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Abstract
The sharing economy gains momentum and develops a major economic impact on 
traditional markets and firms. However, only rudimentary theoretical and empiri-
cal insights exist on how sharing networks, i.e., focal firms, shared goods providers 
and customers, create and capture value in their sharing-based business models. We 
conduct a qualitative study to find key differences in sharing-based business models 
that are decisive for their value configurations. Our results show that (1) customiza-
tion versus standardization of shared goods and (2) the centralization versus particu-
larization of property rights over the shared goods are two important dimensions to 
distinguish value configurations. A second, quantitative study confirms the visibility 
and relevance of these dimensions to customers. We discuss strategic options for 
focal firms to design value configurations regarding the two dimensions to optimize 
value creation and value capture in sharing networks. Firms can use this two-dimen-
sional search grid to explore untapped opportunities in the sharing economy.

Keywords Sharing economy · Business model · Customization · Standardization · 
Property rights · Value creation · Value capture · Value configuration

JEL Classification L15 · M10 · M13

1 Introduction

The sharing economy comprises all activities related to sharing or granting access to 
goods and services (Hamari et al. 2016). Sharing is organized in sharing networks. 
A focal firm manages the platform which connects the shared goods providers and 
customers. Sharing creates value by allowing customers to utilize products or ser-
vices without acquiring ownership (Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012; Belk 2014; Hartl 
et al. 2016; Richter et al. 2015). The economic impact of sharing among actors (Zer-
vas et al. 2017) alters the current mechanisms of value creation and value capture 
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in business models as introduced by Richardson (2008) and Teece (2010). Sharing-
based business models differ from traditional business models because value crea-
tion and value capture also are ‘shared’ among the sharing network members. Many 
sharing-based business models differ from current platform business models in 
that they match not only supply and demand for digital but also physical goods that 
require’real world’ logistics. However, some sharing-based business models such as 
sharing WI-FI connections are purely digital.

Due to its practical relevance, research on the sharing economy has gained 
momentum (Belk 2014; Filser et al. 2020a; Hamari et al. 2016; Hartl et al. 2016; 
Kraus et al. 2020a; Moehlmann 2015; Oskam and Boswijk 2016). It focuses on 
successful sharing-based business models like accommodation providers such as 
Airbnb (Gassmann et  al. 2021;  Oskam and Boswijk 2016; Zervas et  al. 2017), 
coworking space providers such as WeWork (Bouncken et  al. 2018, 2020a, b; 
Vidaillet and Bousalham 2020), transportation service providers such as Uber 
(Cohen and Kietzmann 2014), car sharing providers such as Car2Go or Share-
Now (Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012; Cohen and Kietzmann 2014; Wallsten 2015), 
the sharing of WI-FI connections, computers, services, food and other goods 
(Belk 2014), and many others (Geissinger et  al. 2020). As an example for B2B 
sharing, Apple and Dell ‘share’ the production facilities of Foxconn (Chan et al. 
2013).

Information and communication technologies provide the basis for these busi-
ness models (Belk 2014; Fjeldstad et al. 2012). Apart from common web-based 
technologies, the currently evolving ‘Internet of Things’ (IoT) offers opportuni-
ties for new business models (Brettel et al. 2014; Lee et al. 2015; Metallo et al. 
2018). It integrates machines and production facilities into the sharing economy 
(Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012; Belk 2014). Beyond mere profit maximization, offer-
ing sharing-based products or services can also be seen as a societal engagement. 
In particular, sharing addresses sustainability concerns (Curtis and Lehner 2019; 
Govindan et al. 2020; Hamari et al. 2016; Liu and Chen 2020; Pies et al. 2020; 
Ponce et al. 2018; Pouri and Hilty 2018).

Despite the current research intensity regarding the sharing economy, we still 
lack an in-depth understanding of business models in the sharing economy (Belk 
2014; Cohen and Kietzmann 2014; Hartl et  al. 2016; Pies et  al. 2020) and, in 
particular, of the mechanisms of value creation and value capture configurations. 
Therefore, our research goal is to identify sharing-specific antecedents of value 
creation and value capture. To achieve this research goal, we conduct a qualita-
tive study on 18 sharing-based cases (study 1).

Our results reveal two independent dimensions of integrated value networks: (1) 
the degree of customization or standardization of the shared goods and (2) the distri-
bution of property rights over key resources, i.e. their centralization or particulariza-
tion, especially a focal firm’s degree of control over the shared goods. A quantita-
tive study (study 2) among (potential) customers confirms the public visibility of 
these two dimensions. Based on these insights, we discuss the strategic options a 
focal firm has to shape optimal value configurations by a suitable arrangement of 
the two dimensions. These two independent dimensions provide a grid which allows 
analyzing the value configurations and thus the strategic positions of firms in the 



1 3

Value configurations in sharing economy business models  

sharing economy. Researchers and firms can use this grid for a strategic analysis 
that explores not yet occupied market spaces. Focal firms can create novel business 
models and platforms within these dimensions. Our research contributes to both the 
sharing economy literature and research on business models and their value creation 
and value capture mechanisms. The identification of the two dimensions provides a 
first guidance for practitioners who create and researchers who investigate sharing 
networks. Our results help researchers and practitioners to better understand how 
firms can achieve and enhance the advantages of the sharing economy.

2  Theoretical background

2.1  Sharing economy

No commonly accepted definition for the sharing economy exists as it is still a young 
phenomenon. Current research streams focus on framing the concept of the sharing 
economy (Arvidsson 2018; Bardhi & Eckhardt 2012; Belk 2014; Cheng 2016; Mar-
tin 2016), reasons and motivation for participation (Davidson et  al. 2018; Hamari 
et al. 2016; Möhlmann 2015) and governing mechanisms (Ert et al. 2016). Recently, 
emerging research streams with in-depth sharing economy research questions on the 
internationalization process (Parente et al. 2018), industry specifics for example for 
apparel (Park and Armstrong 2017), hotel business (Zervas et al. 2017), or mobil-
ity (Cohen and Kietzmann 2014) outline the growing maturity and acceptance of 
the research field. The sharing economy can even be viewed as an entrepreneurial 
ecosystem of its own kind as it attracts new providers of shared goods (Liguori et al. 
2019).

As we focus our research on sharing-based business models, we follow Hamari 
et  al. (2016, p. 2047) and define the sharing economy as “peer-to-peer-based 
activit[ies] of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods and services, coor-
dinated through community-based online services”. This definition allows us to 
include all forms of web-based sharing activities including incumbents that run shar-
ing economy-like business models (Belk 2014; de Lange and Valliere 2020; Hamari 
et al. 2016). Web-based connectivity enables consumers to connect, exchange infor-
mation, and coordinate sharing activities without restrictions of time and space, 
resulting in the development of novel business models (Afuah 2003). Web-based 
information and communication technologies enable enhanced value creation, as 
goods and services are shared only for the time needed (Belk 2014; Hamari et al. 
2016). Therefore, the internet integrates or even generates markets, links their par-
ticipants across boundaries and contributes to the emergence of globally unified 
markets (Pohjola 2002).

The collaborative consumption of goods and services (Hartl et al. 2016) changes 
consumers’ attitudes towards property and ownership. Customers focus on distinct 
access rights for using goods and services for the limited time span when their uti-
lization rather than acquiring ownership or long-term property rights are needed 
(Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012; Belk 2014; Hartl et al. 2016). Ownership can especially 
be replaced by permanent access when customers are loyal to the sharing provider 
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(Akhmedova and Marimon 2020; Jia et al. 2020). This trend also impacts B2B rela-
tions as technical improvements allow to ‘share’ production capacities and thus to 
integrate production capacities into sharing systems (Belk 2014; Brettel et al. 2014; 
Lee et al. 2015).

2.2  Business models, value creation and value capture

Even though business models have been in existence since mankind discovered trad-
ing (Teece 2010), the emergence of e-commerce and other internet-based products 
and services has massively intensified research on business models (Amit and Zott 
2001, 2012; Demil et al. 2015; Foss and Saebi 2017; George and Bock 2011; Oster-
walder 2004; Zott et  al. 2011). For business models, many definitions exist (Zott 
et al. 2011). Especially in entrepreneurship, business models have become a popu-
lar perspective (Ferreira et al. 2019). Business models can be seen as architectures 
(Teece 2010; Timmers, 1998), blueprints (Osterwalder et al. 2005), designs (George 
and Bock 2011; Teece 2010), frameworks (Chesbrough and Rosenbloom 2002), or 
representations (Morris et  al. 2005) of “how firms do business” (Zott et  al. 2011, 
p. 1037). Business models comprise several components (Zott et al. 2011), dimen-
sions (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010) or elements (Baden-Fuller and Mangematin 
2013). For example, Amit and Zott (2001, 2010, 2012) distinguish content, struc-
ture and governance (Amit and Zott 2001, 2010, 2012). Content depicts the activi-
ties performed in the activity system, including the exchange of products, services 
and information between the various network partners as well as the capabilities 
required to enable the exchange. Structure describes the linkages and the sequencing 
of these activities, considering size, flexibility and adaptability of networks. Gov-
ernance describes who performs which activities as well as the locus and nature of 
control of transactions within the activity system. Another structure is suggested by 
George and Bock (2011) who, based on a survey among practitioners, distinguish a 
resource, transaction and value structure. Especially the business model canvas, as 
suggested by Osterwalder (2010) and Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010), is well estab-
lished among both scholars and managers. It defines nine dimensions of the business 
model structure: key partners, key activities, key resources, the value proposition, 
customer relationships, channels, customer segments, the cost structure, and revenue 
streams.

In contrast to traditional strategic management which focuses on competi-
tors, the business model approach focuses more strongly on customers (Demil 
et al. 2015; Zott et al. 2011). However, superior configurations of business mod-
els can generate competitive advantages (Markides and Charitou 2004). But with 
its strong customer orientation, a business model’s predominant dimension is its 
value proposition (Chesbrough and Rosenbloom 2002; Morris et al. 2005). More 
specifically, the firm has to define how it will create (and deliver) this offered 
value to the customers. Business models in the sharing economy do not neces-
sarily have to offer innovative content but often only the flexibility or the details 
of content increase in comparison to traditional business models. The predomi-
nant role of the value proposition becomes particularly apparent in Teece’s (2010, 
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p. 172) definition of business models as a “design or architecture of the value 
creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms”. Therefore, business models refer 
to the creation and capture of value from the combination of activities (e.g., IT 
and operations) into solutions, especially when acting in networks (Bouncken and 
Fredrich 2016). In exchange for the expected or experienced value (i.e., use or 
benefit) of the firm’s offering, the customers pay for it generating revenue and 
profit for the firm. Therefore, for a firm to maximize its extent of value capture, 
it has to offer a value proposition in a way the customer is willing to pay most. 
These notions are not only valid for individual firms in a market but also for 
decentralized business models in the shared economy. They relate to the network 
of the focal firm, key partners and customers because value creation is dependent 
on the firm’s resources and external property. Value delivery depends on provid-
ing these external goods or services to the customers. The value captured has 
to be split among the participants. Activities exceed the mere use of technolo-
gies (Chesbrough 2007) and cross the boundaries of single firms that are often 
embedded in networks (Amit and Zott 2001). Thus, the business model approach 
is well suited for explaining value creation in the sharing economy. Sharing econ-
omy business models can be based on platform business models (Clauss et  al. 
2019; Muzellec et  al. 2015; Täuscher and Laudien 2018). The match between 
supply and demand of shared goods occurs on platforms for which technology 
plays a constituting role as facilitator for self-linking processes among partici-
pants (Thuong and Monideepa 2009). However, while regular platforms deliver 
digital goods which hardly cause any storage or delivery costs or waiting time for 
customers, many sharing-oriented business models involve the storage and time-
consuming delivery of physical goods that can not only be coordinated digitally.

Business model innovation is associated with the agile and radical redesign of 
extant business models that is based on dynamic capabilities (Heider et  al. 2020; 
Semke and Tiberius 2020) and aims at fostering growth, firm performance, and the 
development of a competitive advantage (Amit and Zott 2012; Bouncken et al. 2016; 
Bouncken et al. 2019; Brand et al. 2019; Breier et al. 2021; Kraus et al. 2020c; Tibe-
rius et al. 2020a). Apart from radical business model innovation, firms also imple-
ment incremental business model reconfigurations (Clauss et  al. 2020). In both 
respects, sharing-based business models of both start-ups and incumbents have to 
be considered as innovative business models. Innovative business models as novel 
combinations of their components result in value creation, delivery, and capture 
forms that are new to a market (Teece 2010). Unique or novel value propositions 
allow new ways of value creation through new products or services and of value 
capture by, for example, new payment models such as membership fees or transac-
tion-based payment.

Firms that do not yet participate in the sharing economy but consider doing so 
can add an innovative business model to their current one(s). For example, while car 
manufacturers Daimler and BMW, which usually focus on selling cars, have been 
offering their car sharing providers car2go and DriveNow (that have recently merged 
to their mutual provider Share Now) for several years, Volkswagen is only about to 
enter the sharing economy. Apart from sharing the firm’s own goods, firms can also 
cooperate with several partners, which contribute complementary goods or services 



 A. Reuschl et al.

1 3

to increase heterogeneity and extend the activity and customer base, like in the case 
of Flinkster, also a car sharing provider, which integrates further complementary 
transportation services into the sharing network and to provide a comprehensive 
mobility portfolio. Flinkster is a remarkable role model for sharing economy busi-
ness models that considerably extend firms’ traditional scope of action by providing 
the opportunity to access new markets and customers. Other firms like Share Now 
use social networks to access their customer base, create lock-in effects and improve 
marketing. This form of horizontal integration offers additional synergetic advan-
tages. For example, embedding car sharing communities in or connecting them with 
social networks can optimize occupancy, create marketing effects or facilitate the 
development of additional services.

3  Methodology

3.1  Mixed method approach

We chose a mixed method approach comprising a qualitative and a quantitative 
study (Creswell 2003) (Fig. 1). The qualitative approach aims at gaining in-depth 
insights about rather unexplored phenomena to generate rather than validate propo-
sitions based on small samples (Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007), while the quantita-
tive approach tries to validate already existing hypotheses based on larger samples. 
For our research question, no hypotheses exist yet. Therefore, focusing on theory 
building, our research is inductive in nature (Yin 2009) and we do not use prede-
fined propositions from literature. With our second study, we aim at validating the 
prior findings.

3.2  Study 1

In the first step, we followed the case study literature (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt 
and Graebner 2007) and selected 18 case firms. To ensure that the cases match our 
research focus, we selected for-profit case firms that participate in the sharing econ-
omy or employ business models that are based on or related to the idea of sharing 
irrespective of the specific industry. A short overview over the case firms is given in 
Table 1.

We collected publicly available data from the selected firms from inter-
nal sources such as webpages, brochures and annual reports and from external 
sources such as media coverage. Drawing on these archival data, we analyzed 
the case firms’ value configurations. In case of missing information, we con-
tacted the firms to complete our data. As suggested by Eisenhardt (1989) and 
Ram and Trehan (2009), we applied an iterative data analysis process. First, we 
condensed the available information and created write-ups for each individual 
case. These write-ups were analyzed based on an open coding procedure. Next, 
we compared the individual case results in a cross-case analysis (Eisenhardt 
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1989). Third, we re-analyzed the write-ups and applied a numerical weighting 
ranging from 1 to 10 on the identified categories. Two researchers independently 
carried out the iterative process of analyzing the case data and four researchers 
weighted the identified categories to enhance rigidity and to ensure consistency 
of the findings.

Our findings show that, from a value configuration perspective, two predomi-
nant dimensions seem to apply to all cases: (1) The spectrum of customization 
to standardization of the value proposition and (2) the spectrum of centralized to 
particularized property rights, i.e., their distribution, over key resources. These 
two independent dimensions allow analyzing the value configurations and thus 
the strategic positions of firms in the sharing economy. Figure 2 illustrates the 
two-dimensional framework and the positioning of the case firms in it, as rated 
by the researchers.

3.3  Study 2

In the second step, we conducted a survey among 137 undergraduate students 
in management classes. In line with Gupta et  al. (2019), we decided to survey 
undergraduate students because they are highly accustomed to digital business 
models and have a high propensity to participate in the sharing economy.

Our short questionnaire included questions on the respondent’s age, course 
of study, gender and a list of the case study firms to be rated on the two value 

Fig. 1  Research methodology
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configuration dimensions. We asked the students to indicate if they have already 
used services from the firms and to rate the experienced property rights (scale 
from 1 to 5, 1 = fully owned and controlled by provider, 5 = highly decentralized, 
provider only owns platform) and customization (scale from 1 to 5, 1 = highly 
standardized, “one fits all offering”, 5 = highly customized, divers and unique 
offering).

We received 68 responses (49.6%) from students at the age between 18 and 30, 
29.4% male and 70.6% female respondents. A majority of 88.2% of the respond-
ents indicated that they have already used the services of at least one case firm. 
One student already used services from seven of the case study firms, the average 
is 2.43.

The results of our survey highlight the public visibility of the value configura-
tion regarding customization and standardization and distribution property rights to 
customers. Figure  3 illustrates the answers of our 68 survey participants as mean 
values.

Highly successful sharing economy companies like Uber and Airbnb are perceived 
as platforms that organize the utilization of highly customized goods with decentral 
ownership. In contrast, strong and successful incumbents like Sixt, Europcar or Enter-
prise are known to offer goods or services that are fully owned by the firm. Consist-
ently, sharing business models of incumbents (Flinkster, ShareNow) are located 
between the two extremes.

Fig. 2  Value configuration positions of the case firms, rated by researchers
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However, the platform providers Turo, Zaarly, MyHammer and Taskrabbit are not 
perceived as particularized and customized as we suggested in Fig. 2. A possible and 
likely explanation for the unexpected localization of the case firms is that students do 
not use the offerings of these firms since they are not the right target group. For exam-
ple, MyHammer and Taskrabbit offer mainly handyman services, Zaarly is not active in 
Germany and Turo has only very limited availability in Germany.

Focusing on mobility suppliers provides further insights on current value configu-
rations. The business models of the case study firms in Fig. 4 center on mobility ser-
vices. However, sharing economy value configurations offer new design themes for the 
related business models. Uber represents a role model for these novel design themes. 
Its business model completely concentrates on matching the demand and supply for 
mobility services. Sharing economy firms like Getaround or Turo follow this business 
model but also offer cars without chauffeurs. In contrast, classic rental car incumbents 
fully control the supply side and compete for the existing demand. Car sharing ventures 
of incumbents take a mixed approach as they have full ownership over the offering but 
they have a technology enabled offering like a sharing economy firm.

Fig. 3  Value configuration positions of the case firms
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4  Findings

4.1  Customization and standardization

The content in the sharing economy is often less standardized than in traditional 
business models. For example, while hotel rooms of major hotel chains resemble 
one another, Airbnb offers a huge variety of private ‘hotel rooms’, following the 
ongoing trend for customization. However, our cases indicate that shared goods 
can be highly customized or standardized. Customization relates to a market, cus-
tomer and quality orientation while standardization follows the logic of industri-
alization or mass production (Sundbo 2002), and therefore economies of scale. 
The general tendency towards standardization can be due to price pressure caused 
by intense competition (Sundbo 2002). However, standardization can also be a 
deliberate strategy, namely Porter’s (1987) generic competitive strategy of cost 
leadership while customization relates to a differentiation strategy. Customers 
who are interested in customization have hedonistic goals, strive for uniqueness 
and experience a higher perceived control, satisfaction but also a higher perceived 
risk while customer who are more oriented towards standardization have utilitar-
ian goals and are more interested in saving time and money (Ding and Keh 2016). 
Therefore, both strategies meet different customer needs and preferences. Sharing 
economy firms should identify and target their preferred market segments and tar-
get groups (Lutz and Newlands 2018).

Fig. 4  Value configuration positions of the carsharing case firms
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From our case firms, former Car2Go initially offered only one standardized car 
that met the average users’ expectations and a set of specific car sharing require-
ments. Using shared cars is characterized by user’s low emotional involvement. 
Without the intention to acquire a car, users are not interested in customizing it.

In contrast, highly customized goods allow a special emotional experience. 
For example, Airbnb provides “boutique-style” accommodation, i.e. rooms, 
apartments or houses, with their floor plans and furnishings, are unique. The 
users can book the accommodation that best fits his or her needs and preferences. 
The interior or the social interaction with the provider of the accommodation or 
other users can create special and unique experiences. This customized experi-
ence is a key value proposition. To allow greater customization, a focal firm such 
as Airbnb has to provide mechanisms for customers to choose an adequate offer-
ing. Unstandardized solutions demand more trust building and access to ratings 
and feedback from users. Thus, sharing economy firms such as Airbnb that offer 
unstandardized goods require more detailed information for users. The empirical 
study of Gupta et al. (2019) shows that the propensity of sharing products (sup-
ply and demand) decreases with the level of intimacy. Therefore, the degree of 
customization should be investigated further to identify emotional barriers that 
might impede the attractiveness of shared products.

4.2  Property rights

Business models in the sharing economy offer governance mechanisms allocat-
ing responsibilities for activities (Zott and Amit 2010). The focal firm, network 
partners, or consumers carry out activities to co-produce value. Our cases show 
that the governance structure exceeds mere task allocation as it also covers prop-
erty rights. Property rights grant the bundle of rights (Coase, 1960) to exploit 
and alienate a resource (Alchian, 1965; Asher et al. 2005; Demsetz, 1967). They 
enable the owner to generate high rents (Foss and Foss 2005) and therefore cap-
ture value, especially when protection mechanisms are used (Teixeira and Fer-
reira 2019).

At first sight, it might be striking that property rights form an important dimen-
sion of business model value configurations, as sharing means waiving ownership 
and only striving for access to goods. However, this is only true from the customers’ 
perspective. Shared goods are not ownerless (res nullius), public (i.e., everybody’s) 
property, and usually not even common (i.e., jointly owned) property (Bromley, 
1991). Rather, only the right to use the good is shared, whereas other partial prop-
erty rights, i.e., the right to earn income from the good, the right to ownership ces-
sation, and the right to enforce property rights (Coase, 1960), belong to specific 
actors in the sharing network. These property rights which exceed mere usage are 
not shared.
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The distribution of property rights refers to the platform and the shared goods. 
This influences who in a network consisting of the focal firm, key partners, and 
customers is able to make property-related decisions (Mumdziev and Windsper-
ger 2011) and to capture and guard created value. Using, designing, organizing, 
and controlling the sharing processes requires the consideration of the distribu-
tion of property rights among key partners. Property rights can be concentrated 
on focal firms or spread on diverse individual owners. Even without full owner-
ship, focal firms can have control over design and shape of goods based on con-
tractual property rights. The centralization of property rights has major impli-
cations for design, functionality, organization and maintenance of shared goods, 
affecting long-time use and interests. Cesinger et  al. (2016) demonstrate the 
importance of ownership and non-financial values in family firms. Particularized 
property rights—not to be confused with partitioned property rights (Alchian, 
1965; Ostrom, 1990)—increase the probability of private owners sharing goods. 
Besides economic returns, though, they will also care for socio-emotional issues, 
conflicts and misuse. The experience and satisfaction with sharing is influenc-
ing their willingness to continue sharing their property and interacting with users 
(Moehlmann 2015).

Car rentals like Europcar, Sixt, or Enterprise completely own the property 
rights of their standardized products and allow customers to use vehicles for a 
fee. Customization is only possible in terms of providing additional services or 
cars with predefined features. Based on the principle of crowdfunding (Kraus 
et  al. 2016), LendingClub organizes a peer-to-peer network that allows mem-
bers granting and obtaining loans. This illustrates an integrated value network 
where individuals (high particularism) own and give temporal property rights for 
a highly standardized content (money). Similarly, Fon organizes a community 
of individuals that share the standardized content ‘access to WI-FI’. Individu-
als retain property rights over their WI-FI access (high particularism). Airbnb 
exemplifies a sharing network where individuals contribute customized content 
to a network without transferring property rights. Airbnb provides the consti-
tuting technology that allows network members to initiate contacts and perform 
business transactions. Thus, Airbnb achieves a position where highly customized 
content of a large variety of users is integrated into a network that creates value. 
Zaarly and TaskRabbit also strive to achieve such a position. They provide net-
works where individuals can offer or demand any kind of service or product to or 
from other members. Zaarly and TaskRabbit do not gain property rights over the 
services, they provide the technology to organize networks that allow individu-
als to act entrepreneurially (Schmengler and Kraus 2010). BMW’s and Daimler’s 
car sharing provider ShareNow offers their own products. Providers retain prop-
erty rights at the cost of customization. Car sharing platform providers like Turo 
or Greenwheels waive property rights for achieving higher levels of customiza-
tion. Belonging to the German railway company Deutsche Bahn, Flinkster offers 
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a variety of cars and vehicles from all major producers and holds the property 
rights over them. Thus, Flinkster offers a mobility concept that comprises train 
rides and different cars that meet individual demands. A special case between car 
sharing platform providers and company bound car sharing is Getaround which 
offers a network for carsharing like Turo or Greenwheels. However, network 
members who want to bring in their vehicles have to install a special corporate 
software and pay monthly fees. Thereby, Getaround achieves at least a partial 
property right over the cars of its users. This software is part of the constituting 
technology that enables transactions in the activity system of Getaround.

Therefore, at one extreme, a focal firm has complete property rights over goods, 
allowing for maximal rigor of influence. In this case, the firm only considers its own 
interests in the design and coordination of goods. At the other extreme, a focal firm 
is only a facilitator for sharing. In this case, further factors like specific business 
logics and socio-emotional interests of private individuals affect sharing dynamics. 
Particularized ownership demands complex mechanisms for coordination and con-
trol of interaction systems and governance solutions to deal with multiple motives of 
diverse owners.

5  Discussion

The value configuration of a focal firm in the sharing economy, i.e., the char-
acteristics of value creation and value capture, can be defined along the dimen-
sions of customization and individualization on the one side and centralization 
or particularization of property rights over shared goods on the other side. Our 
first study revealed these independent dimensions as crucial differences in busi-
ness models that are decisive for the value configurations in the sharing economy. 
The second study confirmed their significance from a customer perspective. A 
strategic analysis of these two value configuration dimensions of sharing-based 
business models can reveal spaces that are not occupied in the market yet. There-
fore, the two-dimensional search grid allows for the exploration of innovative and 
profitable strategic alternatives for untapped future business opportunities (Filser 
et al. 2020b; Tiberius 2019; Tiberius et al. 2020b). Focal firms can create novel 
business models and platforms within these dimensions.

The first dimension—customization or standardization—relates to the value 
creation in sharing-based business models as it addresses customers’ value 
expectations ranging from economic, functional, socio-emotional to epistemic 
values (Sheth et al. 1991). This dimension thus relates to an external perspective 
of the value configuration. Customization means a better fit with the customers’ 
needs and preferences. Unlike the “one fits all” approach of standardization, for 
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customization many different forms of the shared good exist and customers can 
choose the prefered one and, therefore, the selected good generates a higher value 
for the customer compared to a standardized one. However, also standardized 
products can generate value by being less costly due to economies of scale. The 
trade-off between customized and standardized shared goods relates to Porter’s 
(1987) generic competitive strategies of differentiation and cost leadership. For 
both target groups—customers who want unique goods or customers who want to 
save money—market segments exist. The internet decreases information asym-
metries through comparison possibilities. Thus, quality becomes a decisive fea-
ture for the customer demand and for achieving a competitive advantage. How-
ever, the concept of quality expands in the context of the sharing economy. While 
traditional criteria such as performance, data security and processing speed 
maintain their importance, the uptime and uniqueness of goods are important for 
shared goods. As most focal firms offering shared goods operate on two-sided 
markets (Muzellec et  al. 2015), not only the lender but also the supplier, both 
being the focal firm’s customers, have to be included in the value creation consid-
erations. For lenders, customization is the normal situation since he or she owns 
a unique good for sharing. Only for large lenders who share several goods, stand-
ardization can be a cost-saving issue.

The second dimension—centralized or particularized property rights—rep-
resents an important internal perspective, as it strongly relates to the necessary 
governance mechanisms to manage the processes, transactions, and the determi-
nation of both value creation and value capture in the business model of a focal 
firm. The right to command resources defines how value is generated through 
their use (Claessens and Laeven 2003; Jandhyala 2013; Keay and Metcalf 2011). 
A focal firm having full property rights over the platform and the shared goods 
is able to define the value proposition and design of the platform, thereby shap-
ing the characteristics and extent of value creation. A focal firm with central-
ized property rights can also capture a large proportion of the created value due 
to their larger sphere of influence compared with a focal firm which owns only 
the platform but not the shared goods. Our case studies indicate that centralized 
property rights that are with the focal firm have a dominant coordination func-
tion in the business model. Yet, centralized property rights must enable self-reg-
ulated coordination among users. Thus, decentralized and self-regulated coordi-
nation among users stands on the shoulders of formal governance and can build 
additional value. The properties of the two found dimensions are summarized in 
Table 3.
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6  Conclusion

Our paper uses theoretical considerations and case examples to analyze value con-
figurations in the sharing-based business models, i.e., the design of value creation 
and value capture systems. Our results show that focal firms in the sharing econ-
omy create sharing networks with varying degrees of (1) customization and stand-
ardization (external perspective) on the one hand and (2) the distribution of property 
rights, i.e. centralization or particularization, on the other hand.

Our research contributes to the business model and business model innovation 
literatures as it adds two dimensions which are decisive for the value configuration 
especially in the sharing economy. In this respect, our study also contributes to shar-
ing economy research. Sharing-based business models can be generated by position-
ing on these two dimensions.

The insights from our study also have practical implications. Firms can use 
the two-dimensional search grid to systematically explore opportunities for 
sharing-based business models. Firms not engaged in the sharing economy yet 
can identify market positions that might complement their regular business. 
Firms acting in competitive market positions in the sharing economy can exam-
ine whether shifts on these two dimensions might lead to uncontested market 
segments.

Despite these contributions, our research comes with limitations. The results 
are limited by our sample data and the case study research approach. We also do 
not show relations to (perceived) value distributions within the sharing network 
or focal firms’ performance. Instead, we introduce a new classification of ante-
cedents of value configuration mechanisms and, therefore, provide a first concept 
for the strategic analysis of sharing-based business models. We encourage future 
studies to elaborate on the basic theories of the sharing economy and to use larger 
samples or archival data for further development and testing. Future research 
should also dig into success factors of business models in sharing networks and 
into the externalities that contribute to achieving a sustained competitive posi-
tion. Additionally, a striking research focus should be on the question whether 
major crises such as the current COVID-19 pandemic (Kraus et al. 2020b) will 
change the sharing economy and its business models.

Appendix

See Tables 2, 3.
 .
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