys are posting your nights at Airbnb. 

o Yes, which is a good example to that we have always been aware of Airbnb, 

and they also want to expand their business, and hopefully the capitalism can 

help us with the chunk the online travel agencies take, so there’s room for new 

player, because you can make a better price for the end consumer. So, we try 

from the beginning to work with them in their endeavors of also be offering 

hotels to people. And maybe, again, having the end customer as the focus, it’s 

not up to us or Airbnb, maybe some people want to combine it, we’ve seen 

that several times, it’s not something we ask people about, it’s only if it cones 

up. But maybe if people are in Copenhagen, not for 3 days but for a week. It’s 

an expensive town, maybe they want to lower their costs. We also have dy-

namic pricing, so Friday to Saturday, Saturday to Sunday will always substan-

tially be more costly than Sunday to Monday, so maybe they will spend the 

weekend with competition, when there is a lot of guests in the hotel, so maybe 
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they want to be in Airbnb the first 2 days, and then be here and have that 

luxury we can offer the last 4 days. Whatever the customer want they can put 

it together. We should just facilitate it and be able to combine a good experi-

ence for that customer with some earnings for us. 

 

Collaborative approaches 

• Who are your most important stakeholders? 

o We have big investors. We haven’t gone public, but we have 2 big investors, 

we have an Asian investment bank, and we have a big retirement fund in Hol-

land. IT’s long-term investors, we very much look at 5, 10, 15 and 20 years, we 

do not look at the numbers for each year. So, we are also less panicking in the 

current situation than many are, because we have a strong basis and a longer 

perspective. So those key investors are the most important stakeholders at the 

moment. That’s the short end. 

• What about your suppliers? 

o We do have suppliers that supply us on a European level. We’ve primarily been 

European. We are staring to get more Asian, and especially more American, 

and in a few years CitizenM will be bigger in the states than I Europe, so that is 

going to be their own ecosystem with building rooms with suppliers and eve-

rything, but I Europe we have some key suppliers that provide us with every-

thing. Like Vitra that provides us with all the furniture and lamps. And that’s a 

good example of a collaboration where we have hotels, very personal and Cit-

izenM, but also a show room for Vitra, so they want to offer they best they can 

at the best prices, so that’s a good example a productive collaboration. 

• Would you consider your customers as part of your stakeholders? 

o In many senses, like the revers triangle, they are the most important stake-

holder. So most of our actions are directed at the customers, and not our fi-

nancial stakeholders, because our financial stakeholders understand that it’s 

the customer satisfaction and the brand value that in the end creates value for 
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them but that’s also why we don’t look at the dictatorship of the black num‐

bers in the book for each year, but we look at longer periods, so we have free-

dom to maintain the focus on the guests and the brand value. 

• Do you think the brand is going to go public within a short time period? 

o I hope so, I want to buy some stock. I don’t know though. But it would make 

sense. 

• But the strategy is growth? 

o Yes, quite an aggressive growth. We have such a strong concept now, and we 

have a strong mix of the cultural concept and the financial concept and prop-

erty development and of the hotel construction. We are very effective at cre-

ating new properties. We are also very picky of where we want to be, so some-

times we have to change our concept, that’s why we are in a rented building 

right here. That’s also something that’s going to be something where they 

learn that we can also be in rented spaces, it’s not only about property devel‐

opment and new hotels, but we can also put concept into an existing building, 

because in places such as Paris and Copenhagen it’s very difficult to find the 

right location. 

• Do you share any knowledge or information with those who you consider your com-

petitors?  

o I think we are quite transparent. In Copenhagen we were very much the new 

interesting kid in the class. Everybody in the industry had already heard of Cit-

izenM, but suddenly we were in Copenhagen. I think I’ve had at least 30 tours 

of the house with competitors. We show them everything and we also give 

them information about how we do the room and everything. We are very se-

cretive with some core concepts around staff and cultural concepts, but I think 

most if it is quite open. We also share some numbers; we do share that we 

have a lower cost of payroll. We also share that we have better conditions, 

because it’s a rough industry, so there’s a high turnover, and we keep our em‐

ployees for a lot longer. I think we are the only hotel, looking at the schemes 
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for government compensation, I was actually quite surprised to learn that a 

high percentage of staff in any hotel Copenhagen are not on fulltime contract, 

because we have everybody on fulltime contracts, almost. We probably do 

some part time contracts. So, I think we are quite open with the competition, 

and it’s not to be arrogant, but we feel that if we do not move fast enough and 

are versatile enough, whenever we show the competition something, we are 

already ahead with something else. We have a lot of concepts that are closer 

and closer to CitizenM. We did not a few years ago, but now there’s a lot of 

chains, and it’s an overall thing. 30 years ago, Michelin restaurants were Mich‐

elin restaurant, now almost all Michelin restaurants will have a bistro in an-

other place in town. The same thing with alle the big chains, they’ve tried to 

do an economy version. But we feel that we are so much ahead that we can 

share information with the competition. 

• Do you have any strategic partnerships with competitors? 

o No, we don’t. 

• You mentioned you had some partnership with Tivoli, do you have anything else in the 

area? 

o We do want to have partnerships. Well, not partnership, but collaboration. It’s 

still something that are not really structured, it’s not something that has been 

done in a significantly part of the hotels, but we do work on different forms of 

collaboration with people who are matched with us and our brand. We want 

to have restaurant, and bars, and gyms, something like that. Because all our 

guests want to have a nice restaurant experience, some of our gusts want a 

gym, we do not have an inhouse gym, so it’s natural to have deals with people 

around us. But it’s far from partnership, but it’s still very attractive for us to 

have some collaborations. 

• Why do you think it’s far from being partners? 

o Because we are very keen on protecting the brand value and having our own 

brand value. With some people we have from the very beginning made them 
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a part of our brand value, like the Vitra furniture or those who delivers the 

kitchen ware, glasses, and cups. But it’s done in a way that people don’t come 

in at think it’s a Vitra showroom, but it’s like CitizenM. It’s like adding a little 

thing. It’s very easy to recognize CitizenM, but we also have something that is 

very national. In each location you should have something from that city or 

country.  

• So, your partnerships are more in the products than in the experiences. You do have 

collaborations with experiences, but where is the line between partnership and collab-

oration? 

o I think we do want to have more of those, and also on our app. We are very 

picky about it, but we do want to have more of those. But it’s something that 

is not that tangible at the moment. It should be more tangible to deliver the 

best possible solution for the guests, but we are very cautious, because we 

don’t want to give a package to people, too much. It’s a really tight robe, it’s a 

balance between having that open atmosphere where we give you a super bed 

and a super location, and then you figure out the rest yourself. So, we do have 

branded CitizenM maps, that you can fold out, also in rain, and that shows you 

different spot. And then we try to do it very eclectic, so that it’s not all on the 

same price range. We can advertise Christiania and Noma at the same time. So 

that’s an example of how we want to keep it eclectic, we want to keep it, not 

within a certain box. So, we do not only have the businessman as our core 

customer, but we also have the cultural visitor, we also have the one that fa-

vors the night life and shopping. So, it’s very important for us to keep that mix. 

People decide themselves. Every little detail should be like that. We would not 

have a CitizenM branded boutique gin. That’s something you can do, and it’s 

very nice, probably for a little cocktail bar, but we want to have 10 different 

gin brands, and then people decide themselves. We do not have a CitizenM 

shampoo, we have 2 CitizenM shampoos, and people decide whether they 

want the AM shampoo or the PM shampoo. It should be a little bit lively all the 

time. 
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• But it’s a bit contradictory, because you are not putting or facilitating, for example 

restaurants or shops in the city to everyone. So, if you recommend, it has to be filtered, 

right? 

o That’s why we are cautious when putting a filter on it. We want to be very 

modern in the sense that people put together their lives, their travel experi-

ences in a very different way. That was one of the principles from the begin-

ning. Our CEO wears Converse and old jeans, but he also drives a Bugatti. You 

don’t have to wear a suit to drive a Bugatti. You can bicycle from CitizenM to 

Noma and spend 10.000 there. So, we want that modern sense of what is lux-

ury, and how do you want to spend your money. That’s why we’re very cau‐

tious about saying to people: here’s that nice luxury stall, where you can get 

nice luxury items, because maybe they just want to go to Sara and pick some-

thing and spend their money on something else. So, we do not want to make 

too many choices for people. We do make some choices. Maybe we hide the 

Coco Cola. Of course, we have Coca Cola, because guests want Coca Cola, but 

we display a danish organic soda, because we feel that it’s along the lines of 

CitizenM. But it’s fine if people want a Coca Cola, that should also be a CitizenM 

thing. We find notching very interesting sometimes, and also in people’s be-

havior we also don’t want to tell people something is forbidden. We are like, 

hey, smile, you are on CCTV, or this is not a parking garage, because it’s also 

our fire exit, so please put your bike somewhere else. But how can you say that 

in a funny way? It’s a balance, and the balance we also strive for is the balance 

between something techy, smart, time saving, easy, but also something that 

should be playful and fun at the same time.  

 

Future 

• What is the biggest change that CitizenM has gone through so far? 

o There’s several changes. One of them is that the bare minimum we strived for 

in the beginning, we should add a bit more. We should have drinks and food 
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available 24/7. We should have the offers, even though we didn’t want to com‐

pete with the restaurants. That we can also place CitizenM in an existing build-

ing, that was a big change for the product development, building new hotels 

from the beginning. And also, our view of the guest has changed from maybe 

quite strictly looking at business guest and some fashionable weekenders. We 

have a more eclectic view of the guests now, and we feel that is more in line 

with our core brand, that we also want to accommodate people who are not 

considered CitizenM guests years ago. Those are the biggest changes. 

o it’s another part of the concept, that you will always have any employee talk a 

lot about the concept, because it makes sense to us as well in the daily work, 

so that creates a lot of enthusiasm as well. Such as the minibar, it’s much nicer 

when people just come up here and talk to us. Or when people ask why we 

don’t have shaving kits in the room, I say it’s because then everybody just put 

them in their bags and then once every half year, the throw it out, and that’s 

very bad for the environment and waste of money and product. And if people 

need something, they just come up and ask me, and I have anything we need. 

We only hand out what people need. It always ends out as a win-win in the 

end, even though it starts out as an enquiry. We still have a fridge in the room, 

so if someone thinks it’s a bit too fancy with our beer brand, and it’s a part of 

their experience to drink Carlsberg, they can go down to 7-Eleven and buy 

some of those and put it in their fridge. It’s up to them. And it’s all double 

rooms, so if you want to bring someone to your room, you’re free to do that, 

or if you want to connect your own devices in the room and watch a movie like 

that, it’s fine, or if you want to watch one of our movies, it’s free of charge and 

it’s there, if you want to watch an adult movie, that’s fine. Do what you want. 

9.3 APPENDIX 3: INTERVIEW WITH BRAND MANNAGER AS MOXY 

 

Intro questions/value offering/general questions 
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1. Why/how was the brand founded? How was the competition in the 

market when the brand first launched? (if they launched to fill out 

any “gaps” in the market, or if they wanted to do something different 

from the standard hospitality business model, if it was a result 

of changing trends in the society) 

a) The brand was founded in 2014. It was created in collaboration 

between Marriott and a property developer Vastint. The brand 

is under the umbrella of Marriott’s brands, being now owned 

by Marriott completely. The two companies had the resources 

to invest in something that they saw with potential for growth, 

and they considered the hotel business as a secure invest-

ment. 

b) For Marriott: in the marketplace there were strong trends go-

ing on and early movers already offering something similar to 

the Moxy brand (lifestyle, young-hip brand). Marriott is not a 

first mover per se; they wait and observe, do research and 

learn from other brands and after that, they make big invest-

ments on others. Marriott considered that when creating 

Moxy, that market space was needed to be covered. 

c) The younger generation nowadays have more money to 

spend, compared to previous generations. Furthermore, older 

generations that are “young at heart” also seek different ex‐

periences compared to traditional hotels, which is what the 

Marriott’s portfolio consists of.  

d) There were a few first movers such as Motel1 (more tradi-

tional), and more experience driven such as The Hoxton or Cit-

izenM. However, Marriott saw a lack of dominant players. The 

experience-driven brands didn't have scale opportunities, so 

with Marriott resources, they thought they could come in as a 

player and scale up Moxy very quickly. As an example: Citi-

zenM (a very famous independent brand) has around 15-20 
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hotels, whereas Moxy being younger has opened the 47th ho-

tel in 1 year alone, with over 70 established and 150 openings 

planned for the upcoming years. Therefore, it is seen that 

other players cannot keep up the scaling pace that Marriott 

pushes, in this case with Moxy.  

e) Other hotels (like The Hoxton) do better lifestyle experiences. 

Moxy has tried to copy it but with their own brand standards. 

Therefore, fitting the market space that Marriott was lacking. 

The main difference then is that Moxy (thanks to Marriott 

power) has scaled quickly.  

f) When being a big company like Marriott, it is hard to be a first 

mover or an innovative firm. One of the reasons being its hier-

archy and bureaucracy (they own/manage/franchise) over 

7000 hotels worldwide. With Moxy, Marriott thought of com-

peting with those innovative, independent or boutique hotels, 

and do things differently from their established portfolio. 

Therefore, they created Moxy since they did not have any 

other hotels that filled that gap.  

g) Moxy is the only brand that Marriott does not operate at all. It 

is usually franchised, as in this case in Moxy Copenhagen. With 

Moxy, operators such as Core Hospitality can adapt their ac-

tivities to a more local extent, creating fun offerings and 

spaces (like the bar, hosting events, etc.). These offerings bring 

on the local feeling. The operations are currently working on 

it, but of course it is a difficult moment due to COVID-19 crisis.  

h) Franchisee’s drawbacks: lack of control (or high control from 

Marriott), adding extra layers to the organization itself (Core 

Hospitality as operators). Also, committing to strict quality 

checks annually which decide whether the hotel is following 

the Marriott standards. In terms of sales or commercials, Moxy 

cannot do promotions via OTAs (e.g. Booking.com, Expe-

dia.com, etc.) unless it is a global campaign orchestrated by 
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Marriott. This is because otherwise Moxy would damage Mar-

riott's core webpage pricing.  

i) In terms of culture: Usually Danish hotel companies are very 

“casual” to work with. On the contrary, Marriott is very pro‐

fessional, with many protocols and guidelines to follow. It is 

tiring, yet operators can learn from the “big machine’s (Mar‐

riott) expertise.  

j) Moxy CPH structure: they have 15 employees at the moment, 

and around 30 before corona. The roles are mixed, so there 

are not many middle-layers or positions. Often 1 person has 

many duties (not as in other conventional Marriott hotels). 

Moxy therefore, does not have the same administrative back 

of the house that can manage all the hotel’s tasks and hence, 

complete all protocols. Marriott is currently working on that, 

since they do understand Moxy has a different model.  

k) Location: the property investor decided the location, not the 

operators. It is expected to be a good location (Sydhavn). The 

hotel has easy access to the airport (S-tog, metro in the up-

coming years) yet not being an airport hotel, there are only 2 

Scandic Hotels in the region, so they are competing with the 

“traditional and boring” model. Those things combined make 

a good case for a hotel like Moxy CPH.  

l) Marriott Portal: usually, Marriott guests do not look for loca-

tion but for the brand. So Moxy being cheaper within the Mar-

riott brand’s umbrella, maybe they are interested in visiting. 

2. Do you think your business model is successful? Why? 

a) Yes, if it is executed correctly. The business model works, but 

execution is everything because: on the one hand they provide 

affordable luxury, which is an easy model to scale because it is 

affordable yet making it nicely (affordable design hotel). The 

hotel is easy and affordable to build, and at the same time it is 

easy to sell rooms because it is more affordable compared to 
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others. You can still charge a premium because of the facilities’ 

offering. What is difficult regarding this business model is cre-

ating benefits from common spaces (like the lobby, bar, etc.) 

since they are paying big amounts of money for it. For that, 

Moxy CPH needs to make sure they make profit from it (it be-

comes alive) by creating events, attracting locals, meetings, 

the bar/cafe. However, creating that atmosphere is difficult. 

When they first opened, they thought it would be easier to do 

so compared to the city center (due to the higher competition, 

being surrounded by other places), since they do not have 

many competitors around. Nevertheless, they have not suc-

ceeded yet. The key is merging the hotel with the neighbor-

hood to bring on the social fabric. That is tough and it takes 

time. If that becomes a thing, then it is a very successful busi-

ness model. In other countries or hotels in the world (E.g., The 

Hoxton), hotels are a trendy spot to go to a bar or just as a 

hangout place to be.  

3. What is your target market? (in % and divided by groups) Why did 

you pick this target market? 

a) The target audience for the brand and who they are speaking 

to is the young (25-40 yo) who don't want to compromise 

when they are travelling, they don't want to stay at something 

cheap just to save money, but they are willing to pay an extra 

premium to have a lifestyle experience and have a high-quality 

life while they stay at the hotel. The young are richer today, 

compared to 20 years ago, so they have the money that is 

ready to be spent, and they are happy to spend it on experi-

ences. The brand accepts that not everyone will like Moxy. 

They accept that the brand is something for a few.  

b) Who they see arriving at the hotel is not the young per se, but 

the young at heart. So those who have even more money to 

spend (they have more established lives, having good salaries, 



164 
 

etc. - Business people). At Moxy CPH they have perceived they 

received an even older crowd compared to other Moxy’s 

around the world, and they do not know why exactly it is the 

case. That is not the experience the brand is trying to give, 

since the older crowd is not creating the ideal experience, the 

hotel wants to build, but they have perceived that the older 

crowds like that atmosphere because they want to feel still 

young.  

c) Marriott does not have a lot of people among their users/peo-

ple, but they have a big segment of middle-aged group of peo-

ple, travelling for business specifically. So, they can see a lot of 

corporates visiting, who like to have a social experience with 

their co-workers after the workday or bring customers to the 

business. 

d) Moxy is created as a leisure hotel, so it should be the main 

driver. But the brand focuses on both leisure and corporate. In 

normal times, the % would be 30-40% business corporations 

and the rest leisure. They would like to bring on more corpo-

rate business since it is a secure income as they keep coming 

back, but leisure is something they are also focused on. They 

see a big increase in leisure this year because of COVID-19, so 

it will be a high focus in the company.  

e) A hotel is an extended arm of an experience. It is about en-

hancing the X city visit when creating those experiences in lob-

bies, restaurants, bars, etc. And that works for both corporate 

and leisure, so it is not an issue that Moxy is made for leisure 

but wants more corporate at the same time.  

4. What is the value proposition that you offer to your customers? 

a) Affordable luxury: space between luxury high-end, but they re-

moved some facilities that people do not usually use or need. 

E.g., smaller rooms than in luxury hotels, no minibar, less cost-
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space, etc. Part of the value proposition is of course the Mar-

riott Bonvoy; loyalty program.  

b) The experience is definitely part of the value offering. Today 

however, they cannot really distinguish themselves from other 

traditional hotels due to COVID. Nevertheless, coming out of 

the crisis, they are expecting to attract customers through the 

experience value offering, and not just the core product (high 

quality rooms).  

c) Outside experiences (tourism network/ecosystem): they 

should do it. The travel industry is trying to enhance the col-

laboration between tourism enterprises e.g., Wonderful Co-

penhagen - try to combine various service offerings. However, 

the brand manager thinks it is not a success (in general, hotels 

in CPH). An example of what they are doing is through loyalty 

programs at local places, for instance restaurants. But Moxy is 

not part of it. They think it should be part of their “being local” 

initiative, and it is something they are willing to work on, yet it 

is not implemented yet.  

d) Barriers the brand manager sees: the coordination between 

ecosystem participants. They would like to do promotions that 

include other “outside experiences”, but the hotel thinks they 

carry the whole responsibility since they need to handle eve-

rything themselves (e.g., restaurant reservation, booking at X 

place, etc.). They cannot make those systems interact, so there 

are technologic barriers. They would like to be the facilitator 

for the neighborhood, which means they would like people to 

go to the hotel and experience those services there (e.g., 

bringing the local nail artist to the hotel). They are definitely 

focused on bringing in locals (especially from the neighbor-

hood or CPH, since it is a small city).  

5. Why is it important for the brand to include sustainability as part of 

your value proposition?  
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a) As a global brand, Marriott does a lot of sustainability practices 

and they set high protocols. But as a franchisee, they have 

some requirements, yet they are very limited. In Scandinavia 

specifically is limited because the region is very sustainable 

conscious. The buildings are already sustainable certified. 

Moxy is considered and catalogued as a sustainable brand, but 

it is not marketed for the public as such. They are currently 

waiting on receiving Green certificates; however, it is not a big 

effort for them. They do not need to publish it to prove that 

they are doing it. It is a very young operational company (Core 

Hospitality), and they believe sustainability is very relevant to 

create successful operations. Therefore, they aim to obtain 

the certificates. But there is still a long journey for them to de-

velop further sustainable actions. The company considers the 

buildings as the most important asset that impacts the sustain-

able results. The owners are the ones in control of the con-

struction and thus, applying sustainable procedures, not the 

operators.  

b) They find it important to obtain the certificates to prove they 

are sustainable as without the formal paper, it is difficult to do 

so. Nowadays, some global companies are demanding sustain-

able certificates from hotels before signing commercial deals. 

Moxy at the moment is losing business because they do not 

have the certificates yet. They need them for sales and mar-

keting branding. They see the trend of sustainability being im-

portant.  

c) Operational procedures: they are currently working on it. It is 

not a big effort, as it is normalized nowadays. The big sustain-

able impact operationally comes from the suppliers. They take 

into account their supplier’s sustainable impact before work‐

ing with them. From a guest experience, the hotel does not 

need to remark their sustainable actions, as they consider it to 
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be normalized among guests too. They have not done much 

about it. Just communicate simple messages, waste sorting, 

but minor things.  

 

Resources/social aspect/competitive sources 

6. Is data an important tool for the brand to create awareness among 

potential targets? How do you use data? Do you use data and big 

data to create strategic decision-making? 

a) Yes, data is very important. Marriott controls most of the data 

from a brand perspective. Franchisees have access to some 

data, mainly social accounts and websites, point of sales. From 

a distribution perspective they use specific platforms. Marriott 

does not use it specifically for Moxy, but for Marriott BonVoy 

as a whole. They study their members, age, expenditure, travel 

purposes, etc. Moxy is limited to some data, but they still use 

it for revenue mainly (when and how people book to observe 

trends and optimize operations, and thus anticipate the de-

mands). During this Corona period, they are navigating with-

out data, since those travel bookings and trends have van-

ished. It has been hard for them to organize the operations.  

b) Data and big data are used at an operations-based level (reve-

nue as stated earlier). At a hotel perspective, the Revenue and 

the General manager work close together with data and run 

the operations based on it. They also use guest reviews plat-

forms that gather all data from all platforms in order to under-

stand how people are finding the service and improve based 

on their feedback. At the moment, the current data coming 

from those platforms is not valid since there are only a few 

reviews, therefore it is hard for them to use.  

c) Moxy is a technological hotel mainly because of the use of data 

and the use of their core platform, as well as their strong social 
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presence in social media. Yet they do not have the digital de-

vices in the rooms, just big TVs and Chromecast, but no iPads. 

The reason is that the room is meant for you to be sleeping 

there, but Moxy aims to nudge their guests to join the com-

mon areas such as the bar and socialize.  

7. Do you think innovation in hospitality has been mainly driven by 

technological advances? Yes/No, Why? 

a) Yes, the core offer has not changed (room and adding some 

updated features). Innovation has arrived through technology. 

E.g., distribution systems. CitizenM and their iPad is a good 

case that might bring them good benefits; however, it might 

help guests staying longer in their rooms.  

b) Technology in operations: e.g., the umbrella self-service at 

Moxy. It avoids standard, routinary and sometimes faulty ac-

tivities (staff giving, controlling, charging, etc.). Instead, it has 

freed the staff from it.  

8. Do you think your company is focused on the development of inter-

nal processes and performances, or satisfying outsider customer de-

mands? How do you use technology to achieve that? 

a) As a brand, Moxy was developed to offer something unique in 

the market (lifestyle experience) compared to the other ones. 

Therefore, the Moxy brand was created to fulfill that outsider 

customer demand. However, Core Hospitality as the operators 

is focused on internal performance. They need to continue be-

coming better performance-wise. E.g., When running Moxy 

CPH, they need to learn about Marriott’s standards and work 

with them.  

9. How do you enhance human interactions between customer-ambas-

sador/staff in a digitalized environment? 

a) Digitalization is something that facilitates a better service. You 

have opportunities to centralize tasks, communicate offerings 
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through them, etc. However, human interaction is what peo-

ple seek out when they stay at a hotel. When digitizing all the 

routinary/boring parts of the experience (e.g., check-in/out, 

key cards, etc.) and allowing guests to have that on their 

phone through the app and establish communications through 

it. It removes administrative tasks and allows the crew to focus 

on human interactions, which is where the value is.  

b) At Moxy, employees have several roles (they can check you in, 

but also serve you cocktails). That creates a bond between 

guest and employee. Even so, the brand manager has seen 

how staff became friends with guests along the time.  

c) If digitization is done well and is part of the culture and em-

ployees, it can only facilitate better service by allowing the 

staff to focus on adding value through their interactions or en-

counters with customers.  

10. Do you facilitate interactions between your customers and potential 

customers? Do you have any tools in place at the moment? E.g., so-

cial pages/forums, owned and run social media platforms, X brand 

community, etc. 

a) Moxy as a brand has an Instagram account and encourages 

their ambassadors and guests to participate on the social me-

dia account using hashtags, etc., and commenting on their 

stays. In a regular hotel, it would be very hard to create this 

community. However, due to Moxy being an experience-hotel, 

it can in fact create that community. Maybe Instagram is not 

the place to establish contact with other users or strangers, 

but at least it brings awareness of what the experience looks 

like to potential customers.  

b) Marriott Bonvoy also has a community called “Insiders” where 

they can discuss and comment on their stays, etc. It is a net-

work for loyalty members. They see good amounts of activity 
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on the network where users add value to the rest when dis-

cussing pros and cons of the stays, adding feedback, etc. It is 

not Moxy specific, but it is connected to some extent.  

c) Moxy has social accounts, but they don't run or own their own 

platform. It is run by Marriott (Marriott Bonvoy).  

11. What role do you think the customer plays along the service experi-

ence? Does your strategy take into consideration the role of custom-

ers as co-producers of the service experience? How do you think cus-

tomers can contribute to creating a better experience for them-

selves? Do you have in place any protocols among your customers 

to enhance the customer co-production on the experience? 

a) The customer is part of it, so they play a very relevant role. 

Their experience starts way before arrival or before establish-

ing any communication with the hotel (e.g., expectations vs 

reality). Regarding marketing then, it is important that the 

brand sticks to showing something real, not too far from the 

reality in order to match the customer’s expectations. Thus, 

you avoid uncomfortable situations once the guest is at the 

hotel.  

b) You cannot control the guest’s journey (e.g., many guests leav‐

ing bad reviews after leaving due to some issue they had dur-

ing the stay. However, they never communicated them to the 

staff).  

c) If they want the full experience at Moxy, they need to socialize 

because that is how the hotel was designed and created for.  

d) The bartenders play a big part in creating the experience. Peo-

ple like the staff, and those interactions are what creates Moxy 

experience. Staff is friendly, not formal but themselves. They 

guide them towards an optimal Moxy attitude, but they do not 

follow protocols or instructions. However, interactions should 

feel nature and they are the ones creating the atmosphere. If 
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people do not come down to the common spaces, thus there 

is no experience to create.  

e) Customers have opportunities to offer feedback through the 

Marriott BonVoy platform and through standardized surveys 

after the stay. They can also contact the staff while they are at 

the hotel, and the crew has the responsibility and obligation 

to respond to them within a short amount of time (10 min 

max.). That can be considered a protocol that comes from 

Marriott’s rules. Only a very few people use the communica‐

tion channel while they are on the stay. At Moxy, they prefer 

to inform them and encourage communication.  

 

Platforms & Platform disruption 

12. Why do you think the hospitality industry has been impacted at a 

higher degree compared to other industries by the emergence of 

platform business models such as Airbnb? 

a) They know the industry was impacted due to Airbnb, since 

they usually offer cheaper options as an alternative to hotels. 

The manager considers that Airbnb came in at the right time 

to not hurt the industry too much (Airbnb started strong in 

2008 - global economic crisis), because yes, they do have a lot 

of market share (e.g., 6 million stays in CPH in 2019) but Moxy 

also saw that their average occupancy rate was 80% through-

out the year (2019). Capacity has also increased in the city. So, 

Airbnb has an impact, but they perceive that once the prices 

are lower in hotels, people move away from Airbnb to hotels.  

b) Airbnb is offering the same as hotels (a bed to sleep, kitchen 

included perhaps), so Moxy is losing business to them. But the 

manager thinks they are a good alternative competitor that is 

not stealing the same guest as regular hotels would get. Moxy 

is competing against them since they think their target audi-

ence are the ones who use Airbnb, so you can say that Moxy 



172 
 

was also created to fight off Airbnb and offer their services 

within the Marriott umbrella. Marriott is tackling their strategy 

against Airbnb by creating a brand like Moxy (affordable & ex-

perienced-based hotel), and at the same time, offer their 

guests their loyalty program (global, big scale) that could allow 

them to stay in luxury hotels when accumulating points.  

c) Airbnb has an impact, but because of the positive economic 

development these past years (until now - Covid - and yet ho-

teliers believe the positive economic development will come 

back), Airbnb is not too noticeable.  

13. How do you think platforms disrupt you? What parameters have 

been affected the most by disruptors such as Airbnb? E.g., RevPAR, 

lower prices, etc. Have you seen a change in your customer base that 

could be linked to the disruptors’ emergence? Does the brand con-

sider Airbnb and other peer-to-peer platforms direct competitors? 

Yes/No, why? 

a) RevPAR is the one that has been the most affected. Despite 

Airbnb taking a big customer share (6 mill. In 2019 in CPH), 

brands like Moxy (more affordable compared to other regular 

hotels) are able to attract customers that are sensitive to price.  

b) In the current situation (COVID-19), the manager sees a price 

war among hotels in CPH. The larger companies are lowering 

the rates too early. However, Moxy’s price strategy does not 

look into Airbnb’s rates when setting their prices. They do not 

have a system that monitors Airbnb’s pricing lists. Moxy’s com‐

petitors are traditional hotels close by, lifestyle hotels in the 

city center and Airbnb, but as a general market competitor. 

Airbnb’s pricing lists close by Moxy are also competing against 

each other. The manager does not consider Airbnb as the clos-

est direct competitor, but they are on outer layers   

c) Moxy is not listed on Airbnb and that is also a Marriott’s choice 

to decide. Marriott’s platform announced homes and Villas (so 
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copying what Airbnb is doing, but with luxury apartments) at 

a smaller scale. Since it is at such a lower scale, they cannot be 

seen as competitors of Airbnb. 

14. What are the biggest differences between accommodation peer-to-

peer platforms (Airbnb) and your brand? (Give examples) And simi-

larities? Why do you think accommodation platforms are successful? 

a) Moxy has regularities they need to apply, whereas Airbnb does 

not. That has been heavily criticized. E.g., safety, tax evasion, 

etc. Moxy gives what Airbnb promises to do, but fails at: giving 

the local experience, being part of the neighborhood. The re-

ality is that you show up, get a key and you do not necessarily 

get that local experience. If the host stays with you is when 

you can get a good experience, but you can get that in a hotel, 

plus a service and the quality safety. Moxy also offers a social 

aspect in the common areas such as the bar. What Airbnb has 

is the online and platform community.  

b) Airbnb has less of a social experience than you get in a lifestyle 

experience hotel. In Airbnb, unless you have a host that is very 

immersed in the experience, you do not really get what they 

offer. Therefore, Moxy declares they have a more social aspect 

they can offer to their guests.  

c) Airbnb has done a good job with their experiences’ platform. 

Marriott BonVoy is trying to do the same: they offer unique 

experiences to their members (e.g., access to events, etc.), 

however that access is very elitist since Marriott considers it-

self a luxury brand.  

d) The brand manager thinks that Airbnb’s growth might depend 

on adding more hotels to their platform. At the moment they 

have listed a few. Therefore, he considers opening up the plat-

form might benefit them. 

e) The brand manager agrees that the experiences from outside 

are missing in Marriott’s platform, compared to Airbnb and its 
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complementors (e.g., offering a local guide, restaurant op-

tions, etc.). Moxy cannot do anything about it, since it is Mar-

riott’s choice.  

f) Airbnb is successful because of the number of opportunities it 

offers (many different listings). Also, because Airbnb is a plat-

form business and therefore does not own any property. 

Airbnb has been good at building the online community (net-

work effects, etc.), and that is where their success is. Marriott 

is a huge company, but it is not a technological company, 

therefore it is too slow to innovate and keep up with those 

types of developments.  

g) Why not joining them instead of competing? -> The manager 

says that is one of the reasons they are (sometimes, up to Mar-

riott) on Booking.com (& other OTAs). Even though they are 

taking a big % from their sales, it works for them as Book-

ing.com sends loads of guests and hence, it is a good distribu-

tion platform. He does not know why Marriott does not work 

with Airbnb. He thinks they might not agree on commission 

and contract terms, and technologies too. E.g., Marriott signed 

a contract with Expedia.com just 2 years ago. Due to their size, 

their contract agreements take a very long time to be materi-

alized. It is a very tough process.  

15. According to the platforms’ business model, the value provided to 

customers is enhanced when participants in the market work to-

gether and collaborate. Do you consider being part of a business eco-

system would benefit the firm? Why/How? 

a) If Moxy is able to offer unique things for their customers, then 

yes, they would like to collaborate with firms within the eco-

system. Being merged in the local, social fabric and being able 

to offer customers an additional value, it would be great for 

them. They would look into experiences rather than merely 

products when seeking out for partners. 
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b) They would like to create or be part of an “experience plat‐

form”, where guests would have access to all types of experi‐

ences. The dangerous thing for the hotel would be the fact 

that they would have to be responsible for the experiences 

happening and on top of that, pay a fee to be part of it. That is 

why Moxy would like to keep it separately. They would only 

look into partnering with unique firms to offer unique experi-

ences.  

c) The idea for Moxy is to do more local work, offer local offerings 

to guests. At the moment is at a very early stage and looks 

more like a dream.  

 

 

 

Collaborative approaches 

16. What are the stakeholders the brand considers as the most im-

portant? And what type of relationship do you have? (partnership, 

strategic partner, merely exchange/transaction based, etc.) 

a) There are 3 stakeholders: guests, staff & neighbors, although 

suppliers too (offering quality through them). Also Marriott of 

course. They are a big one as a franchisor.  

b) The staff is extremely important. They are the ones creating 

the lifestyle experience. Therefore, Moxy looks for specific 

personalities, on top of being able to have some basic skills. 

They are part of the experience.  

c) Neighbors and the local community: they haven't got to start 

working with them yet. They are trying for them to be part of 

the Moxy community.  

d) The relationship should be both transactional and collabora-

tive, especially for guests and staff, and neighbors. For suppli-

ers, it is merely transactional. 
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e) Neighbors: mainly collaborative. The hotel provides services 

(free meeting spaces, events, atmosphere, etc.).  

f) Strategic partners: biggest suppliers (e.g., linen supplier, flat 

bread supplier). Owners (because they are operators).  

17. Do you share any resources/knowledge/capabilities with competi-

tors? Are they strategic resources? Is the brand willing to work with 

competitors? 

a) Moxy is open minded, and they are happy to welcome com-

petitors in their facilities. Hotels are also sharing benchmarked 

data into platforms, and everyone benefits from that.  

b) Within the Marriott umbrella: they are competing with AC Ho-

tels within the Marriott Bonvoy platform, but at the same time 

they are sharing systems and data from Marriott. Moxy is open 

for collaborating with AC, but they do not seem very respon-

sive.  

18. Do you have any collaborative activities/approaches among the 

company’s culture? Is collaboration a value within the company’s 

culture? 

a) Marriott has a lot of activities that they want Moxy to have. 

From a Danish perspective, they find them very American. 

They find the corporate culture does not match the Danish cul-

ture. They do have implemented some training programs from 

Marriott, but operationally and culture-wise, it does not hap-

pen often.  

b) Moxy does some collaborative, cultural things in their own 

way.  

 

Future 

19. What is the biggest change the firm has gone through so far? Are 

there any changes planned for the future? How do you think the evo-

lution of generations (Z, Y) will affect the value propositions in the 

hospitality market? 
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a) Opening a new hotel and adapting to the Marriott system, es-

tablishing structures, and being administrative correct… they 

are not there yet. They are quite new, and it is a very tough 

process. 

b) Being a different type of hotel within Marriott (traditional, hi-

erarchical, etc.). They do not really fit in, but they hope with 

time it will get easier for them as they would acquire more ex-

perience.  

c) Needing to do things differently, breaking the rules (part of 

what they do that) while at the same time committing to Mar-

riott’s rules is very difficult. 

d) Corona has been the only change they have seen since open-

ing. The situation is not helping when creating the lifestyle at-

mosphere, as it is part of the brand and the experience. The 

change from having fun and well booked, to not have any 

guests and scaling down the crew has been the biggest chal-

lenge.  

e) Generations: Moxy was built for our generations (millennials 

and Z). the brand is expected to grow with the generations. 

These generations are expected to grow and still have the 

same desire of seeking out experiences when they travel. 

Therefore, the brand manager considers the brand does not 

need to change too much. Maybe they need to keep up with 

the technological advances and work on room features, but 

Moxy as a brand (defined, specific target audience, etc.) might 

be attractive still to a large segment of the population.  

f) The business model works, depending on the location as 

events, etc. need to be part of the model in order for the hotel 

to become local.  

20. Hierarchy, structure. How is it compared to the old-fashioned ho-

tels? 
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a) The traditional hotels hire people from within the industry. At 

Moxy, they are more flexible, it is flatter, and everyone has a 

voice. It is more doable because everyone is “on the floor, fac‐

ing guests”. Even the general manager is on the floor, being 

visible.  

b) It is awkward for Moxy to have the big Marriott’s hierarchy 

due to their size and operations. However, at the same time, 

they need some structure and follow certain rules. It is a chal-

lenge, but they find it fun.  

c) More pros and cons when working for Marriott? It is hard for 

them to say now, since they need to gather more data (They 

have been open 2 years now). But they believe the numbers 

will be positive for them, and they think Marriott brings value 

for them.  

d) Once they are able to establish the brand in Denmark and 

bring on the local aspect, with the help of Marriott’s platform 

and customer base, they are hopeful to achieve great levels of 

value.  

e) The strength of Marriott: once you are in the loyalty program, 

the members tend to stick to the program and not look any-

where else besides Marriott’s brands. However, they have a 

big competitor in Europe: Accor Hotels.  

f) The manager thinks that once big brands like Marriott merge 

with local firms, they can merge their loyalty programs and 

bring on additional value to customers. E.g., being able to use 

points at restaurants, events, bars, etc. Marriott is currently 

working on it, and that will be coming soon. 

 


