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ABSTRACT 
 

The arising economic phenomenon collaborative economy challenges the traditional 

relationship between producer, retailer and consumer, where the shift has changed to 

consumers valuing access over ownership. With the help from semi-structured 

interviews with company representatives using either a traditional business model 

or/and a collaborative business model in the transportation and accommodation 

industry, this thesis aims to investigate how this shift is affecting the relationship 

between companies and consumers. The results show that the main difference is the 

level of consumer integration applied within the two different business models. A 

traditional business model is mostly interested in maintaining its’ own company's 

health by focusing on keeping the consumer satisfied. In contrary, collaborative 

business models are equally interested in maintaining the health of the community as 

the consumer is highly involved and rooted around the platform and are in a sense 

more important in the latter business model. Moreover, this thesis add on existing 

theory by mapping out collaborative economy, while also forming empirical evidence 

by presenting key values related to how companies coordinate their relationship as 

well as how relational structures are built up within each business model in order for a 

company to capture, create and deliver value to the consumers. From a practical 

standpoint, this will provide useful information of companies within each of the 

business models, but especially for companies interested in adopting a collaborative 

business model, as it is of importance since one easily can become blindfolded by the 

light of others success.  
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1.0. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background 

“Uber, the world’s largest taxi company, owns no vehicles. Facebook, the world’s 

most popular media owner, creates no content. Alibaba, the most valuable retailer, 

has no inventory. And Airbnb, the world’s largest accommodation provider, owns no 

real estate. Something interesting is happening.” - Goodwin (2015) !
!
The way business has been conducted historically is facing a spiral of a 

transformational process, as an emerging economic phenomenon vastly spreading 

worldwide (Bauwens, 2007; Belk, 2013; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; McAlpine, 2014; 

Stokes et al., 2014). The transformation could arguably be as important as the 

Industrial Revolution in terms of how we think about ownership (Botsman & Rogers, 

2010). The arising economic phenomenon is called collaborative economy and it 

challenges the traditional relationship between producer, retailer and consumer, where 

the shift has changed to consumers valuing access over ownership (Gansky, 2010; 

McAlpine, 2014). The transportation and accommodation industry are two industries 

that to a high extent are witnessing the force of the collaborative economy. Within the 

transportation industry, companies such as Uber, Lyft, and Getaround have emerged, 

and in the accommodation industry companies such as Airbnb, iStopOver, and 9Flats 

have done the same. These companies have made the market more competitive and 

improved the access to a number of services as well as facilities (Ranchordás, 2015). !
!
A company’s business model reflects how a company interprets the needs of its 

consumers in order to gain profit. It describes how a company captures, creates and 

delivers value. Hence, within a business model the consumer relationships can be 

described as one of the most important building blocks (Teece, 2010). The 

collaborative economy encourages a closer relationship between people rather than to 

the brand, which may imply a turn in the relationship between consumer and the 

company (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Owyang et al., 2014). It is therefore in our 

interest to look at the two industries mentioned and investigate how the relationship 

between companies and their consumers differ between companies using a 

collaborative business model (hereafter CBM) compared to companies using a 



! 5!

traditional business model (hereafter TBM), operating within the transport as well as 

the accommodation industry.!
 

The upsurge of collaborative economy is primarily driven by four benefits, namely; 1) 

social, where people have deeper social and personal connections amongst each other, 

2) economics, where people make more efficient and resilient use of financial 

resources, 3) environment, where people make more efficient, sustainable and 

innovative use of natural resources (Anderson, 2013), and technological, including 

the upsurge of the mobile society, social networks and digital payment systems  

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Owyang et al., 2014). !
!
Historically the market economy has been structured through the two roles of buyers 

and sellers standing on each side of the market, facing each other.!Supply and demand 

are fundamentals, and the interests of the two roles differ in the way that one actor 

wants to “sell at the highest price” and the other one “buy at a lowest price” (Geerts, 

1992 in Aspers, 2011, p. 5). Even though most of the actors within collaborative 

economy still believe in the principle of capitalist markets and self-interest (Botsman 

& Rogers, 2010), the collaborative economy is constructed by “markets of sharing”, 

where the major incentive is to create utility maximization (John, 2013). !

1.2. Problem, Discussion & Purpose 

a clear strategy is vital for a company to secure a sound relationship with its 

consumers, since each interaction between the parties has the potential to strengthen, 

weaken or even end the relationship between them (Baxter & Simon, 1997). But as 

these exchanges originate at a set cost, companies must wisely define what kind of 

relationship they want to form, and with whom (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). The 

competition for resources remains one of the most discussed and debated questions 

within economic theory and the free market (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). What is 

jointly shared between companies adapting to collaborative economy models, is that 

they are going to inaccessible areas where Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” cannot 

(Basulto, 2013), namely to markets consisting of assets that earlier would not have 

been considered monetizable (French, 2015). Hence, companies within the 

collaborative economy are re-adjusting supply and demand, extending the invisible 

hand by giving consumers the opportunity to access otherwise unused capacity or idle 
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assets (Basulto, 2013). As previously mentioned, the collaborative model shows a 

disruptive potential to existing industries and due to its vast growth it arguably 

challenges the way business usually is conducted. Being such a new phenomenon 

brings numerous question marks to the surface, and industries such as the transport as 

well as the accommodation sector are two examples where traditional companies are 

forced to take action. It could be of importance for companies to be acquainted with 

contemporary consumer relationship strategies (as familiar in CBMs) in order to stay 

competitive and survive the constant changing market (Porter, 2008). !
!
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate how collaborative economy influences the 

way companies conduct business regarding their approach to consumer relationship. 

By comparing companies using a TBM, to companies using a CBM, the intention is 

to identify similarities and differences in consumer relationship maintenance. In 

addition, this thesis will provide indications on how companies adapt to and/or absorb 

elements of CBMs. !

1.3. Research Question 

Companies with CBMs help consumers resolve the paradox of no longer enjoying the 

ownership of what is consumed, but having to continue to consume anyway. 

Henceforth, as described, we are moving from a marketplace where we are organized 

around ownership, to one organized around access to assets. Today, there is limited 

research about how this new phenomenon is likely to affect the way of conducting 

business and company’s practices (Bahardi & Eckhardt, 2012; Cohen & Kietzman, 

2014). However, collaborative economy could arguably have an impact on the 

traditional consumption patterns, and the relationship between the company and the 

consumer. Henceforth, taking a company’s perspective, we aim to investigate: !
!
RQ: When comparing a traditional business model and a collaborative business 

model, what are the differences and similarities in the relationship between the 

company and the consumer? !
!
To answer the research question, a comparative multiple case study will be carried out 

on ten companies operating within the transport and the accommodation industry (see 

Table 2), either using a TBM or/and a CBM. The business models will be interpreted 
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using Fiske’s relational model as well as social exchange theory, which both allow us 

to analyse the relation between company and consumer and how it is socially 

constructed. While Fiske’s relational model focuses on the behaviours within the 

relationship, social exchange theory focuses on the relational exchange that take place 

between company and consumer.!

1.4. Contribution 

Collaborative economy is an upcoming and vast spreading phenomenon that until 

now is a relatively unexplored area (Bahardi & Eckhardt, 2012; Cohen & Kietzman, 

2014). Even though several reports have been written regarding collaborative 

economy and consumer behaviour (Stokes et al., 2014; Owyang et al., 2014), previous 

scholar research within the field has mainly focused on the implications of 

collaborative economy (Belk, 2010). Furthermore, few attempts have been done to 

investigate and compare a CBM to a more TBM, particularly when it comes to 

relationship issues between company and consumer. !
!
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2.0. BACKGROUND 
 

The aim with this chapter is to explain the different concepts used in the thesis in 

order to answer the research question. First, we will distinguish what a TBM will 

represent within this thesis. Second, to pedagogically describe and illustrate all the 

different concepts used in this empirical context, Figure 1 and Figure 2 have been 

developed. Third, collaborative economy will be examined and broken down into 

smaller dimensions.!

2.1. The Emergence of Collaborative Economy 

2.1.1. Traditional Business Model 

To provide a better understanding of the market and its developmental patterns, it is 

important to understand the characteristics of the TBM and the emergence of the 

collaborative economy. Traditionally, the drive of businesses, and their economic 

activity, is to produce and distribute commodities that either could be sold or rented 

out to an end-customer in order to satisfy wants or needs (Owyang et al., 2014; Vargo 

& Lusch, 2004). To put it plain and simple; a commodity transfers from seller to 

buyer, money transfers from buyer to seller and the transaction is ended (described 

with arrows in Figure 1). Hence, we are familiar with a trading system; a market 

consisting of a seller and a buyer (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010), and a market that 

operates for the exchange of value and profit (Bauwens, 2007). According to Savitt 

(1990), this TBM is viewed as a relocation of ownership of commodities, where the 

consumer is the recipient (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). !

2.1.2. Towards a Changing Relational Mindset 

Companies with a CBM provide a platform that facilitates a commodity to be 

transferred from a provider to a consumer, money transferred from consumer to 

provider and lastly the commodity transferred back to the provider (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010) (described with arrows in Figure 1). Hence, the consumer only 

welfares from the function of what the commodity provides before handing it back 

(Durgee & O’Connor, 1995). Compared to a TBM, in this “new” market, consumers 

are also empowered and have a major role to carry out transactions with each other 

(Owyang et al., 2014). Hence, instead of a market consisting of a seller and a buyer, 
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there is a provider, as well as providing-customers and consumer-customers. 

Moreover, the difference between a consumer and customer, in this context, is that the 

consumer is the ultimate user of the product or service, whereas the customer is the 

one who purchase and pays for the product or service.!
!

!
Figure 1 

!
Companies adapted to this new environment ought to have a changed mindset, as they 

serve as network coordinators, and/or act as middlemen between supply and demand 

rather than selling ownership of commodities to end-consumers. Instead, these 

companies develop platforms as organizational systems for other parties to use 

(McAlpine, 2014). Contrasting TBMs, companies acting within a two-sided market 

need to build a consumer relationship strategy not only for one side of the market, but 

for both sides of the markets; for providing-customers and for consumer-customers 

(see Figure 1) (Hagiu, 2007). It can therefore be argued that this collective behaviour 

redefines the traditional market relationships affecting how companies maintain their 

relationship with the consumers.  !

2.2. Collaborative Economy 

Many attempts have been executed to find an overall explanation that describes this 

relatively new phenomenon. Collaborative economy is often synonymously used as 

sharing economy (Belk, 2013; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Gansky, 2010; Stokes et al., 

2014). Nevertheless, collaborative economy has gained recognition as being more 
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appealing (Owyang et al., 2014) and will be used as the overall term within this 

thesis, which we, in line with Dervojeda et al., (2013, p. 3), define as; “companies 

that deploy accessibility based business models for peer-to-peer markets and its user 

communities”. In the following chapter, the aim is to give an overview and map out 

collaborative economy and one of its veins collaborative consumption, which is the 

main focus area within this thesis. Figure 2 has been developed in order to illustrate 

and mapping out ditto. !

2.2.1. Collaborative Consumption 

After a study was carried out on 120 different organizations (Stokes et al., 2014), 

specific key traits and characteristics within collaborative economy was identified, 

and in line with Botsman and Rogers (2010) and Owyang et al., (2014) we divide 

collaborative economy into four pillars of activity; collaborative production, 

collaborative learning, collaborative finance and collaborative consumption. Common 

for these four pillars is that they are all driven by social, economical, environmental 

and technological underlying drivers (Anderson, 2013; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; 

Owyang et al., 2014) as well as the key traits and characteristics (Stokes et al., 2014). !
!

!
Figure 2 

!
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Specific for collaborative consumption is the four principles; critical mass, idling 

capacity, beliefs in commons and trust between strangers, which all are necessary in 

order for collaborative consumption to become a successful and beneficial business 

model (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Owyang et al., 2014). This could particularly be of 

importance for start-ups or business models that are dependent on other peoples or 

actors product ownership.!
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3.0. THEORETICAL CONCEPTS 
 

Given the research question; when comparing a traditional business model and a 

collaborative business model, what are the differences and similarities in the 

relationship between the company and the consumer? it is necessary to review 

theoretical concepts dealing with behavioural and relational exchange. !
!
This chapter will initially reveal the relationship model developed by Fiske (1991). 

Fiske’s model will introduce important cognitive parameters and provide us with 

valuable insights on which factors the chosen companies emphasize when building 

consumer relationships. Labelling the different relationships in categories will help us 

discover differences and similarities. Social exchange theory will be used to analyse 

the context in the relational exchange between a company and the consumer 

connected to perceived reward and benefit in relation to the cost of interaction with 

one another. Put differently from a company’s perspective, when a person is to 

consume, what makes one to choose A over B after considering initial need in relation 

to the costs as well as the added value each of the product or service brings. !

3.1. Fiske’s Relational Models Framework 

Fiske's relational model is one of the most accepted relational theory within social 

science with strong empirical support (Blois & Ryan, 2012). The word relationship is 

central in the relational model, and the term in this context concerns something that is 

used to embrace and facilitate coordination in communities, societies or groups 

(Haslam & Fiske, 1999). The foundation of the theory is that relationships (within this 

thesis between the company and the consumer) can be divided into four different 

categories; equality matching (EM), communal sharing (CS), market pricing (MP), 

and authority ranking (AR), depending on different behavioural characteristics (Blois 

& Ryan, 2012; Kaltcheva et al., 2011). For instance, people using a commons and 

thinking in terms of “ours” instead of “mine” can be categorized within CS with the 

perspective of utilizations of a particular asset (Fiske, 1991). Furthermore, these 

categories will be explained below in more detail, as well as their differences in 

degree of commitment and interdependence (ibid).!
!
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3.1.1. Communal Sharing (Consumer Loyalty) 

The key is the bond that is generated between the consumers and the company 

(McAlexander et al., 2009 in Kaltcheva et al., 2011). A CS relationship divides 

people into different groups of equivalence, where people sense that they share 

something in common, such as an identity or environmental attitude (Blois & Ryan, 

2012). A consumers’ participation in brand communities creates company 

identification. In business exchanges where there are CS relationships, it is assumed 

that common values and motives emphasized on collaboration, shared goals will have 

a positive effect on behaviours across and within company boundaries (Wilson, 

1995). Studies show that CS consumers are more likely to show loyalty to and 

promote a firm to other consumers as their opinion most of the time is favourable 

about the company (Kaltcheva et al., 2011). According to Murray (in Fiske, 1991), 

the main incentive mostly linked to CS is the need for affiliation, which involves 

characteristics such as goodwill and trust.!
!
Companies and consumers are interdependent as the strength within CS relationships 

rely on that its members care for each other (see Figure 3). It is also high in 

commitment, as the two parts in this kind of relationship tend to show mutual 

altruism. Further, a CS relationship can be described as strong when support is given 

even when unexpected and unpleasant events occur (Blois & Ryan, 2012). !

3.1.2. Authority Ranking  (Power Structure) 

Actors in AR relationships have asymmetric positions in a straight hierarchy (Fiske, 

1991) and every relation within this category concerns parties where one actor is 

above the other in terms of power structure (Blois & Ryan, 2012), such as for 

example when arguing that the consumer is always right. Hierarchies within AR can 

be established on different criteria such as reputation, amount of resources and size 

(Haslam & Fiske, 1999). !
!
Deep interdependence describes the AR relationship, as company and consumer 

nourishes of each other. For instance, the subservient expect and depend on authority 

to be used, even though it often is used in favour of the dominant part. Likewise the 

dominant part expects the subservient to carry it out. Commitment on the other hand 
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is low, because the “weaker” part only acts in response to the “powerful” part because 

of the latter ones authority (Blois & Ryan, 2012). !

3.1.3. Market Pricing (Motivation) 

Interactions within the MP relationship are organized with a reference of rational 

calculations of value and any product or service can have a monetary price tag. The 

motivation and stimulus connected to MP is the need to achieve material returns or 

profit making (Fiske, 1991). Moreover, a common scale of ratio coordinates the 

relationships in the MP category (Haslam & Fiske, 1999) and even though money 

works as the predominant scale of ratio, it is possible to combine quantities and values 

of varied objects; ultimately, oranges and apples can be exchanged with each other 

(Blois & Ryan, 2011).  !
!
Furthermore within a MP relationship, interdependence can either be shallow or deep, 

though low in commitment. The fundamentals are that a company provides a product 

while the consumers pay. Other than that, there are no expectations of reciprocation in 

a MP relationship. The pricing mechanism can be efficient, but as the MP relationship 

is characterized with low commitment, it can lead to opportunistic consumer 

behaviour. Likewise, a company can suddenly increase prices due to supply shortage 

and solely care about making an extra profit, ignoring other aspects of the relationship 

with the consumer (Blois & Ryan, 2012). Consumers within the collaborative 

economy counter the TBM by integrating other values, such as for example 

community thinking (Albinsson & Perera, 2012). !

3.1.4. Equality Matching (Balance) 

Actors within an EM relationship keep track of potential inequitably between 

company and consumers, as well as between consumers. A company understands 

what is needed in order for the relationships to be restored (Fiske, 1991; Clark & 

Mills, 1979). On the basis of a specified criterion or a previously agreed procedure, an 

even balance among people within an EM relationship can be achieved, even if it is 

perceived to be unfair according to other criteria (Blois & Ryan, 2012) such as for 

example “turn-taking” or signing a contract of agreement. An EM relationship 

depends on the acceptance of a party’s reputation and it often demand reciprocity and 

balance over time in order to exist (ibid).!
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!
Depending on how important the context is to the actors within an EM relationship, 

interdependence can be either shallow or deep. Interdependence is for example deep 

when several actors are responsible for carrying out a duty and where all actors are 

needed in order to complete a task or make something to function (i.e. be responsible 

in a carpool). Hence, commitment in an EM relationship is high as even balance and 

reciprocity between the actors is important (Blois & Ryan, 2012).    !
!

!
Figure 3 (Blois & Ryan, 2012, p. 356)!

!

3.3. Social Exchange Theory 

Referring back to the comparison between a TBM and a CBM (see chapter 2.1), it is 

likely that the company with a CBM needs to have a stronger focus on the value that a 

given product or service creates. This could for example be mobility gained from a 

vehicle - given the fact that consumer only purchase access to a commodity and not 

ownership. To reveal such differences between the two business models and 

investigate the cost-benefit relation hidden behind each of the models, social 

exchange theory will be beneficial to use. !
!

3.3.1. Reward – Cost = Worth 

Social exchange theory has generally been used to analyse human interactions within 

the marketplace. The core concept of the theory is that two parts entering a 

relationship with the expectation that it will be rewarding (Blau, 1964; Lambe et al., 
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2001). It relies on the principle that actors in social situations act rational in order to 

maximize their likelihood to meet their own demands and fulfil their own self-

interest. Despite this, the theory expects that individuals seek to reciprocate others 

who benefit them (Bateman & Organ, 1983).!
!
A healthy relationship between a company and a consumer occurs when rewards 

(what is initially gained) outweigh the costs (what is invested), and the parties’ 

relationship will continue as long as satisfactory rewards remains (Lambe et al., 

2001). Likewise, when the costs outbalance the rewards, actors will leave that 

relationship. Furthermore, a presumption of this theory is that these interactions 

involve either economic and/or social outcomes, which are called worth. The 

importance of the economic or social outcomes depends from party to party, as one 

might care more about the profit-making, whilst the other might value trust, 

reputation or easy access and so on (Cook et al., 2010).!
!
The theory suggests that; firstly, if actors feel that they are being rewarded for their 

action, they will continue to repeat that specific action. Secondly, the more often a 

particular stimulus has resulted in a reward in the past, the more likely it is that the 

actors will continue to respond to it. Finally, the more often in the recent past actors 

has received a particular reward, the less valuable any further unit of that reward will 

become (Ekeh, 1974; Emerson, 1976). !
!

3.4. Theoretical Summary & Limitations 

According to Teece (2010), a consumer relationship is an important building block 

within a company’s business model and it arguably reflects how a company interprets 

the need of its consumers and how a company captures, creates and aim to deliver 

value. By using Fiske’s relational model, and categorize and compare relationships 

within TBM and CBM, we can identify key values and strategies the companies 

within this research use to construct ditto. Social exchange theory will in hand 

complement Fiske’s theory and make it possible to identify different factors 

determining how companies relationships in TBM and CBM are initiated and further 

proceeds. !
!
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After breaking down Fiske’s relational model, we have modified Fiske’s four 

categories into four concepts based on their characteristics (as seen in Table 1), which 

further will be used to structure the empirical as well as the analytical section in this 

thesis. !
!

!
Table  1 

!
Despite that the two theories used will allow to analyse the relationship between the 

consumer and the company, they will not be able to capture the amount of 

authenticity experienced through and from a product or service related to a TBM or 

CBM. Additionally, using Fiske’s relational model will only make it possible to 

solely differentiate characteristics within four different categories. Since relationships 

are complex, this is important to acknowledge. Besides, this is one of the reasons we 

have used two relational theories. Furthermore, social exchange theory presupposes 

that all actors entering a relationship are individualistic and reward seeking and it 

neither takes in consideration cultural and social norms. Nevertheless this can also be 

seen as one of the theory’s strength (Zafirovski, 2005).!
!
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4.0. METHOD 
 

The aim of this chapter is to clarify and validate what has been done, from the 

beginning to the end. First, the research strategy will be introduced, followed by a 

brief discussion of the research design used to investigate the topic of collaborative 

economy and consumer relations within the business model. Second, the data 

collection will be presented. Third, the reliability and validity of this thesis will be 

deliberated. Fourth and finally, the analysis approach will be described. !

4.1. Research Strategy & Design 

To understand how the relationship between company and consumer is influenced 

depending on the usage of a TBM or a CBM, a comparative study in form of several 

case studies with semi-structured interviews was conducted. The study was carried 

out on companies operating with TBMs, CBMs, or influenced by both, within the 

transport or accommodation industry (see Table 2). In addition, it can be important to 

clarify that the focus within this thesis, as well as the research object, is to compare 

the two different business models and not the industries or the companies within. 

Conducting a multiple case study allowed us to investigate whether or not findings 

could be replicated across and within the industries that had been studied, as well as 

increase the validity of the thesis (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Saunders et al., 2012). !
!
A qualitative research approach was chosen for several reasons. First, collaborative 

economy is a relatively new and uninvestigated field within business studies and a 

qualitative study allowed an in-depth understanding of the research object (Saunders 

et al., 2012; Bryman & Bell, 2007; Robson, 2002). Second, it is favorable when 

answering the questions what and how, as it could be connected to outcomes a case 

study attempts to resolve (Saunders et al., 2012). Third, a qualitative approach is 

favorable as the aim of this thesis is to study something that has been socially 

constructed, as it is context-bounded (Bryman & Bell, 2007). Fourth, semi-structured 

interviews gave us the opportunity to embrace new ideas during the interviews, as it 

allowed our participants to raise additional issues we had not considered beforehand 

(Yin, 2003). !
!
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As we aim to seek new insights within a phenomenon, we used an exploratory 

approach with some descriptive elements. The exploratory approach was especially 

useful in the initial phase as it allowed us to find out about key researchers within the 

relatively unexplored topic of collaborative consumption (Robson, 2002; Saunders et 

al., 2012). Furthermore, a descriptive approach was adapted into the research when 

conducting the semi-structured interviews and cross-sectional case studies. The 

descriptive approach worked as an extension of our explorative study and allowed us 

to describe already existing elements and it was helpful for uncovering new facts and 

meanings (Saunders et al., 2012). Using a descriptive approach to collect data 

demands us to have a clear picture of the phenomenon researched (ibid) and by 

mapping out the collaborative economy (see Section 2.2.1.) using an exploratory 

approach, the descriptive approach can be supported. !

4.2. Data Collection 

4.2.1. Sample Selection 

Sampling is important when adopting a case study strategy, as it acts as a tool when 

selecting which companies to investigate and interview objects to target (Saunders et 

al., 2012). The following section describes how the selection was carried out in this 

study. !
!
First, as a starting-point two Swedish experts within the field were separately 

contacted, whereby both of them referred to the same group of people as important 

contributors to literature as well as research within the collaborative economy. With 

this in consideration, literature as well as Internet related empirical information was 

explored. Like a snowball effect this allowed us to dig deeper into the area of 

collaborative economy and develop an understanding of the phenomenon in order to 

carry out this particular research. In line with Saunders et al., (2012) this approach 

turned out to be favourable as it allowed us to start the journey and guide us toward a 

subsequent development. In accordance, contacting the two experts strengthened the 

incentives to carry out this research, as they affirmed the lack of previous research 

within the field (Bergstrand, 2015; Bradley, 2015).  !
!
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Second, ten companies were analysed within two different industries (transportation 

and accommodation) and three categories (see Table 2). The three categories are; (1) 

companies using TBM, (2) companies using CBM, and (3) companies that are 

influenced by both a TBM as well as a CBM. The choice to investigate three 

categories within two industries might appear superfluous. However, the main target 

and focus area within this thesis is to compare the two business models - and how 

they affect the relationship between company and consumer. This approach allowed 

us to compare and identify similarities as well as differences not only within one 

industry, but also between the two industries and hence increase the validation of this 

thesis. In addition, gathering data from companies that are influenced by both a TBM 

as well as a CBM, made it possible for us to gain a deeper understanding and truly 

grasp how the mindset differs amongst ditto, and increase the possibility to do some 

generalizations (Yin, 2003).!
!
Third, the transportation and accommodation industry are two industries that to a high 

extent are witnessing the force of the collaborative economy. Within the 

transportation industry, companies such as Uber, Lyft, and Getaround have emerged, 

and in the accommodation industry companies such as Airbnb, iStopOver, and 9Flats 

have done the same. These companies have made the market more competitive and 

improved the access to a number of services as well as facilities (Ranchordás, 2015). 

However, getting a ride or renting a room is just the tip of the iceberg within the 

collaborative economy. But due to limitations, such as time, this thesis focuses on 

these two relevant industries that have gained and experienced lots of momentum 

lately (McAlpine, 2014; Owyang et. al., 2014; Ranchordás, 2015; Time Magazine, 

2014). The optimum for the thesis could be to investigate companies within every 

business sector, but since the CBMs implemented by companies shows a similar value 

proposition (Dervojeda et al., 2013), it also implies that the chosen ones are alike and 

comparable to the rest. Nevertheless, two of the pioneering companies within 

collaborative economy and within their field of business (Airbnb and Uber) have been 

interviewed, which strengthen the sample selection and this particular study (Saunders 

et al., 2012).  

!
Finally, the selection of respondents for our interviews was based on the premise that 

these people have reached a certain executive level, since a profound knowledge of 
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the business model is important. Interviewing people at an executive level increases 

the possibilities to extract deeper knowledge, as well as gain insights and 

understanding in our area of research (Saunders et al., 2012). With that being said, our 

target was not to interview company respondents that necessarily have a direct contact 

with the consumers, but rather respondents that have participated in the development, 

or have a deep insight in the business model of their profession.  !
!
  !

!
Table 2 

!
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Within each company one respondent was interviewed, except from Audi unite and 

Taxi Stockholm where two respondents were interviewed together and at the same 

time. Accordingly two different respondents from Sunfleet were interviewed at two 

different occasions. The reason behind this is that the first interviewee only was able 

to answer via mail. The final and last one was carried out through a Skype interview, 

which compared to the written interview allowed us to ask follow up questions.  !

4.2.2. Primary Data 

The primary data collected in this thesis was acquired through interviews from 

company executives in the chosen businesses, and experts within the field. Each of 

the respondents were initially contacted through phone or if necessary through email 

and the questionnaire was handed out to each respondent before the interview. The 

reasons were twofold; 1) we wanted our respondents to have thoughtful answers to 

the given questions, and not give unengaged answers, and 2) two of the respondents 

requested the questionnaire on beforehand, and we wanted the interviews to be based 

on the same premises. Data was mainly gathered through face-to-face interviews at 

each of the respondent’s office, but due to limited time and resources, telephone 

interviews (Uber and Sunfleet) and mail correspondence (Sunfleet) was additionally 

used. The questions were connected to the theoretical framework through an 

operationalization process (see Appendix 1) and an open-ended interview guide (see 

Appendix 2), in order for the respondents to speak freely and to obtain unguided 

replies reflecting the variables being studied (Bryman and Bell, 2007). !

4.2.3. Secondary Data 

To build a good foundation and sort out all the notions necessary to complete the 

study, information from documentary secondary data, such as academic articles, 

magazines, and studies from consumer research and organization reports were used. 

To clear out more basal concepts used in the thesis, secondary data was taken in 

consideration since it is less expensive and timesaving compared to collection of 

primary data (Saunders et al., 2012). However, an important feature we had to 

consider while gathering the secondary data was to carefully evaluate its’ reliability 

and validity before using ditto, such as for example using secondary data containing 

references for the sources of its findings or using data from well-known academic 

journals (Bryman and Bell, 2007). !
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4.3. Reliabil ity & Validity 

Since a qualitative research strategy was used within this thesis, it is not possible to 

strengthen neither the reliability nor validity based on quantitative techniques. Instead 

it is essential to be precise and describe how this specific research has been conducted 

(Bryman and Bell, 2007; Saunders et al., 2012). To increase the reliability of the 

thesis, section 4.2.1. provides a more detailed description of how our samples were 

chosen and how data was collected (Lecompte & Goetz, 1982). It is also important to 

point out that this study was carried out under specific circumstances as well as 

timeframe. It will be practically impossible to recreate the same setting necessary for 

such replication, which can affect the outcome of a similar study (Saunders et al., 

2012). !
!
Furthermore, it is valuable to acknowledge that three students have conducted this 

study and that this possibly could have an impact on the social role that unconsciously 

take stake within the social setting of the interviews, which could differ if a well-

reputed researcher would carry out a comparable research (Bryman & Bell, 2007). 

Nevertheless, the advantage of being three researchers was the possibility to secure 

the internal validity, as all three researchers agreed on what had been interpreted 

(ibid). !
!
To assure that each question used during the interviews is valid and relevant for this 

particular study, an operationalization of the theories was conducted (see section 4.5. 

& Appendix 1). Due to this process, we could turn the theoretical framework into 

questions; possible to scrutinize and analyze what is aimed, to answer the research 

question (Saunders et al., 2012; Bryman & Bell, 2007). !
!
To avoid specifying, the multiple case study will be more robust and preferable over a 

single case study as you will need strong justifications for the choice of the latter 

(Yin, 2003). Despite using several cases in two different industries, performing a 

qualitative study has its limitations, as in what degree it is possible to generalize the 

findings in a wider perspective and secure the external validity (Bryman and Bell, 

2007). !
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4.4. Analysis Approach 

There are no standardized approaches that researchers can adapt when analysing 

qualitative data (Bryman & Bell, 2007). It can therefore be favourable to fall back on 

the research strategy used for the study (Saunders et al., 2012). As our aim is to 

compare two business models by carrying out several case studies, a comparative 

analysis approach could arguably be applicable. To facilitate this procedure, the data 

display process of Miles and Huberman’s (1994) has been of inspiration. According 

to Miles et al., (2014, p. 108), a “credible and trustworthy analysis requires, and is 

driven by, displays that are focused enough to permit a viewing of a full data set in 

the same location and are arranged systematically to answer the research questions 

at hand.” Their method consists of three combining sub-processes appropriate for 

condensing and analysing qualitative data; (1) data reduction, (2) data display as well 

as (3) drawing and verifying conclusions. The approach was chosen for the reason 

that it is structured and systematic as well as a suitable complement to a generic 

analysis approach (Saunders et al., 2012). Data display and analysis is in itself 

somewhat generic, as it is suitable to use for both an inductive as well as deductive 

strategy to analyze data (ibid).  !
!
In line with the procedure by Miles and Huberman (1994), several recorded 

interviews were transcribed in Swedish and all three authors systematically went 

through each answer from the responding companies. The data was then summarized 

and linked to the questions on the questionnaire used during the interviews. To 

prevent data to become biased when summarized by a single author, answers 

experienced as ambiguous was separately interpreted by each author and compared. 

This process also included translating the answers into English.  !

4.5. Operationalization 

The operationalization (see Appendix 1) was a way of showing how the research 

objective intended to be managed and it was used to scrutinize as well as decompose 

our chosen theories into a feasible research project (Saunders et al., 2012). Besides 

that the theoretical concepts of interest were identified through the literature review, a 

conceptual definition of each theoretical concept was given. This in pursuance of 

showing how they relate to the collected data. The theoretical concepts were in turn 
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transformed into specific measures and variables that guided the data collection 

procedure. The last step in the operationalization demonstrates the technique used to 

evaluate the variables and the end product of the operationalization is the interview 

guide. Using an interview guide facilitated and helped us carry out the interviews 

more effectively, as it prevented losing focus and purpose (Saunders et al., 2012). !
!
Additionally, the empirical data was organized to be applicable to the theories used 

within this thesis, which can be displayed in a matrices and categorized in three 

schemes describing the similarities and differences between a TBM and CBM as well 

as why (see Appendix 3). The matrices allowed us to recognize relationships, observe 

patterns and draw conclusions (Saunders et al., 2012) as such an approach facilitates 

for interpretation and drawing meanings from data to be further analysed (Miles et al., 

2014).  !
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5.0. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 

The empirical as well as the analysis chapter will be structured in a similar way, 

beside some exceptions. Within both chapters, data have been divided to fit each of 

the two theories and the companies that have adapted a CBM but originating from a 

TBM (Audi unite, Car2Go and Sunfleet) is presented underneath Collaborative 

business model. This has been done since our findings show that several of these 

companies have a business model more similar to a CBM than to a TBM. 

Additionally, within the empirical chapter each section will be divided in TBM 

followed by CBM.  
 

Furthermore, both chapters will begin to reveal data particularly related to the concept 

of “relationship” (Haslam & Fiske, 1999) and thereafter presented in a chronological 

order to fit each of the four categories; consumer loyalty, motivation, power structure 

and balance. We were able to summarize our empirical findings after breaking down 

Fiske’s relational model (see Figure 3), and this will be followed by our findings 

connected to social exchange theory.  
 

Within the empirical study solely data related to cost and reward will be presented. 

The third category worth will further be presented in the analysis chapter as this 

demands a more analytical approach.     

5.1. Fiske’s Relational Model 

Relationships 

The word relationship is central in the relational model, and the term in this context 

concerns something that is used to embrace and facilitate coordination in 

communities, societies or groups (Haslam & Fiske, 1999).!
!
Traditional business model!
It is of profound importance for Volvo, Taxi Stockholm and Best Western to have a 

win-win and equal satisfactional type of situation that benefit both parties in the 

relationship. Taxi Stockholm and Nordic Choice further states that their companies 

continuously need to adapt their services and be tolerant and flexible to meet the 
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consumers’ changing demands in order to maintain a healthy relationship. Further, the 

respondent from Best Western emphasizes the importance in that the hotel-chain 

communicates its’ position in the middle-price segment in order to keep the consumer 

expectations at the correct level. The respondent from Taxi 020 argues that four 

factors are important for shaping a good relationship within the taxi industry; 

“/.../service, quality, price and availability.” Hence, it is of vast importance for the 

company that they are viewed upon as a serious and trustworthy company. To 

accomplish this, Taxi 020 allocates a lot of resources to develop an intertwined 

system containing the telephone exchange as well as their application in order to 

facilitate benefits to their consumers.  

!
Collaborative business model!
. 
Each company with a CBM believe that constructive feedback is key for maintaining 

a sound consumer relationship, on various grounds. First of all, it is significant for 

Audi unite that the consumers give constructive feedback, and that the consumer 

relationship progresses further than the contract itself. Besides, Audi unite want to 

create a feeling that it is not only a product the consumer is purchasing, but rather a 

lifestyle; “we have a package where we try to engage them (the consumers), update 

them, invite them to events and other amusing stuff.” The respondents from Audi unite 

argue that a clear difference from a TBM relationship, is that they are more integrated 

in their consumer's everyday life; “If we are not diligent of contacting the consumer, 

and keep our promises, we will attract problems.” 

!

Secondly, Car2Go argues that trust is essential within their type of operation since 

they lend out expensive products, and that the foundation should be built on 

functional assurance. !

Thirdly, Sunfleet claims that in a sound consumer relationship, the consumer receives 

exactly what s/he wants and are satisfied enough to recommend the service to others; 

“the trick I guess is exceeding the expectations, but ensuring the expectations is still 

reasonably high”. !

Fourth, for Uber it is beneficial with communal openness, where the relationship is 

close and transparent between the company and the consumer so that they are being 
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perceived as easy accessible and responsive. To achieve this, the company works hard 

to create a good support. Ubers’ consumers are involved in the company’s product, 

and they can control the nature of their business to a high extent. For instance, some 

of Ubers’ consumers are so-called “Super Ambassadors”. They are using the 

transportation service up to 10 times a week, they know the network, and they spread 

the message of Uber. If there is negative press about the company, the “Super 

Ambassadors” often goes in and handle the discussion. !

Finally, Airbnb also believes that spending time with consumers and listening to them 

is the most important building blocks in the relationship. However, Airbnb defines 

their hosts as business partners, and rarely speaks in terms of consumers; “/.../ if one 

assumes that they are business partners, then both parties have the same position in 

the relationship.” For Airbnb it is important to collect feedback and develop the 

product together with their consumers in order for the platform to become as good 

and efficient as possible and to be viewed upon as a platform that offers the correct 

tools to their hosts and guests. The different tools are created to make everything as 

transparent as possible, since Airbnb is indeed against all forms of anonymity. The 

respondent from Sunfleet agrees with the fact that the consumer relationship is vital in 

the business model of the company; “the consumer gets exactly what he or she wants 

and is committed enough to recommend the service to others.” He further stresses the 

fact that the company need to be reliable towards its consumers; “/.../ it primarily 

comes down to if the car opens, are clean, got fuel in it, you can start it, drive it /.../”. !

Consumer Loyalty (Communal Sharing) 
Traditional business model!
The respondent from Volvo imagine himself in the mind of the consumer and states; 

“I intend to buy a service and am willing to pay this much, what do I get for the 

money… that’s what’s important” proclaiming that their consumers does not have any 

responsibilities except paying for the product. Taxi 020 goes in line with this 

argument and states; “What responsibility the consumers have? I would probably say 

that they have no responsibility whatsoever.” However, both Taxi 020 and Taxi 

Stockholm reasons that the consumers rather get to experience the effect of how the 

business model work and that the companies need to adapt their model after the 

consumer demands. The interviewee from Nordic Choice claims that traditional hotels 
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have a lot to learn from companies with CBMs, such as Airbnb for example in “/.../ 

how they communicate and how they build up consumer loyalty. Once you have 

started with it, it’s quite comfortable (for the consumer), I think”.!

Furthermore several of the companies operating with a TBM state that it is important 

that their consumers get what they pay for and that the product or service lives up to 

their expectations. This is particularly central for the hotel industry and the respondent 

from Best Western states that “the hotel industry is special since consumers have high 

expectations on the facilities. It’s therefore important for us to communicate what the 

consumer can expect and not.” To deal with this dilemma, Nordic Choice describes 

how they have created different concepts within the company so that consumers know 

what to expect. On the other hand this makes it more difficult to create brand 

awareness for the company as a whole; “We have a relative unknown brand, 

especially in Sweden (…) it’s difficult to promote Choice, instead we have to market 

each of the concepts such as Clarion and Yasuragi (et cetera)”. Additionally the two 

hotel chains, compared to the transport companies, try to bond with their consumers 

through loyalty programs and membership, where consumers can collect points and 

achieve a free night or communicate back to the company; “What the hotel industry is 

trying to do these days is to (...) communicate with the guests all the way and not only 

when they are staying at the hotel, but to also to communicate before and after (...) to 

make them more engaged or so that we can be more engaged with them.” according 

to the respondent from Nordic Choice.!
!
Collaborative business model!
In contrary to the TBMs, the respondents from the collaborative companies argue that 

the consumer is highly involved in their business models, as their input is important 

for delivering a well-functioning product and keeping a high standard. Besides, all 

these companies are trying to educate the consumers about the change in behaviour 

that is needed. For instance, Ubers’ and Airbnbs’ entire business model hinges on the 

fact that the consumer is aware of the need to give ratings. Moreover, Audi unite 

claims that the consumers have a responsibility to look after the car, to respect the 

circle1 and understand that there are many who share the car together. Henceforth, 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Audi unite is based on that a maximum of five people join together to share one or more cars, which the company 
refers to a circle. In the circle, members are able to communicate by means of social functions. (Audi unite, 2015) 
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several participants stress that it is important that their consumers know how the 

business model works. Even though the consumers have the responsibility, Audi unite 

pushes for personal assistance all the way, or as one of the respondents state; "you 

drive, we care about the rest (...) we are the service provider, not just the product but 

the service. It is we who are the mothership.”!

The respondent from Car2Go believes that the consumers have more responsibilities 

within a CBM than in traditional ones, and describes the value of spreading the word 

about the company, and become ambassadors for ditto, since it is a relatively new 

phenomena; “/.../ I believe it’s really important that the consumers feel as they are a 

part of this car revolution (...) and create a communal feeling”. One interviewee from 

Sunfleet is experiencing this strong community feeling among its’ consumers; “When 

we have made surveys among the members, the response rate is extremely high, 

probably because the members want to be able to influence “their” service and 

“their” car.” Hence, the respondent draws the conclusion that a CBM generates more 

engaged consumers and argues that traditional companies should work towards closer 

consumer relationships and asks “Who doesn’t want a strong community today?” !

Airbnb expresses that if you are a guest and you have a positive experience from your 

visit, this will shed light on the host, but perhaps above all on Airbnb. Additionally, to 

enhance the communal feeling with their consumers, the company has developed a 

business unit called “Community Managers”, whose only task is to be present on the 

field and get together with the consumers; ”it could be anything from a beer after 

work, grab a coffee one-to-one, do a tour of the Carlsberg brewery, take a bike-ride 

around Copenhagen and look at cool graffiti art”. !

Power Structure (Authority Ranking) 
Traditional business model!
Volvo, Best Western and Nordic Choice have a somewhat traditional view upon the 

power structure and argue that the consumer always possesses the power, since they 

are the one making the purchase decision. Taxi Stockholm states the same and refers 

to the traditional “supply and demand” power structure; “It’s always consumer 

governed. Never ever governed in another way (…) the power always sits with the 

consumer.” Taxi 020 is in line with this, and claims that the consumer always is in a 
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supremacy position as they act in a business where the service is almost 100 percent 

needs-related. !
!
All respondents except Volvo also use a rating system, though it is only possible for 

the consumers to rate the work of the companies. Furthermore, several respondents, 

including Volvo, argue that they use their reputation and size as well as the fact that 

they have the power over the whole value chain in order to attract consumers and to 

give them a better service. In addition, Nordic Chordic emphasizes the fact that; “We 

do have the ownership all the way, we can and we have compared to Airbnb a greater 

possibility to have an effect on the places where the people are staying”. !
!
Collaborative business model!
Several respondents among the companies with CBM agree upon that the power 

structure lately has changed between the company and the consumer. Airbnb draws 

this argument further and states that they see their consumers as business partners, but 

that it is “/.../more of a feeling rather than putting a practical concrete example of it”. 

Both Audi unite and Car2Go describe that the consumer relationship has become 

more personal oriented, a lot due to the daily interaction. The respondent from Audi 

unite expresses that “the consumer should not see us as the traditional car provider, 

but here they are giving me a cool car with a cool concept.” However, even though it 

has become more personal, Audi unite also states that the traditional power structures 

are still to be found even though it has become a bit blurry. Car2Go describes that a 

more personal relationship demands higher requirements of the company; 

“Traditionally when you sell a car you have contact with the consumer every two or 

three years, when the car should be serviced. Here you have a daily contact with the 

consumer, which increases the requirements on the consumer relationship”. Further, 

Uber argues that this has given the consumer more power to influence the product.!

Motivation (Market Pricing) 
Traditional business model!
“The consumer governs what they are willing to pay for. If it’s not the right price on 

our hotels, they (consumers) will go to one of our competitors that might have a better 

price” according to the respondent from Best Western. This quote underscores the 

fact that the price has a major role according to the respondents within the traditional 
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companies. Best Western and Nordic Choice stress the importance of always 

delivering the right product at the right price, and handle potential conflicts around 

this issue. Several respondents using a TBM emphasize that the only obligation 

consumers have are to pay for the product or service as well as to follow existing 

laws, thereafter follows no responsibilities. Moreover, supply and demand governs the 

price and Taxi Stockholm describes that “If the consumer wants it we can charge a 

price. If there is a higher demand than supply, we can charge a higher price. With no 

demand we need to adapt.” As previously mentioned, Taxi 020 highlight the price as 

one of the key factors for building a sound consumer relationship and they have 

therefore developed a complex price function within their application that allow 

consumers to pay using different pay systems such as for example Paypal. The 

respondent further argues that “/.../ the taxi industry has quite a lot of disloyal 

consumers (...) unless there are some special conditions and that could be having a 

discount with us, that you don't have with anyone else.” !
!
Collaborative business model!
The respondent from Sunfleet talks about the importance of utilization and 

maximization when it comes to consumer relationship maintenance: “what we got to 

do is get the utilization down to a point where it is maximized but at the same time 

make sure that there are enough cars available for enough people.”  The respondent 

further discusses the price and utilization dilemma within car sharing business 

models; “Price points are normally fairly easy to find after a little while, what people 

are ready to pay for things. At that price point (...) basically you are squeezed 

between increasing your revenue and increasing your utilization (as a company), but 

then losing your customers because of low satisfaction (due to low availability).” 

However, the rest of the respondents using a CBM stress the price as an unimportant 

factor governing the relationship. They further argue that consumers within the CBMs 

have greater obligations when using the service compared to TBMs, much due to the 

terms and conditions that the consumers commit to. Moreover, the interviewee from 

Car2Go claims that; “/.../ if we see that something is wrong, we exclude the 

consumer”, which also applies for the consumers of Uber and Airbnb. Also, for Uber 

and Airbnb, there exist obligations for both consumer parties to behave in a correct 

manner in order to receive good ratings. !
!
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Balance (Equality Matching) 
Traditional business model!
Several of the respondents describes that it is of major importance that they manage to 

live up to their consumers expectations, regarding value-for-money, as for example 

the respondent from Volvo claims; “The consumer is buying a product that should be 

worthy the price he pays”. To achieve this, Volvo puts in a lot of effort in carry out 

and measure quality, which allows them to evaluate if the consumers are satisfied or 

not. Furthermore, Taxi Stockholm use market surveys to find out consumer 

expectations. The respondent also stresses that it is essential to always provide an 

equally good service, as well as meet the consumer expectations, to maintain good 

consumer relationships. Even though the company uses different marketing 

communication channels, the most important one is the drivers and the sense of 

service they convey; “How well the drivers can deliver on the basis of the consumers 

expectations, that is what we live for.” To secure quality, Best Western uses a review 

system and performs quality check-ups once every ten months. Nordic Choice has 

“mystery guests” who measure quality as well as regular quality check-ups. The 

consumers of Taxi 020 have the possibility to rate the car, taxi driver and also leave 

comments in the company’s application straight after a taxi ride. However, to keep 

their consumers integrity, the company does never rate their own consumers, they are 

all are treated as equal. !
!
Furthermore Taxi 020 uses their application to make it possible for their consumers to 

keep track on the taxi they are waiting for and as previously mentioned the 

application allow consumers to calculate the price in advance; “When you order a cab 

you can see where it is on the map. So to say, should you hurry out to the street or 

take your time and finish of your coffee /…/.”  !
!
Collaborative business model!
The first thing Audi unite carries through when creating a carpool is to invite all 

participants to meet each other, with the purpose to describe the product and what 

responsibilities that lies upon Audi unite as well as the consumers. The main 

responsibilities belong to the group as a whole. Using a control or rating system 

would according to Audi unite only create more complains amongst the participants 

within the circle. Nevertheless, since it is possible to share text messages to everyone 
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within the circle, this has become an indirect control system. In order to give the 

consumers a more personal product experience, the company arranges events together 

with the colleagues from Audi to describe the product more thoroughly. !
!
Car2Go on the other hand have a complex registration process before using a car. For 

instance, the consumer ought to rate the car; otherwise it will not be possible to start 

the engine. If the previous driver has left the car dirty or damaged, the company will 

get in contact with that driver straight away. Further, the respondent from Car2Go 

talks about the spirit of the company when it comes to consumer behaviour, which is; 

“Leave the car as you would like to find it yourself”.  !
!
Uber relies on its rating system and is quick to follow up low ratings as well as 

negative comments; “We streamline and develop the process of how to collect data 

from drivers and customers.” Uber uses a rating system from 1 to 5 and if a driver is 

rated 3 or below from a consumer, a mail will automatically be sent to the company’s 

support department. To follow up complaints the company also carry out quality 

controls, keep and evaluate weekly data from all their drivers to see how the ratings 

are changing over time. After two warnings a driver will be suspended, but a driver 

also has the possibility to work up its ranking. Sunfleet works towards creating a 

structured system that allow them to measure consumer satisfaction. To control the 

consumers the company uses rules as well as the booking system to investigate 

consumer behaviour. !
!
Airbnb attempts to make their platform as self-pleasing as possible, and to stay away 

from the two parties. If a dispute might appear between ditto, Airbnb has developed 

something called a resolution tool, where two parties between themselves can find a 

solution. The respondent argues that it is up to the host, and that it is in the host’s own 

interest to provide a positive experience for the guest. However, if they cannot find a 

solution, Airbnb is always there as a neutral party. Further, if the guest would get a 

cancellation on the same day, the company will always find a new equivalent 

accommodation; “you will never be without accommodation when booked through 

Airbnb.”!
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5.2. Social Exchange Theory 

Cost 
Traditional business model!
Common for all the companies are that they more or less control the whole value 

chain that demands high investments, whether it is hotels, cars or technical support. 

As mentioned before, several of the respondents describe this as their strength, but on 

the other hand it has its disadvantages, as for example Nordic Choice; “/…/ we are 

stuck with real estates. We cannot adapt with the speed of the market. (…) If it 

becomes popular to live in this or that part of the world or in this part of town, in that 

or this way, Airbnb is extremely flexible and able to follow that market.” This also 

applies for Taxi Stockholm and Taxi 020 who are stuck with heavy assets. Even 

though these companies do not own their vehicles, they invest heavily in for example 

control, quality and technology systems needed to be maintained - which 

characterizes a huge cost.  !
!
Volvo is the only company that emphasizes the consumer perspective of cost; “You tie 

up a lot of capital. You are taking a financial risk until you sell it”, compared to, for 

example, a car-pool where consumers can choose to use a car and only pay for the 

usage. However, the advantage that comes with a TBM and owning your car “/.../ is 

the freedom you buy yourself. Not depend on someone else.” As it is more expensive 

to attract new consumers, it is important for Volvo to acknowledge when any of the 

previous consumers are to change car: “It costs money to have databases running and 

maintaining them, but on the other hand, ask yourself what it costs to acquire a new 

consumer. It’s rather an investment.”  !
!
Compared to Volvo, the rest of the companies using TBMs also stress the importance 

of availability and the respondent from Nordic Choice summarize this by stating, 

“The size is of major importance because we try to be where the guests are. To have 

as many hotels as possible in the regions where we operate and in the right place is 

one of our building blocks ”. Nordic Choice as well as Taxi 020 also spend a lot of 

effort in using new technologies to gain new and maintain sound consumer 

relationships. To eliminate uncertainties, Taxi 020 once again highlights their 

application. For Taxi Stockholm it is important that each interaction between the 
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company and the consumer are successful, and that employees behave and appear 

according to consumers’ expectations in the way they dress as well as speak; “We 

demand a lot of the drivers. They should be able to find and be service minded, it has 

to work and they are carrier of our brand. Due to this we have a substantial hiring 

process (…) the driver is an important communication channel for us”. !
 

Collaborative business model!
Audi unite’s costs of sustaining a sound consumer relation is mainly related to staff 

and the time spent answering and fulfilling different consumer demands; “For us it is 

about giving time, and we do not see consumers as time thieves.” Furthermore the 

respondents describe that they have more of a friend-to-friend dialogue mainly 

conducted directly over the phone. By using the daily dialogue and the resulting 

consumer feedback, Audi unite is able to acknowledge what is actually demanded 

from the consumer. Car2Go invests in marketing and communication as well as in its 

consumer support, which operates both day and night. For Uber the major cost is the 

consumer support, but the respondent evaluates this cost as necessary investments to 

maintain a good relationship. !
!
The Community Managers of Airbnb receive a lot of feedback, lift up any concerns, 

technical issues regarding the product, and just get together to investigate that 

everything works. The daily interaction with their consumers is a cornerstone, and has 

been Airbnb’s DNA from the establishment of the company. One of the first investors 

of Airbnb, Paul Graham, said “it is better to have 1000 people who love you, than a 

million people who sort of like you. Because if you have 1000 people who love what 

you do, they will share your idea with their buddies, their families, and all possible 

acquaintances.” In addition to that, the respondent from Sunfleet claims that; “Much 

of good consumer relationships does not cost anything, it is rather about systematics 

and how you behave (as a company).”!

Reward 
Traditional business model!
The greatest reward for each and every one of the companies with TBMs is 

consumers paying for their product or service and that the companies’ are able to 

attract new as well as remaining already existing consumers. Furthermore, they 
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describe experiencing added value if consumers are satisfied with the service or the 

product and recommend the service to other possible consumers. In the same way, 

consumers can expect to get rewarded either by getting a place to stay or be 

transported from A to B. !
!
The added value for the consumer according to Volvo is the strong brand experience 

of the company; “/.../ our brand strategy is designed around you and that is what the 

customer should expect.” The focus for Taxi Stockholm is to deliver the consumer 

from A to B, nothing else; “For the most of the one’s who decides to take a cab, the 

cab isn’t the great experience, it’s between two experiences on the way to something 

(…) if we take a business traveller for example, who works a lot. He states that the 

cab ride is an extension of his breakfast before getting to work. The cab drive 

becomes his relaxation room.” The same applies for Taxi 020, as they see their 

service and industry as a mean of transfer only. Taking this further, the respondent 

describes the taxi industry in the following way; “Everyone drives the same type of 

car (…), the drivers more or less look the same, so the question is what diverge us?” !
!
Best Western strongly rely on their loyalty programs that allow them to collect 

feedback from its consumers, in the form of reviews; “We encourage our hotels’ to 

have one person that are dedicated to check up reviews. We help gathering all 

reviews to all our hotels, so that they receive it from one and the same channel (…) if 

one receives bad grades, we force the hotels’ to answer on them”. Nordic Choice has 

a similar approach, but additionally describes how they have just started to update the 

social profile of their consumers proactively by using social media together with the 

CRM as well as their booking statistics; “/…/ if we can learn more about who you are, 

the more you will give and the better service we are able to give.” Furthermore, 

Nordic Choice as well as Taxi 020 particularly states that they compared to a CBM 

can assure to satisfy their consumers in a more favourable way if something 

unpredictable would occur. It could for example be such as upgrading to a room or 

compensate for a missed flight due to a delay.   !
!
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Collaborative business model!
Uber has specific offerings and services that they have carefully planned out in order 

to regularly create added value for their consumers; “we put different things in the car 

that makes the experience greater than what you usually expect when booking a car”. 

Furthermore the company does marketing stunts, as for example making it possible 

for consumers to order free ice cream during the ride. The company also promote 

events, and create special events to recognize the “top riders”, such as for example 

handing out gifts or hiring “Rent-a-chef”. Sunfleet sees the more practical advantages 

when shaping added value to its’ consumers, as they pushes for the lower cost that 

comes with using their service compared to owning a car. It also allows the consumer 

to be more environmentally friendly and focus on the utility of the car and not the 

practical that comes with owning a car. Sunfleet offers discount incentives if the 

consumer fills up the car with gasoline after usage. !
!
The added value for Airbnb’s consumers differs from the hosts’ perspective and the 

guests’ perspective. First of all, if you are a host, you can earn some extra money. 

When it comes to maintaining a good consumer relationship for example, Airbnb 

wants to reward popular hosts that do well, which clearly manifests itself in the search 

rankings as hosts that respond faster, and are more active, will be ranked superior than 

those who do not, ultimately one can become a “Super Host”. A normality, according 

to the respondent, is that  “people rent out space because they have pleasant 

experiences, as they meet nice people and think that it is fun to show the city.” 

Secondly, from the guests’ perspective, a large percentage gets the added value of that 

they get a local presence of the city, and manage to experience it from a local’s 

perspective. The respondent from Airbnb claims that many believes this to be of 

priceless value; “/.../ it is a very big difference to go to Paris and stay at a large 

international hotel chain, or a hotel brand, than to live as a Parisian.” The use of a 

CBM within the accommodation industry makes it easier to get a unique experience, 

according to the respondent from Airbnb. On the contrary, the company might lose 

out on the consumers that want more standardize accommodation alternatives during 

their travels; “if you are after a standardized product, you will perhaps not choose 

Airbnb.” But in order to also attract this type of consumer, Airbnb continually works 

on providing material that shows exactly what the guest can be expecting when 

arriving to the accommodation, as for instance images that accurately reflect the 
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apartment or house. The company offers photographers to the host who take 

professional-looking photos. In the end, Airbnb wants their product to be a self-

pleasing platform, and they argue that it is up to the guests and hosts to make it to a 

good experience, as it is in their own interest to look after themselves.  !
!
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6.0. ANALYSIS 
 

As previously described in the empirical chapter, this chapter is structured as 

explained in the introduction of the empirical findings. Additionally, in this chapter 

TBM, TBM/CBM as well as CBM are presented within each section in order to 

capture key takeaways possible to compare the two different business models, as well 

as the hybrids of them both.   

6.1. Fiske’s Relational Model 

The word relationship concerns something that is used to embrace and facilitate 

coordination (Haslam & Fiske, 1999)!
!
Before taking a closer look at how a relationship is construed within a TBM and a !
CBM, we will begin to identify how each of the responding companies embrace and 

facilitate the coordination with their consumers within Fiske’s theoretical framework. 

Doing this made it possible to point out key values specific for the different 

companies within this thesis (see Table 3). Notably, the way of coordinate 

relationships differs between TBM and CBM. The differences is that the companies 

using a TBM is mostly interested in maintaining its’ own company's health by 

focusing on keeping the consumer satisfied. Companies using a CBM on the other 

hand, is also interested in maintaining the health of the community anchored around 

the platform, as they rely on this community to develop and market its’ products. For 

example Airbnb and Uber have integrated their respective consumers in the business 

models; Uber by trusting the “Super Ambassadors” to handle and answer negative 

press and Airbnb by labeling their consumers as equals (partners). Further, Audi unite 

is gathering all the consumers for different events and get-togethers, in order to create 

a feeling that the consumer is purchasing a lifestyle, rather than a product; “we have a 

package where we try to engage them (the consumers), update them, invite them to 

events and other amusing stuff.” Car2Go sees the community building as essential on 

the path of success;  “/.../ I believe it’s really important that the consumers feel as they 

are a part of this car revolution (...) and create a communal feeling.” Even though 

Sunfleet has not community building as a key value for relational building, it is clear 
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that they have set their sights on the potential of ditto; “Who doesn’t want a strong 

community today?”!
!
Out of the three companies influenced by both business models, it is obvious that 

Audi unite embraces the CBM when it comes to coordinating relationship with 

consumers through the collaborative “community building” and the traditional key 

value “consumer support”. Sunfleet on the other hand, coordinates relationships with 

focus on a reliable product in order to live up to the consumer expectations. 

Furthermore, Car2Go also stresses community building as important but since they 

are in the start-up phase, the focus needs to be on gaining consumer trust. !
!
When taking a closer look at the TBMs, the hotel industry companies are more 

involved with their consumers than the companies in the transport industry. The taxi 

firms focus on less consumer involvement in the respective business models, the most 

important thing is the transport from A to B and not building of communities. The 

respondent from Taxi 020 summarizes this by describing the most important factors 

in the building of a good consumer relationship with a more traditional view of; “/.../ 

service, quality, price and availability.”, and neither stress community nor the 

common, which characterizes the companies with CBMs. Among the companies with 

TBMs, Nordic Choice embraces parts of CBMs by adapting to become more flexible 

and available towards consumers; express check-ins for example.   !

!
Table 3!
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It is clear that both business models believe that feedback from their respective 

consumers are vital in order to continuously develop their services to meet the 

demand of the consumers, and maintain a sound relationship with ditto. But what 

differs the business models from each other is in what level the companies let the 

consumers be active and involved in their respective business model - whereas it is 

high or low (see Table 3). !
!
Consumer Loyalty (Communal Sharing) !
Murray (in Fiske, 1991) states that the main incentive mostly linked to CS is the need 

for affiliation. Airbnb has created a department working exclusively on creating a 

communal feeling. This is a fundamental component of the company, and something 

they have protected since the dawn of their business journey. CS consumers are more 

likely to be loyal and promote a firm to other consumers as their opinion most of the 

time is favourable about the company (Kaltcheva et al., 2011), as in the case of Uber 

for instance, where their “Super Ambassadors” often enters the discussion if there is 

negative press about the company without the involvement of the company. Hence, a 

CS relationship can be described as strong when support is given even when 

unexpected and unpleasant events occur (Blois & Ryan, 2012). Even though Airbnb 

states that they trust the hosts and the guests to look after themselves using the self-

pleasing platform, the company always secure that; “you will never be without 

accommodation when booked through Airbnb.” This also applies within the 

companies using TBMs, though compared to the companies using CBMs the major 

focus is to secure the product or service standard expected by the consumer. The key 

within the CBMs is the bond that is generated between the consumer and the 

company, through participation in communities, which creates company identification 

(McAlexander et al., 2009 in Kaltcheva et al., 2011). Car2Go wants to create a 

communal feeling and Audi unite claims that their consumers rather choose a lifestyle 

when selecting the company’s product, rather than a car, which can be related to 

affiliation. In contrary, companies with a TBM claim that as soon as the consumer has 

paid for their product or service all form of responsibility disappears. !
!
What is jointly agreed upon between all the respondents with a CBM is that they 

sense a closer bond to their consumers compared to TBM. This could be due to that 
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consumers in CBMs are more engaged in the product or service they are buying, and 

are part of, as the respondents from Sunfleet, Uber, Car2Go and Airbnb all argue for. 

This is something that is crucial for CBMs, as consumers’ input is important for 

delivering a well-functioning service and keeping a high standard. This results in that 

the interdependence is relatively high and that members in the group interact with 

each other, which is common within CS relationships (Blois & Ryan, 2012).!
!
Hence, it is clear that companies with a CBM have a higher level of CS with their 

consumers compared to TBM, as CS relationships in many respects refers to 

collective belonging and it divides people into different groups of equivalence (Blois 

& Ryan, 2012). In fact, Nordic Choice even claims that they have much to learn from 

the CBMs, and the way they communicate with consumers to build loyalty and 

cohesion. !
!
Power Structure (Authority Ranking) !
TBMs show higher tendencies in AR than CBMs, as the power structure between the 

latter ones’ is more personal and equal. In the TBMs, “supply and demand” power 

structure become more distinct, which are common characteristics for AR (Blois & 

Ryan, 2012). In fact, companies with a TBM argue that the consumer has complete 

power and is always right, and that they listen to their consumers scrupulously. This 

indicates a stronger hierarchy within the TBM. All traditional companies except 

Volvo use a rating system, though it is only possible for the consumers to rate the 

work of the companies. Within CBM, all companies except Audi unite have 

developed a rating system where the consumer is being rated or assessed after using 

the service. This in turn implies that they have an AR relationship with asymmetric 

positions in a straight hierarchy (Fiske, 1991). Furthermore, CBMs see their 

consumers as highly involved participants in the business model and it is also stressed 

that it is important that the consumer acknowledge how the business model to be 

effective. This indicates the CBM to be low in AR as they welcome a more equal 

relationship. !
!
The commitment within TBM relationships, from the consumers’ point of view is low 

as the company acts in response to the consumers’ higher authority. For example, it is 
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completely up to the consumers of Volvo to use and misuse the car, according to the 

respondent from the company. !
!
Hierarchies within AR can be established on different criteria (Haslam & Fiske, 1999) 

and the biggest difference between the two business models is that solely monetary 

values (money) within the TBM determines if a relationship will be established or 

not. Despite monetary values are also important within CBMs, but there is other 

dimensions to it, such as behaviour and reputation stated by Car2Go; “/.../ if we see 

that something is wrong, we exclude the consumer.” !
!
Nevertheless, it is important to point out that traditional power structure is still to be 

found in CBMs, since the underlying driving force, when entering a company-

consumer relationship, is to meet one's own demands and fulfil self-interests 

(Bateman & Organ, 1982).  !
!
Motivation (Market Pricing)!
The fundamentals within MP are that one part provides a product, while the other part 

compensate for the provided product. Other than that, there are no expectations of 

reciprocation, which suggests that companies using a TBM are characterized by a MP 

relationship (Blois & Ryan, 2012). For example, Taxi 020 argues that the price is one 

of the most important motivation factors for building a sound consumer relationship 

and Best Western further claims that “The consumer governs what they are willing to 

pay for. If it’s not the right price on our hotels, they (consumers) will go to one of our 

competitors that might have a better price.” According to the theory, opportunistic 

behaviour can characterize a MP relationship (Blois & Ryan, 2012) and Taxi 020 

states that “/.../ the taxi industry has quite a lot of disloyal consumers (...) unless there 

are some special conditions and that could be having a discount with us, that you 

don't have with anyone else”. This indicates that the consumers’ role in those 

relationships is low in commitment.  !
!
In addition, our research shows that no obligation or responsibility within companies 

using a TBM shadows the consumer after a completed transaction except following 

the existing laws. These particular relationships are mainly coordinated through 
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money as a common scale of ratio, which in hand works as the predominant medium 

for market pricing transactions (Fiske, 1991). Companies using a CBM, particularly 

describe how they spend a lot of time and effort to establish a communal identity 

among the consumers in order for them to use their product or service. The consumers 

within the CBM are also given greater obligations when using the service, as they are 

critical for the models to work properly.  !
!
In a MP relationship it is possible to combine quantities and values of varied objects 

(Blois & Ryan, 2012) and what is special for the companies with CBMs, is that they 

through the rating system have adjusted the scale of ratio. The rating system allows 

consumers to evaluate other community members, which in hand affects the 

member’s reputation and trust. In other words, within a TBM the governing factor is 

monetary values, whereas other factors such as one’s own behaviour and reputation 

can be equally important as ditto within a CBM. !
!
Balance (Equality Matching) !
Actors within an EM relationship model seek balance and keep track of the potential 

differences among members. They understand what is needed in order for a 

relationships to be restored (Fiske, 1991). The rating system mentioned strengthen 

that CBMs have an EM relationship. In fact, the consumers have been given a greater 

responsibility to operate freely on a self-pleasing platform and the rating system 

makes it possible to achieve orderliness and balance. However, if investigating the 

TBMs, the orderliness is controlled continuously and solely by the companies itself. 

The two-way rating and message systems popular within the CBM also strengthen the 

fact that they have a high level of interdependence as EM relationship depends on the 

acceptance of a party’s reputation and often demands reciprocity and balance over 

time in order to exist (Blois & Ryan, 2012). For instance, if a consumer of Uber is 

dissatisfied and rates the driver poorly, an email will automatically be sent to the 

company’s support department and followed up immediately. Besides, consumers of 

both Uber and Airbnb are aware of that they can get excluded and that the companies 

are quick to follow up complaints with quality controls. On the contrary, the TBM 

more often make use of market surveys and extensive evaluations in order to measure 
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quality - leaving out the responsibility and involvement of the consumers, which 

makes the interdependence factor in the relationships more shallow. !
!
To achieve balance, the focus within a TBM is to maintain the quality of the product, 

as a mean to live up to the expectations from the consumers. Several of the 

respondents describe that it is of major importance that they manage to live up to their 

consumers’ expectations, regarding value-for-money. Furthermore, Best Western 

stresses the importance of communicating its’ position as a middle-priced segmented 

hotel chain in order to keep the consumer expectations at a reasonable level and 

maintain balance in the relationship.  

 

To summarise our empirical findings, we have developed Table 4 as a pedagogical 

and simplified tool to visualize how Fiske´s four relational categories are spread 

within each of the different business models. !
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !
Table 4 

6.2. Social Exchange Theory 

Cost!
The companies with TBMs act in line with the theory, stating that consumers act 

rationally in order to maximize and fulfil their own interest (Bateman & Organ, 

1983). TBMs put a lot of effort to act when the consumer is to make a purchase 

decision by observing the consumers on a “distance”. CBMs on the other hand, 

integrate their consumers in the business model in order to develop the service offered 

together. This in hand have created different costs for TBMs compared to CBMs, as 

the former does not “live and learn” with the consumer, they have to invest more in 
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CRM systems in order to meet consumer demands. Controlling the whole value chain 

implies fixed assets, and a consequence of these capital-intensive assets is 

inflexibility; “/…/ we are stuck with real estates. We cannot adapt with the speed of 

the market (…) Airbnb is extremely flexible and able to follow that market.”, 

according to the respondent from Nordic Choice. !
!
Companies with CBMs on the other hand, who do not possess fixed assets but rather 

intangible ones, perceive that the work-force and time is their largest costs - as they in 

hand need to integrate the consumers in the business model. Common for CBMs is to 

allocate monetary means on community building, technology advancements 

(platforms), and marketing in the context of events and gatherings.  !
!
Reward!
According to Lambe et al., (2001) reward is what the company and the consumer 

initially gain. The greatest reward for the companies with TBMs as well as CBMs, is 

that consumers are paying for their product or service and that the companies’ are 

able to attract new as well as remain already existing consumers. In the same way 

consumers can expect to either be rewarded with accommodation or transportation. !
!
But, this would be to simplify the reality. When scratching the surface, we find that 

the reward within the TBMs aim towards meeting the consumer expectations, such as 

solely offering a ride from A to B or to have a hotel offering accommodation at the 

right location. CBMs, on the other hand, aim towards exceeding the consumer 

expectations through numerous added values. So to say, what could be described as 

added value in a TBM, has become a part of the reward within the CBM, as the 

respondent from Uber describes; “we put different things in the car that makes the 

experience greater than what you usually expect when booking a car” and Airbnb 

claims that “/.../ it is a very big difference to go to Paris and stay at a large 

international hotel chain, or a hotel brand, than to live as a Parisian.” This means 

that the experience itself is bigger than the individual service, or as the respondent 

from Audi unite claims that you buy a lifestyle instead of a product and Car2Go 

further argues that; “/.../ I believe it’s really important that the consumers feel as they 

are a part of this car revolution /.../.”!
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!
Nevertheless, as previously mentioned, a consumer can use a company operating with 

a CBM for the only reward of receiving accommodation or transportation. Though a 

CBM is constructed for the consumer to be rewarded with an experience as major part 

included within the accommodation or transportation as this quote from Airbnb 

highlights; “if you are after a standardized product, you will perhaps not choose 

Airbnb”. In accordance, some of the companies with TBMs, such as for example 

Nordic Choice and Taxi 020, put a lot of effort into following technical consumer 

trends, such as for example express logins or application functions. The difference is 

that these companies rather use this kind of features as a way to simplify and improve 

their product or service and we see this as an added value rather than a complete 

experience. !
!
Worth!
Beside what is described as reward in the previous section, the company as well as the 

consumer can gain added values while interacting with each other, which either can 

involve both social or/and economic values (Cook et al., 2010).  According to Cook et 

al., (2010), the importance of the social or economic outcomes, which the authors 

labels worth in the social exchange theory, may differ from party to party. !
!
The worth for companies using TBM is twofold; feedback and monetary means. The 

feedback from consumers is used to develop the service with the interest of meeting 

the expectations, and the monetary means from consumers is used to finance the 

services. It also allows the companies using TBMs to grow and gain competitive 

advantages toward peers. !
!
The worth received from the consumers point of view is mainly linked to 

accountability, personal integrity and consistency. Firstly, accountability is arguably 

an important value that the consumers encounters, as full control of the value chain 

results in that the consumers always know who the sender of the service is, and are 

aware that unpredictable events that might would occur will be solved. It could for 

example be to get upgraded to a larger room on a hotel, or be compensated for a 

missed flight due to a delay. We argue that the control of the whole value chain is the 
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main reason behind this. According to the theory, this would exemplify a healthy 

relationship as the consumers perceive that the rewards outweigh the costs (Lambe et 

al., 2001). !
!
Secondly, another important value for consumers, according to respondent from 

TBMs, is that the personal integrity is kept. For instance, Taxi 020 and Taxi 

Stockholm never rate their own consumers due to integrity related concerns. Lastly, 

consistency is a value for the consumers. Companies with TBMs strive to standardize 

their services in a way so the consumer always knows what it gets. This conveys that 

the services are designed so that it do not requires much involvement from the 

consumers, as stressed by the respondent from Taxi 020; “/…/ if we take a business 

traveller for example, who works a lot. He states that the cab drive is an extension of 

his breakfast before getting to work. The cab ride becomes his relaxation room.” !
!
The worth for companies using CBMs can also be linked to feedback and monetary 

means, though feedback in this setting can be described as being given to the 

companies in real time. This allows CBMs to follow consumer patterns as they are 

about to be created. In the case of Uber and Airbnb, the CBM allows the companies to 

have less fixed assets, as it is provided by the consumer. This makes it possible to 

expand in a vast pace in a short period of time as well as improve the flexibility and 

availability to be present all over the world. An additional worth that comes with 

highly integrating the consumers within the business model, is that consumers carry 

out services in favour for the company. This makes it possible for the companies to 

control the standards of their product or service. It is mainly achieved through a rating 

system, or in the case of Audi unite through a daily personal contact. Moreover, we 

find that consumers within CBMs in a high degree help building up a strong company 

identity and reputation, due to the communal openness and feeling of commons, 

which characterizes a worth both ways and ultimately leads to a higher degree of 

consumer loyalty. !
!
Furthermore, two-way communication allows the companies with CBMs to get a 

closer relationship with their consumers and constantly knowing consumers 

preferences. This also allow for companies with CBMs to be available through their 
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flexibility, compared to the inflexible companies with TBMs, which arguably is a 

worth for the consumer as well. Additionally, the closer and more personalized 

consumer dialogue within the CBMs becomes a worth for the consumer, as it gives 

the feeling of being an important actor. To be a consumer within a CBM can also 

imply freedom from ownership and the financial risks that follows; "you drive, we 

care about the rest/.../”, as the respondent from Audi unite puts it.  !
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6.0. ANALYTICAL DISCUSSION 
 

Why do the CBMs differ from TBMs in the handling of consumer relationships? This 

chapter will comment and interpret the findings in a wider context as well as unravel 

possible underlying factors and explain why companies that use different business 

models diverge when it comes to the relationship building mechanisms.!
!
As social exchange theory argue, the more often in the past an actor has received 

particular rewards, the less valuable any further unit of that reward will become. 

Hence, it might be a natural shift that consumers choose to stay at Airbnb or ride with 

Uber, instead of staying at hotels or ride with traditional taxis, as one will receive an 

additional experience if choosing the aforementioned alternatives. Even though this is 

the main reason or not, one can most certainly argue for that companies using CBMs, 

such as Airbnb and Uber, has been one of the more prominent disruptive forces 

affecting TBMs over the last few years. Additionally, we have observed that the 

consumer relationship have changed significantly, and as our results indicates, one 

can witness many differences, including; sense of belonging, different power 

structures between companies and consumers and the level of involvement of the 

consumers in the business model. !
!
First, our results signals that the collaborative economy have created a more forceful 

feeling of community that successively are spreading within the business world as a 

“best business practice” that everybody want to embrace in one way or another. When 

taking a look at the companies that use both a TBM and a CBM they all describe that 

they emphasize creating a community feeling among its consumers. However, we 

question the importance or relevance to adapt this characteristic from the CBM since 

they control as well as own the assets themselves and in addition do not let the 

consumers to interact freely with each other. Put differently, when scrutinizing their 

business models, community is insignificant. For example, consumers within Sunfleet 

and Car2Go are only allowed to rate the car and not other consumers, which in hand 

contradicts any consumer-to-consumer involvement or community thinking. Audi 

unite on the other hand, allow the consumers within a carpool to interact with each 

other, though solely within the group of five and not other circles, hence one can 
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question the degree of community comprehensiveness. These findings might not 

appear surprisingly as they originate from TBMs and are trying to embrace the 

thinking of CBMs, but what appears as surprising is the fact that they are talking 

about community thinking without strategically including this element in their 

business models. !
!
Secondly, the change in power structure is one of the major differences between the 

two business models. The CMB allows the consumers to become mini-entrepreneurs 

as they have the opportunity to rent out their belongings and earn money. 

Additionally, as our results implies, CBMs themselves hardly creates value to the 

consumers in the first place, instead they enable value creation where the consumers 

act as value creators. In the traditional market, however, the paying consumer expects 

the product or service to be served on a silver platter. Henceforth, bridging the gap 

between the company and the consumer in the CBM might be seen as a logical shift 

as consumers play a more influential role in the business model. Without value 

creating consumers, companies using a CBM will not have any paying consumers and 

essentially no income. Ultimately, one could argue that TBMs’ value and utility is in 

owning its resources, whereas CBMs’ value and utility is in managing the 

marketplace. !
!
Lastly, one could argue that CBMs are designed in a manner that consumers are 

expected to do the majority of the work, or as Airbnb calls it; a self-pleasing platform. 

As for this, the companies can cut costs by for instance using reputation systems as a 

tool (used by consumers) to maintain the quality of the service, whereas companies 

with a TBM internally secure the quality of their respective services. Henceforth, it is 

not puzzling that CBMs stress the importance of creating a communal feeling 

amongst its consumers, as they could be considered as part of the companies. In fact, 

companies using CBMs build and develop different platforms, which could connect 

supply and demand, and then among other things gather consumers by creating a 

feeling of belonging. For instance, Airbnb’s Community Managers continuously 

listening and learning, as well as building engagement and a communal feeling 

amongst its consumers in order to create loyalty and growth. !
!
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To conclude, more traditional companies are moving towards a CBM, embracing 

elements of the business models, as they see the benefits it brings to engage more 

closely with its consumers. However, while CBM see the community building as a 

strategic weapon for success within their business model, and a tool to make 

consumers feel comfortable of being part of this relatively new phenomenon, one can 

argue that TBM cannot leverage on this to the same extent.  
 

Several companies operating with a TBM particularly stress that their major 

advantage over CBMs is that they have full control over the whole value chain, which 

implies the paradox of keeping the strength of controlling the whole value chain, 

while at the same time embrace the success factor of the commons as in CBMs.  
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7.0. CONCLUSION 

 

When comparing the consumer relationship in companies using either a TBM or a 

CBM, we have identified several differences and some similarities. The main 

difference is the level of consumer integration applied within the two different 

business models. A company with a TBM is mostly interested in maintaining its’ own 

company's health by focusing on keeping the consumer satisfied. In contrary, CBMs 

are in hand also interested in maintaining the health of the community, as the 

consumers are highly involved and rooted around the platform that has a major 

importance within the CBM.  

 

The platform is designed to allow consumers within the CBM to connect with each 

other and is affected by, or affects, the behaviour of other consumers. This changes 

the approach of how a consumer relation, between the company and consumer, is 

outlined. As consumers are involved in the CBMs day-to-day operations, it implies 

that they have a higher degree of power, and a voice further up in the value chain. In 

TBMs, a company has the full control over the daily operations, and additionally tries 

to learn from the consumers from a distance. Optimally for TBMs, the consumers 

should not be involved in the business model, but rather get to experience the effect of 

how the business model works. Accordingly, the price plays a more important role in 

the TBMs, as these companies focus on traditional supply and demand powers 

structures. This entails that all forms of responsibilities disappear as soon as the 

consumer has paid for their product or service in a traditional purchase situation.  

 

In CBMs on the other hand, it is significant that the consumer are aware of how the 

business model works for the relationship to be effective. The key within the CBMs is 

the bond that is generated between the consumer and the company, as the CBMs, 

creates a communal identity among the consumers using the product or service. The 

rating system, which is essential in the CBMs, indicates an equal relationship between 

the company and the consumer. Since the consumers have been given a greater 

responsibility to operate freely on a self-pleasing platform, the rating system makes it 

possible to achieve orderliness and balance. This in the case of the TBMs is controlled 

continuously and solely by the company itself in order to meet expectations.    
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The greatest reward entering a relation for companies using a TBM as well as a CBM 

is that the consumers are paying for their product or service and that the companies 

are able to attract new as well as remain already existing consumers. In the same way 

consumers can expect to either be rewarded with accommodation or transportation. 

 

Although, the business models differ as the reward within TBMs aim towards meeting 

the consumer expectations, such as solely offering a ride from A to B or to have a 

hotel offering accommodation at the right location, while companies with a CBM aim 

towards exceeding the consumer expectations through numerous added values. What 

could be described as added value in a TBM, has become a part of the reward within 

the CBM. The research also shows that the similarities in cost for both business 

models are time and engagement, but more so in CBMs, due to that the consumers 

need to be more engaged in the business model.  
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8.0. LIMITATIONS & FURTHER RESEARCH 
 

This thesis investigates and compare traditional and collaborative business models 

solely and not industries and the companies within. Additionally, empirical data were 

only gathered from two different industries, which imply further research within other 

industries. Furthermore, this particular research was carried out on managers giving a 

company's perspective and how they interpret how a sound consumer relationship 

favourably should be created and maintained. We therefore encourage other 

researchers to take on the glasses from a consumer perspective, in order to reveal a 

clearer picture of the company-consumer relation within this field - and what the 

consumers consider is important. Our findings also show that the concept of 

community building are spreading within the business sphere as a consequence of 

successful CBM strategies, from companies such as Uber and Airbnb. Nevertheless, 

we take a critical stand toward this and question companies adapting community 

building only for the sake of it without implementing this strategically within their 

business model. However, our research only scratches the surface within this specific 

field and therefore calls for further research. Finally, as this thesis solely focus on one 

vein of collaborative economy, namely collaborative consumption. Additional 

research within other fields such as collaborative finance, production and learning is 

still to be explored and compared from a relational point of view. 
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9.0. THEORETICAL & PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

First and foremost, this thesis has been able to contribute to the on going mapping out 

of collaborative economy. Compared to previous research that mainly have focused 

on the implications of collaborative economy, this thesis has scrutinized and 

compared TBMs with CBMs and the relationship between company and consumer. 

Using Fiske’s relational model and social exchange theory made it possible to identify 

different key values related to how companies coordinate their relationship as well as 

how structures are built up within each business model in order for a company to 

capture, create and deliver value to the consumers. Finally, two of the most successful 

and prestigious companies operating within the transport and accommodation industry 

in a CBM have been interviewed. The findings show the different reasoning behind 

TBMs and CBMs, which provide useful information of business practices within each 

of the business models. Hence, for companies interested in collaborative economy 

possibly thinking of adopting CBM characteristics to their business model, this study 

give some indications how to adapt. It could be of importance as one easily can 

become blindfolded by the light of others success.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 1 
 
Operationalization 
!
Concept! Theoretical 

definition!
Conceptual 

definitions!
Measures and 

Variables!
Technique /!

Question!

SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY!

Cost! “…aversive 

stimuli 

encountered in a 

social transaction 

(e.g. painful or 

boring "work" 

performed).” – 

(Emerson, 1976)!
!
”… rewards 

foregone (e.g.time 

and effort that 

could have been 

spent otherwise, 

for some other 

valued return” – 

(Emerson, 1976)!

- To identify 

what efforts/costs 

each business 

model include!
!
- To gain 

understanding on 

how companies 

relate to costs!
!
- To gain 

understanding of 

how costs affect 

companies!

- Investments!
- Tangible    

Resources/Assets!
- Intangible 

Resources/Assets!

·   - To maintain a 

customer 

relationship entails 

certain costs, such 

as technical 

support, CRM 

systems, etc. What 

are your costs (not 

the numbers) to 

maintain a healthy 

relationship with 

your customers?!

-·   - What 

investments are 

particularly 

important in 

maintaining a 

healthy 

relationship with 

your customers? 

How do you think 

your company 

differs from your 

competitors in this 

matter?!

Reward! “…synonymous 

with a positive 

reinforcement, but 

with the added 

connotation of 

- To identify 

what rewards 

each business 

model include!
!

- Needs!
- Demands!
- Tangible 

Resources/Assets!
- Intangible 

- How do you 

create value for 

customers who use 

your service?!
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being socially 

administered” – 

(Emerson, 1976)!

- To gain 

understanding on 

how companies 

relate to rewards!
!
- To gain 

understanding of 

how rewards 

affect companies!

Resources/Assets! - In what way can 

the customer 

provide value to 

you in a 

collaborative 

business model? As 

opposed to a more 

traditional business 

model where there 

is a clear change of 

ownership?!

Worth! “…can be stated 

best in terms of 

reinforcement”!
- (Emerson, 1976)!
!
“The worth of a 

unit of some 

stimulus is the 

magnitude of 

reinforcement 

affected by that 

unit“ !
- (Emerson, 1976)!

- To identify 

what benefits 

each business 

model include!
!
- To gain 

understanding on 

how companies 

relate to benefits!
!
- To gain 

understanding of 

how worth 

affects 

companies!

- Benefits!
-  Tangible 

Resources/Assets!
- Intangible 

Resources/Assets!
OR!
  - Functional!
  - Experimental!
  - Symbolic!
 (- Support)!

-       - How do you 

create value for 

customers who use 

your service?!

·   - In contrast to a 

more traditional 

business 

model/collaborativ

e business model, 

what are the 

advantages and 

disadvantages of 

going into such a 

relationship? For 

you as a company 

and for the 

customer?!

Trust! “trust in a person 

is a commitment to 

an action based on 

a belief that the 

future actions of 

that person will 

lead to a good 

outcome”!
- (Golbeck & 

Hendler,  2006)!
!

- To identify how 

the company 

create trust 

within each 

business model!
!
- To gain 

understanding on 

how companies 

relate to trust!
!

- Obligations!
- Reputation!
- Reciprocity!
(- Support)!
(- Practical)!
(- Social)!

·   - How do you 

make sure that 

your customers 

behave / deliver 

what they 

promise? (e.g. 

leaving the flat 

back on time and 

in good condition)!

·   - How do you 
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“Reputation is an 

important trust-

building 

mechanism.” !
- (Chang & 

Cheung,!
2005)!
!
“Reputation is a 

result of 

trustworthy 

behaviour.”!
- (Hosmer, 1995)!

- To gain 

understandings 

of how trust 

affect companies!

ensure that your 

customer feel trust 

and assurance by 

using your 

service? !

Maintenance! “the strategy how 

two parties 

interrelate in their 

relationship in 

order to sustain a 

healthful bond” 

(Baxter & Simon, 

1997)!

- To identify the 

company 

maintain the 

consumer 

relationship 

within each 

business model!
!
- To gain 

understanding on 

how companies 

relate to the 

maintenance of 

consumer 

relationship  !
!
- To gain 

understanding of 

how maintenance 

affect companies!

- Support!
- Practical!
- Social!

·   - Which 

communication 

channels do your 

company use in 

order to maintain a 

good relationship 

to your customers?!

·   - What can your 

customers expect 

from you with 

regards to the 

service you 

provide?!

·   - How do you 

maintain your 

customers? I.e. 

how is your 

business model 

designed to 

maintain good 

customer 

relations?!

FISKE’S RELATIONAL MODELS!

Relationship! “Something that is 

used to embrace 

- To understand 

how the 

- Interpretation!
- Creation!

·   - Define a good 

customer 
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and facilitate 

coordination in 

communities, 

societies or 

groups” - (Fiske, 

1999)!

company view its 

relationship to its 

consumer!

- Relate to!
- Behaviour!
(-Maintenance)!

relationship.!

·   - How do you 

want your 

customer to 

perceive you?!

·   - How would you 

explain that the 

role of customer 

differs from a 

traditional 

business model 

with a 

collaborative 

business model?!

·   - What are the key 

building blocks of 

your business 

model for building 

a customer 

relationship?!

·   - How do you 

handle selling 

a/being a 

"coordinator" of a 

service unlike 

selling to/being a 

“coordinator” of 

an end consumer?!

- How do you 

maintain your 

customers, i.e., 

design your 

business model to 

maintain good 

customer 

relations?!

Consumer ! - To understand - Bond! !
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Loyalty!
(Communal 

Sharing)!

how a company 

build up their 

business model 

to gain consumer 

loyalty!
(in order to be 

perceived, or 

interpreted in 

relation to its 

consumers)!

- Shared Values  

  and Goals!
- Support!
- Altruism!

·   - How important is 

it that the customer 

is aware of how 

your business 

model works?!

      ·  - What 

commitment does 

the customer do 

when using your 

service?!

Hierarchies!
(Authority 

Ranking)!

! - To understand 

the forces of 

hierarchy within 

the business 

model!
!
- To understand 

how a company 

build up their 

business model 

in order to be 

perceived, or 

interpreted in 

relation to its 

consumers!

- Power!
- Reputation!
- Resources!
- Quality!

- Do you think 

using a 

collaborative 

business model 

have changed the 

power structure 

between you as a 

company and the 

consumer?!
!

·   - Do you use any 

external actors in 

the service you 

offer? If so, what 

is their role?!

Motivation!
(Market 

Pricing)!

! - To understand 

the motivations 

behind the 

relationship and 

how related to 

market pricing!
!
- To understand 

how a company 

build up their 

business model 

in order to be 

perceived, or 

interpreted in 

- Common scale of   

   ratio!
-  Achievement!
-  Profit!
-!!Material returns!

  - Success!
(- Autonomy)!
(- Opportunism)!

- What 

commitment does 

the consumer 

when he/she 

purchases/using 

your 

product/service? !
!
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relation to its 

consumers!

Balance!
(Equality 

Matching)!

! - To understand 

how companies 

aim to seek 

balance within 

the business 

models!
!
- To understand 

how a company 

build up their 

business model 

in order to be 

perceived, or 

interpreted in 

relation to its 

consumers!

- “Turn-taking”!
- Keep track!
- Rules!
- Equality!
- Reciprocity!
- Homogeneous!

- What do you do 

to make sure that 

your customers 

“behave” / living 

up to the other 

customers’ 

expectations?!
!
- How do you 

ensure that the 

consumer get what 

he/she expects?!

!
!
!
!
!
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Appendix 2 
!
Interview Guide  
!
The purpose with our thesis is to investigate the customer relationship process 
and how the relation between the company and customer differs in a 
collaborative economy versus a more traditional economy, with a focus on the 
business model.!

1. Cherishing the customer relationship leads to the long-term cooperation many 
companies strive for. The following questions relate to how your company looks 
at the customer relationship;!

• Define a good customer relationship.!

• How do you maintain your customers? I.e. how is your business model 
designed to maintain good customer relations?!

• Which communication channels do your company use in order to maintain a 
good relationship to your customers?!

• What can your customers expect from you with regards to the service you 
provide?!

•  How do you want your customer to perceive you?!

•  How do you handle being a "coordinator" of a service unlike selling to an end 
consumer?!

2. A long-term customer relationship is very much about maintenance and trust. 
The following questions relate to how precisely this is handled;!

• How do you ensure that your customer feel trust and assurance by using your 
service?!

• How do you make sure that your customers behave / deliver what they 
promise (e.g. leaving the flat back on time and in good condition)?!

3. For a good customer relationship to work, it's a lot of give and take. 
Therefore, costs partly arise for the company, but at the same this is balanced by 
rewards and valuable information. The following questions relate to the 
exchange you have with your customers;!

• What are the key building blocks of your business model for building a 
customer relationship?!
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• Maintain a customer relationship entails certain costs, such as technical 
support, CRM systems, etc. What are your costs (not the numbers) to maintain 
a healthy relationship with your customers?!

• What investments are particularly important in maintaining a healthy 
relationship with your customers? How do you think your company differs 
from your competitors in this matter?!

• How do you create value for customers who use your service?!

• In what way can the customer provide value to you in a collaborative business 
model? As opposed to a more traditional business model where there is a clear 
change of ownership?!

• In contrast to a more traditional business model, what are the advantages and 
disadvantages of going into such a relationship? For you as a company and for 
the customer?!

4. The division of roles between customer and company can often be dissimilar to 
different companies. The following questions are about how the division of roles 
looks like in your relationship with the customer;!

• How would you explain that the role of customer differs from a traditional 
business model with your business model?!

• How important is it that the customer is aware of how your business model 
works?!

• Do you believe that the use of a collaborative business model has changed the 
power structure between you as a company and your customers?!

• Do you use any external actors in the service you offer? If so, what is their 
role?!

• What commitment does the customer do when using your service?!

• What do you do to make sure that your customers “behave” / living up to the 
other customers’ expectations (in a collaborative economy, this applies both 
the recipient and provider of the service / product)!

• How do you make sure that your customer receives what he/she expects?!

!
!
!
!
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Appendix 3 
!
Fiske’s Relational Model 
RE = Researcher Explanation 
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The Relational Model, Commitment and Interdependence 
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Social Exchange Theory 
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