




 

 

 

Linkoping Studies in Science and Technology  

Dissertation No. 2348 

 

 

 

 

 

Ownership or Access?  

A study of mobility services in the access economy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2023 

 

Department of Management and Engineering  

Division of Industrial Management 

Linköping University, SE-581 83 Linköping, Sweden 

  



https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.3384%2F9789180753593&data=05%7C01%7Cbrenda.nansubuga%40liu.se%7C9f6cf5c1fddf440f76ca08dbaee2a308%7C913f18ec7f264c5fa816784fe9a58edd%7C0%7C0%7C638296060635334786%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=PwyUzrfoggFeOLSNtKgSwThMoGPHN%2BzIX0dc7RWXClE%3D&reserved=0


 

iii 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 

iv 

 

  



 

v 

 

Abstract 
 

 

The access economy is a business model emphasizing temporary access and usage over 

permanent ownership, centered on the renting of products among individuals or organizations. 

Endorsed by the media, analysts, and researchers, access-based services, which allow 

customers to pay for the temporary use of a product without owning it, have gained popularity 

in various consumer and business-to-business industries, including mobility, fashion, and 

mechanical equipment. However, many providers of such services face difficulties attracting 

and retaining customers, scaling their businesses, and achieving profitability. Against this 

backdrop, the objectives of this research are, first, to understand how service providers in the 

access economy can create value for their customers to promote higher customer adoption and 

sustained retention rates, and second, to understand how collaboration within an ecosystem can 

facilitate value creation in the access economy. The thesis draws on consumer and business 

marketing literature to examine ownership and access dynamics. It uses the mobility service 

sector as a context to analyze the access economy. Four different types of access-based mobility 

are analyzed: carsharing, car subscriptions, e-scooter rental, and Mobility-as-a-Service (MaaS). 

The papers appended to the thesis use different methods, including a systematic review, two 

case studies, a survey, and a conceptual study to address the research purpose. The analysis is 

conducted from three different perspectives: customer, service provider, and ecosystem, to 

provide a more comprehensive understanding of value creation in the access economy. The 

thesis contributes to the literature on the access economy by identifying various business 

models within access-based mobility and emphasizing the role of collaboration among 

ecosystem actors. Furthermore, it provides practical implications for service providers to 

improve their offerings and attract more customers. 

  



 

vi 

 

 

  



 

vii 

 

Sammanfattning 
 

 

Access-ekonomin är en affärsmodell som betonar tillfällig tillgång och användning framför 

permanent ägande, med fokus på uthyrning av produkter mellan individer eller organisationer. 

Accessbaserade tjänster, som gör det möjligt för kunder att betala för tillfällig användning av 

en produkt utan att äga den, har fått mycket uppmärksamhet i media och av analytiker och 

forskare. Fenomenet har blivit populärt inom många olika konsument- och företagsmarknader, 

inklusive mobilitet, mode och mekanisk utrustning. Många leverantörer av accessbaserade 

tjänster har dock svårt att attrahera och behålla kunder, skala upp sin verksamhet och uppnå 

lönsamhet. Mot denna bakgrund är syftet med denna forskning att för det första förstå hur 

tjänsteleverantörer i accessekonomin kan skapa värde för sina kunder för att främja högre 

kundadoption och bibehållen retentionsgrad, och för det andra att förstå hur samarbete inom 

ett ekosystem kan underlätta värdeskapande i accessekonomin. Avhandlingen utgår 

huvudsakligen från konsument- och företagsmarknadsföringslitteratur för att undersöka 

dynamiken mellan ägande och access. Den kontext som analyseras är transport- och 

mobilitetssektorn. Mer specifikt analyseras fyra olika typer av accessbaserad mobilitet: 

bildelning, bilabonnemang, uthyrning av elsparkcyklar och transport som tjänst (Mobility-as-

a-Service; MaaS). I avhandlingens fem artiklar används olika metoder för att besvara 

forskningsfrågorna, såsom en systematisk genomgång, två fallstudier, en undersökning och en 

konceptuell studie för att ta itu med sitt forskningssyfte. Analysen genomförs ur tre olika 

perspektiv: kundens, leverantörer och ekosystemet för att få en djupare förståelse för 

värdeskapande i accessekonomin. Avhandlingen bidrar till marknadsföringsforskning om 

access-ekonomin genom att identifiera olika affärsmodeller inom accessbaserad mobilitet samt 

analysera den roll som samarbete mellan aktörer i ekosystemet spelar. Avhandlingen har även 

praktiska implikationer för tjänsteleverantörer som strävar efter att förbättra sina erbjudanden 

och attrahera fler kunder. 

  



 

viii 

 

 

  



 

ix 

 

Acknowledgments 
 

 

As the African saying goes, it takes a village to raise a child. My doctoral journey has been 

enriched by the support, guidance, and encouragement of numerous individuals and 

institutions. I would like to extend my heartfelt gratitude to all those who have played an 

indispensable role in shaping this research endeavor. 

I am profoundly grateful to my supervisors, from whom I have learned a lot throughout this 

journey. Christian Kowalkowski, your commitment to research has been inspiring. Thank you 

for being patient and supportive through my imperfections. I am truly fortunate to have the 

privilege of learning under your guidance. Erik Sundin, our workshops on the circular economy 

were a major eye-opener for my learning and have shaped my thinking as a researcher. Thank 

you for the insightful discussions by the coffee machine :) 

Mario Kienzler, thank you for guiding me into the world of research in the early days when I 

was clueless about everything, including the best places to search for research material. Hugo 

Guyader, thank you for taking me under your wing during the LinMaaS project and for all the 

wonderful discussions and collaborations that have happened since. 

I would also like to express my appreciation to Aku Valtakoski for the rigorous examination 

and insightful feedback on an earlier version of this thesis during the final seminar. 

This research would not have been feasible without the support of Linköping University, the 

CarE-Service EU project, and the SE: Kond 2 Life Vinnova project. I would like to say thank 

you to all the project partners and participants in the various studies for their engagement that 

has made my research a reality. I am especially grateful to Johan Holtström and the Division 

of Industrial Management at Linköping University for providing an enriching academic 

environment and access to critical resources. Ove Brandes, thank you for taking an interest in 

my research and for constantly keeping me updated about ongoing changes in the mobility 

industry.  

To my colleagues and fellow doctoral researchers at LiU, thank you for your camaraderie, the 

fikas, and the crazy lunchtime conversations. 



 

x 

 

To my family and friends, you have been unwavering pillars of support throughout my 

academic journey, and your encouragement has been a source of strength. Thank you for 

putting up with my disappearing acts and not letting the distance get in the way of our 

friendship. Tracy, thank you for being the sister that I needed. I am deeply grateful for your 

presence in my life. 

Uncle Stephen, you have always been in charge of fun, and you understood the assignment. 

Thank you for our weekly phone calls and for always managing to make me laugh.  

Magnus, when I think about these past two years of my academic journey, the only words fit 

to describe them are everything, everywhere, all at once. Having you in my life has made it all 

manageable. Thank you! 

And thank you for the beautiful cover of this thesis. 

Lastly, ba maama bange, Aunt Susan, Aunt Sylvia, and Mummy Joy, thank you for loving me 

and for your sacrifices toward my education. I would never have made it this far without you. 

Aunt Sylvia, you have always believed in me, even when I haven’t believed in myself. Without 

you, I would never have dared to dream this big. Thank you for having enough faith for both 

of us.  

 

 

Brenda Nansubuga 

Linköping, 2023 

  



 

xi 

 

Appended papers 

 

 

Paper I 

Nansubuga, B., & Kowalkowski, C. (2021). Carsharing: A systematic literature review and 

research agenda. Journal of Service Management, Vol. 32 No. 6, pp.55-91. 

Paper II 

Guyader, H., Nansubuga, B., & Skill, K. (2021). Institutional logics at play in a mobility-as-a-

service ecosystem. Sustainability, Vol. 13 No. 15, p.8285. 

Paper III 

Nansubuga, B., & Kowalkowski, C. (2023). Moving to subscriptions: Service growth through 

business model innovation in dual-market settings. Under Review. 

Paper IV 

Nansubuga, B., Guyader, H., & Kowalkowski, C. (2023). Renting, owning, or both? Shifting 

perspectives in access-based services. Under Review. 

Paper V 

Nansubuga, B., Kowalkowski, C., & Guyader, H., (2023). Service experience in the access 

economy: Managing experiences in mobility services. Accepted for Publication. 

 

Published articles are reprinted with the permission of the copyright holders. 

  



 

xii 

 

  



 

xiii 

 

Table of contents 
 

 
1. Introduction ........................................................................................................... 1 

1.1. Customer Adoption and Retention .................................................................. 3 

1.2. The Access-based Mobility Ecosystem ............................................................. 4 

1.3. Research Purpose and Questions .................................................................... 6 

1.4. Overview of the Appended Papers .................................................................. 7 

1.5. Thesis Outline ................................................................................................... 8 

2. Theoretical Background ......................................................................................... 9 

2.1. Access-based Services .................................................................................... 10 

2.1.1. A brief history of access-based services .................................................. 11 

2.1.2. The age of liquid consumption ................................................................ 12 

2.2. Servitization .................................................................................................... 13 

2.3. A Comparison of Access-based Services and Servitization ............................ 16 

3. Methodology ........................................................................................................ 19 

3.1. My research journey ...................................................................................... 20 

3.2. Philosophy of Science and my View of Research ........................................... 22 

3.3. Research Designs ............................................................................................ 24 

3.3.1. Paper I: Literature review ........................................................................ 24 

3.3.2. Paper II and III: Case study research ........................................................ 25 

3.3.3. Paper IV: Survey ....................................................................................... 26 

3.3.4. Paper V: A Conceptual-qualitative design ............................................... 26 

3.4. Quality of Research ........................................................................................ 27 

3.5. Ethical Considerations .................................................................................... 29 

4. Summary of Findings ............................................................................................ 31 

4.1. Paper I: Carsharing: A Systematic Literature Review and Research Agenda . 32 

4.2. Paper II: Institutional Logics at Play in a Mobility-as-a-Service Ecosystem ... 33 

4.3. Paper III: Moving to Subscriptions: Service Growth through Business Model 

Innovation in Dual-market Settings ..................................................................................... 34 



 

xiv 

 

4.4. Paper IV: Renting, Owning, or Both? Shifting Perspectives in Access-based 

Services 36 

4.5. Paper V: Service Experience in the Access Economy: Managing Experiences in 

Mobility Services .................................................................................................................. 38 

5. Discussion ............................................................................................................. 41 

5.1. How Service Providers in the Access Economy can Create Value for their 

Customers 42 

5.1.1. Customer engagement in access-based mobility .................................... 42 

5.1.2. Service providers in access-based mobility ............................................. 44 

5.2. How Collaboration within an Ecosystem can Facilitate Value Creation in 

Access-based Mobility ......................................................................................................... 47 

5.2.1. Ecosystems in access-based mobility ...................................................... 47 

5.2.2. Collaboration among actors .................................................................... 50 

6. Conclusion ............................................................................................................ 53 

6.1. Theoretical Contributions ............................................................................... 54 

6.1.1. A multi-perspective analysis .................................................................... 54 

6.1.2. Integrating two literature streams .......................................................... 54 

6.2. Managerial Implications ................................................................................. 56 

6.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research .......................................... 57 

References .................................................................................................................... 59 

Glossary ......................................................................................................................... 71 

 

  



 

xv 

 

List of Figures 
 

Figure 1. My Research Process .................................................................................... 20 

Figure 2. The subscription business model–an incremental and iterative process ....... 36 

Figure 3. Measurement model tested in Paper IV ........................................................ 37 

  

List of tables 
 

Table 1. Overview of appended papers .......................................................................... 8 

Table 2. Comparison of access-based services and servitization ................................. 18 

Table 3. Dominant logics identified ............................................................................. 34 

 





 

 

 





 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Introduction 
 

You are beautiful because of your possessions. (Baguirmi proverb) 

 

Possession of products (ownership) has long been a symbol of status, security, and personal 

identity (Loussaïef et al., 2019). However, this is changing as a growing push toward an access 

economy represents a departure from traditional norms, offering an alternative where the utility 

of a service or product takes precedence over permanent ownership (Morewedge et al., 2021). 

This can be through various arrangements, such as renting, leasing, or subscriptions.  

The access economy is represented in consumer (B2C) markets through access-based 

services. Access-based services are “market-mediated transactions that provide customers with 

temporally limited access to goods in return for an access fee, while the legal ownership 

remains with the service provider” (Schaefers et al., 2016, p. 571). Access-based services have 

been endorsed by consultants (e.g., Schiller et al., 2017) who argue that the future of mobility 

will primarily consist of access and encourage car manufacturers to invest in carsharing. 

Policymakers, too, have promoted access-based services due to the promise of the services to 

address societal, economic, and environmental problems such as congestion, overconsumption, 

and cost savings (European Union, 2020). This has been reflected in some research studies that 
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have highlighted the negative utility of materialism (e.g., Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021; Moeller 

& Wittkowski, 2010). These studies have advanced the argument that customers ought to prefer 

access over ownership (Fritze et al., 2020). Consequently, access-based services have been 

embraced in several industries, including apparel and, most notably, mobility (Lawson et al., 

2016; Loussaïef et al., 2019). The media have also portrayed access-based services, especially 

in the mobility sector, as being favorable over ownership, with headlines such as “Carsharing: 

A viable alternative to car ownership” (Wolff & Ries, 2022) and “Do you really need your 

own private vehicle?” (Hepworth, 2022). 

Vehicle ownership has traditionally characterized personal mobility, as automobiles have 

symbolized personal freedom and individuality (Dowling & Simpson, 2013). However, this is 

changing with access-based mobility, which offers an alternative where individuals prioritize 

the utility of mobility services over the possession of vehicles (Wirtz et al., 2019). Many of the 

leading automotive firms (e.g., Mercedes-Benz Group, BMW, Ford, Volvo Cars) have invested 

heavily in providing access-based mobility through carsharing (Perboli et al., 2018). Other 

access-based mobility services include micro-mobility solutions, such as electric scooters and 

bike-sharing initiatives, which provide temporary access to modes of transport for short 

distances (Abduljabbar et al., 2021; Bretones & Marquet, 2022; Ferrero et al., 2018).  

Researchers have cast a spotlight on access-based mobility, arguing that the services 

enable users to access vehicles on a short-term basis, fostering a more flexible and resource-

efficient approach to mobility (Cohen & Kietzman, 2014; Hartl et al., 2018). A prominent 

example is Zipcar, which has been the subject of many academic studies (e.g., Bardhi & 

Eckhardt, 2012; Lamberton & Rose, 2012) examining its business model, customer behavior, 

social impact, and competitive advantage. Zipcar is one of the pioneers of carsharing services 

in the USA. It operates a membership-based model, where customers pay an annual or monthly 

fee to join the service and then pay an hourly or daily fee to rent a car from a network of 

vehicles in various city parking spots. Through its role in shaping urban mobility, Zipcar has 

contributed significantly to the discourse on access-based services.  

Within B2B markets, traditional product manufacturing firms are also increasingly 

relying on the access economy to create customer value (Eggert et al., 2018; Wittkowski et al., 

2013). Here, the access economy is exemplified through servitization (Vandermerwe & Erixon, 

2023)—the process of shifting from a product-centric to a service-centric business model and 

logic (Kowalkowski et al., 2017). Servitization is particularly evident in cases where industrial 

product manufacturers offer their customers the service of accessing products instead of selling 
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them outright (Vandermerwe & Erixon, 2023). The manufacturers maintain ownership of the 

products in this case. An example is Toyota Material Handling, which manufactures forklifts 

and rents them out to other companies for short to long-term periods ranging from a day up to 

seven years. As such, the customers only pay for their access period of the trucks, and the 

manufacturer retains ownership responsibilities such as servicing and repairs. Access-based 

business models are designed to empower customer firms by relieving them from asset 

ownership, providing smooth fleet management and planning, and creating long-term 

relationships (Ehret & Wirtz, 2017).  

 

1.1. Customer Adoption and Retention 

While service providers have been urged on by the promises of access, customer adoption and 

retention of access-based services remain low as ownership is still the dominant consumption 

mode in many societies (Hazée et al., 2019; Khalek & Chakraborty, 2023). This has created 

challenges for numerous initiatives, leading to failure to take off and even closure.  

Consider the carsharing initiatives by German car manufacturers BMW and Mercedes-

Benz Group, who each started with their own carsharing scheme—DriveNow and Car2Go, 

respectively. In February 2019, they formed a collaboration—ShareNow, to consolidate 

expansion efforts and share expenses and profits (Miller, 2019). However, less than a year later, 

they withdrew from the North American and UK markets, citing rising costs and low adoption 

rates as the main reasons (Miller & McGee, 2019). Within micro-mobility, several bike-sharing 

initiatives have been discontinued due to financial losses (Srivastava et al., 2022), while e-

scooter rental also faces a backlash from authorities (e.g., a vote to ban rental e-scooters in 

Paris in 2023) due to failure to regulate customers’ usage behavior.  

Surprisingly, while many access-based mobility ventures face challenges leading to their 

closure, new ones keep sprouting up in their place (Seddon, 2020). Moreover, most new access-

based service businesses only survive on venture capital and fail to turn profits even after 

prolonged periods (Fritze et al., 2020). In their study aimed at identifying the factors that deter 

customers from using access-based services, Hazée et al. (2017) call for more research to 

uncover the nuances of these factors. 

Similarly, within B2B markets, despite enthusiasm toward servitization, research has 

shown that many firms struggle to achieve the expected financial performance and customer 



Chapter 1 

4 

 

satisfaction (Chaudhary et al., 2022; Kohtamäki et al., 2020; Kowalkowski et al., 2017). This 

has led some firms to abandon their servitization efforts completely (Gomes et al., 2021; 

Valtakoski, 2017). Some of the reasons attributed to firms’ servitization challenges include 

internal resistance within a firm (Kowalkowski & Ulaga, 2017), conflicting interests as the firm 

takes on both product and service-centric markets (Chaudhary et al., 2022; Kohtamäki et al., 

2020), and difficulties in customers adapting to and understanding the value potential of the 

new services (Renault et al., 2010). 

 

1.2. The Access-based Mobility Ecosystem 

Services in the access economy operate within an interconnected ecosystem comprising a 

network of service providers, technology firms, and other public and private organizations 

(Trujillo-Torres et al., 2023). An ecosystem is a collection of firms that collaborate to create 

value by leveraging their unique skills and assets in a complementary manner (Clarysse et al., 

2014). A business ecosystem takes shape around collective visions and ideas, marked by 

voluntary contributions, sharing, trade, and transactions among companies. Through this 

interaction, a novel and co-evolving economic community exists (Moore, 2006). The 

companies within the ecosystem establish interdependent relationships (Peltoniemi, 2006), 

making the success and failure of a particular firm tied to the collective efforts and 

contributions of others in the ecosystem (Gawer & Cusumano, 2014; Iansiti & Levien, 2004). 

The relationships between firms in an ecosystem can be characterized by the coexistence of 

competition and cooperation, which is called coopetition (Bengtsson & Kock, 2014).  

At the core, businesses revolve around two main objectives: firstly, to create value for 

customers, and secondly, to capture a portion of that value in the form of profit, thereby creating 

value for the firm (Kumar & Reinartz, 2016). Value is an assessment of how well an object, 

process, or behavior contributes to an individual organization or other entity’s objectives 

(Kleinaltenkamp et al., 2022). It signifies the perceived importance of these elements in 

achieving desired goals. Firms use value propositions as tools to communicate their offerings 

to their customers (Payne et al., 2017). 

In the mobility sector, many access-based services do not stand alone; their total value is 

achieved when combined with other mobility services in their ecosystems. For example, micro-

mobility is best suited as a first and last-mile solution to other mobility modes such as public 
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transport (Kopplin et al., 2021). Consequently, mobility-as-a-service (MaaS) has been 

suggested as a means to consolidate the access-based mobility ecosystem and enhance value 

creation (Audouin & Finger, 2018; Hirschhorn et al., 2019; Karlsson et al., 2020). This concept 

entails integrating diverse mobility services, including public transportation, carsharing, ride-

sharing, micro-mobility, and many other mobility modes that complement each other under a 

shared platform (Jittrapirom et al., 2017), which enables customers to plan and book their 

journeys seamlessly (Daniela et al., 2023; Shepard, 2022). The promises of MaaS stem from 

its leveraging of global trends such as digitalization and servitization, which provide an 

opportunity to improve the customer experience (Jittrapirom et al., 2018).  

However, due to their nature of consolidating competing service providers, service 

ecosystems face challenges related to competing institutional logics, which create tensions 

regarding how to achieve the collective goals of the ecosystem. For example, many MaaS 

endeavors, such as UbiGo and LinMaaS in Sweden, SMILE in Austria, and Switch in 

Germany, have faced setbacks, primarily attributed to gaps in understanding mobility plan 

design (Matyas & Kamargianni, 2019) and inter-organizational barriers impeding collaborative 

opportunities (Meurs et al., 2020). By nature, institutions facilitate interactions among 

individuals by establishing a shared understanding of appropriate behavior and communication 

norms (McColl Kennedy et al., 2020). These are called institutional logics, and they help 

organizational actors make sense of their environment (Thornton et al., 2012). The concept of 

institutional logics holds significant theoretical value as it aids in understanding the 

connections that foster a shared sense of purpose and cohesion within an organizational field 

(Reay & Hinings, 2009).  

Due to the heterogeneity of the ecosystem, different forms of focal relationships exist, 

and the actors play different roles (Besharov & Smith, 2014; McColl Kennedy et al., 2020). 

Consequently, collaboration among ecosystem stakeholders emerges as a key aspect of access-

based services, and especially for MaaS due to its intertwined multi-actor services (Hirschhorn 

et al., 2019; Mukhtar-Landgren & Smith, 2019). Collaboration at the ecosystem level warrants 

extended inquiry, with an aim to understand the challenges stakeholders encounter while 

striving to create value within access-based service ecosystems. On this note, Smith (2020) and 

Liimatainen and Mladenovic (2021) have emphasized the need for further research evaluating 

the actors and dynamics of collaboration within ecosystems to foster innovation and enhance 

overall performance. 
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1.3. Research Purpose and Questions 

This thesis seeks to understand the dynamics of access and ownership within the access 

economy. For this, the thesis leverages literature from B2C and B2B marketing to bridge gaps 

in understanding, enrich research discourse, and equip service providers with valuable insights 

to navigate the access economy. The context of the mobility sector is used in this thesis because 

of its suitability for studying access-based services. The mobility sector exemplifies many 

changes in the access economy, such as the influence of digitalization, the use of platforms, 

and the societal impacts of changing customer behavior. Focusing on the mobility sector in this 

thesis also enables examination of a wide array of access-based services, including carsharing, 

subscription, MaaS, and micro-mobility, which collectively can provide relevant insights into 

the access economy. The thesis purpose is elaborated through two research questions. 

RQ1: How can service providers in the access economy create value for their customers to 

promote higher customer adoption and sustained retention rates? 

This question delves into the intricacies of what propels individuals and business firms toward 

or away from adopting services in the access economy. Whereas many studies (e.g., Eckhardt 

et al., 2019; Fritze et al., 2020; Srivastava et al., 2022) acknowledge the struggles service 

providers face due to the low up-take of access-based services, this issue is yet to be addressed. 

Understanding the complexities of value creation and the contextual factors surrounding 

different services can contribute to advancing knowledge on the access economy and, 

simultaneously, aid service providers in creating innovative services that foster customer 

retention and adoption. Accordingly, this question is in response to Hazée et al.’s (2017) call 

for more nuance on the factors hindering the adoption and retention of access-based services. 

RQ2: How can ecosystem collaboration facilitate value creation in the access economy? 

This question explores the effects of collaboration among various actors in an access-based 

services ecosystem on the value-creation processes. Within the mobility sector, this includes 

bike-sharing providers, car manufacturers, carsharing providers, urban planners, technology 

providers, and many more. This is in response to calls for further research in past studies (e.g., 

Gleim et al., 2023; Trujillo-Torres et al., 2023) that have recognized the importance of 

collaboration among stakeholders in the access economy.  
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1.4. Overview of the Appended Papers 

This thesis consists of five research papers, each aimed at responding to one or several of the 

formulated research questions.  

Paper I is aimed at gaining an overview of access-based services. It employs the context 

of carsharing to derive insights, such as the prevailing business models, drivers and barriers, 

and customer behavior. A research agenda is formulated to guide future research on carsharing, 

with the prospect of deriving insights applicable in other access-based services. Due to its focus 

on customer preferences, behaviors, and trends, this paper is linked to RQ1 as a source of 

information on customer behavior and value creation for adopting and retaining access-based 

services. 

Paper II seeks to understand collaborations among stakeholders in shared mobility. The 

study uses the context of MaaS. Due to its focus on stakeholder collaboration in the ecosystem, 

Paper II is linked to RQ2 to illustrate the effects of competing institutional logics on 

collaboration dynamics within an ecosystem. 

Paper III analyzes the implementation process of a car subscription model alongside an 

existing product-centric model in a manufacturing firm. By analyzing the car subscription 

implementation process, the paper presents insights into the challenges encountered at the actor 

and ecosystem levels when offering access-based services. Collaboration among stakeholders 

emerges as a key discussion topic, which links the paper to RQ2. 

Paper IV utilizes the context of e-scooter rental to explore the circumstances under which 

customers of access-based services may decide to purchase a product to which they already 

have access. Additionally, it investigates how the service quality attributes of access-based 

services impact customers’ satisfaction and their intentions regarding loyalty. This research 

adds to the knowledge concerning customer behavior and provides actionable insights for 

service providers, thereby establishing a connection with RQ1. 

Paper V delves into service experiences within the access-based mobility sector. It 

analyzes the service experience in nine distinct access-based mobility services using revised 

dimensions of “experience room” adopted from Edvardsson et al. (2005). This study seeks to 

comprehend customers’ usage behavior to derive relevant insights for service providers, 

thereby establishing a connection with RQ1. It also places emphasis on collaboration at the 

ecosystem level, which emerges as a key topic of discussion, linking the paper to RQ2. Table 

1 is an overview of the appended papers. 
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Table 1. Overview of appended papers 

Paper Design Key contributions My contributions to the paper RQ 

I Literature 

review 

An agenda for future research, which 

addresses understudied areas of 

access-based services 

Research idea development, data 

search and analysis, revisions, and 

addressing reviewers’ comments 

RQ1 

II Case study Institutional logics offer a different 

viewpoint on ecosystems in the 

access economy. This yields 

implications for MaaS developers and 

shared mobility research 

Research idea development, data 

collection and analysis, theoretical 

framework and discussion sections, 

and revisions 

RQ2 

III Case study Describes key implementation stages, 

enabling understanding of 

servitization integration in 

manufacturing firms 

Research idea development, data 

collection and analysis, theoretical 

background, and research 

implications sections, revisions 

RQ2 

IV Survey Highlights the duality of ownership 

and access as complementary 

offerings 

Research idea development, data 

collection and analysis, theoretical 

background, hypothesis development, 

and discussion sections 

RQ1 

V Conceptual Identifies dimensions that 

demonstrate service experience 

variations in different forms of 

access-based mobility 

Research idea development, 

conceptualization, revisions, and 

addressing reviewers’ comments 

RQ1 

RQ2 

 

 

 

1.5. Thesis Outline 

This thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter two presents a theoretical background of the topics 

outlined. It is followed by chapter three—the methodology, which discusses the research 

process and data collection methods employed. Next is chapter four, which summarizes 

important findings from the appended papers. This is then followed by chapter five, where a 

discussion of the key findings is provided. The final chapter—six—summarizes the thesis’ key 

theoretical contributions, practical implications, limitations, and provides avenues for future 

research. 
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2. Theoretical Background 
 

Knowledge is like a garden. If it is not cultivated, it cannot be harvested. (Ovambo proverb) 

 

This chapter provides a theoretical background on the main concepts explored within this 

thesis. It primarily focuses on significant aspects of access-based services and servitization, 

examining their history and critical elements, and delineating the interconnection between the 

two concepts.  
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2.1. Access-based Services 

As noted earlier, access-based services provide customers with temporally limited access to 

products in return for an access fee, while the service provider retains legal ownership of the 

products (Schaefers et al., 2016).  

Past research has identified several reasons motivating customers’ use of access-based 

services. A key driver is cost savings (Lamberton & Rose, 2012; Milanova & Maas, 2017; 

Möhlmann, 2015), since access-based services enable customers to utilize products and 

services that otherwise might be out of their reach due to financial constraints (Bardhi & 

Eckhardt, 2017; Rifkin, 2000, p. 74). Other significant factors include convenience (Belk, 

2014; Bretones & Marquet, 2022; Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010), anti-consumption tendencies 

(Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021; Ozanne & Ballantine, 2010), environmental consciousness 

(Belk, 2014; Lawson et al., 2016), and variety-seeking among customers, as they can utilize 

several brands rather than sticking to one (Lawson et al., 2016). Prioritizing access rather than 

ownership also liberates customers from the associated risks and responsibilities, such as 

repairs and maintenance (Davidson et al., 2018). For customers more inclined to ownership, 

access-based services can also be used to test different products before committing to a product 

purchase (Lehr et al., 2020).  

However, despite the benefits, certain obstacles deter customers from using access-based 

services. These include materialism—a consumption logic characterized by an obsession with 

acquiring objects to convey social standing, cultivate an image, seek happiness, and establish 

self-worth (Akbar et al., 2016; Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021; Davidson et al., 2018; Lawson et 

al., 2021). Additional barriers to the adoption of access-based services are the burdens of 

access, such as complexity, reliability, customer responsibility, and contagion (Hazée et al., 

2017; Srivastava et al., 2022; Stough & Carter, 2023).  

The customers in access-based services may be individuals or private and public 

organizations who value convenience over ownership and seek to utilize products rather than 

own them (Lawson et al., 2016). Previous research endeavors on customer behavior have 

yielded valuable insights. For instance, Akbar and Hoffmann (2018) have illuminated 

customers’ preference for access-based service offerings that incorporate unique products and 

socializing services, underscoring the role of distinctiveness and social engagement in 

influencing customer choices within this service model. Other studies have analyzed 
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customers’ consumption patterns, delineating liquid and solid consumers (e.g., Atanasova & 

Eckhardt, 2021; Bardhi et al., 2012; Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2017).  

 

2.1.1. A brief history of access-based services 

While research on access-based services has only gained traction in recent years, the services 

themselves are hardly new (Schaefers et al., 2016). In the early 1970s, Berry and Maricle (1973) 

discussed a trend where they noted that customers were increasingly losing interest in owning 

products and instead preferred to access them. This shifted ownership of products away from 

the customers and back to the manufacturers, who became service providers. The authors 

attributed this shift to increasing affluence in society and the burdens attached to ownership, 

such as obsolescence risks, maintenance obligations, and high product costs. The notion of the 

burdens of ownership was later elaborated upon by Moeller and Wittkowski (2010), whose 

study identified trend orientation and convenience orientation as key drivers of customers’ 

preference for access over ownership.  

Nonetheless, some things have fundamentally changed since the early 1970s. 

Importantly, the present state of access-based services has been shaped by new value 

propositions, notably greater convenience and flexibility enabled by digitalization (Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 2010). To elaborate, digitalization is a key driver of access-based services as the 

services leverage digital technological features such as mobile applications, remote resource 

control capabilities, and digital payment systems to offer a more user-friendly experience 

(Gleim et al., 2023; Morewedge et al., 2021). 

Over the course of its evolution, the concept of access-based services has been referred 

to using many different terms. Johnson et al. (1998) conducted one of the earliest empirical 

studies of access-based services in the mobility sector, analyzing a carsharing service launched 

by Mercedes-Benz Group. In their study, rather than the term access-based services, they 

referred to product-sharing services, defined as “offering a customer the use of a physical 

product at particular times over a contract period” (Johnson et al., 1998, p. 169). The authors 

argued that, in their view, the aspect of sharing is sequential since different customers can use 

the same product at different times during their contract period. In addition, some authors have 

used the term non-ownership to refer to access-based services (e.g., Bagga et al., 2019; Moeller 

& Wittkowski, 2010). Moreover, access-based services have also been linked to numerous 

other concepts, including collaborative consumption (e.g., Benoit et al., 2017), product-service 
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systems (e.g., Akbar & Hoffmann, 2018), the sharing economy (e.g., Chou et al., 2023; Gleim 

et al., 2023) and liquid consumption (Bardhi et al., 2012; Loussaïef et al., 2019). 

 

2.1.2. The age of liquid consumption 

To further understand access-based services, Bardhi et al. (2012) introduced the concept of 

liquid consumption, which describes the consumption of goods and services that are ephemeral, 

access-based, and dematerialized. It exists on a continuum with solid consumption—which is 

enduring, ownership-based, and materialistic (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2017).  

The term liquid consumption originates from the contrast between solid and liquid 

modernity, where the former was characterized by labor-intensive production and heavy 

infrastructural and industrial investment (Bauman, 2000). The perspective of solid possessions 

posits that customers establish strong and enduring attachments to objects, which in turn tether 

them to aspects of culture, location, and lasting identity. This focus can be equated to 

materialism and serves to convey one’s social status, construct a desired image, seek happiness, 

and establish a sense of personal value (Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021).  

On the contrary, a liquid relationship to possessions is a temporary consumer-object 

relationship where objects are consumed due to their situational value, and it is this situational 

value that makes attachment temporary and limited. Therefore, in contrast to solid possessions, 

where objects are valued as identity markers, objects in liquid relationships are valued for their 

instrumental use value (Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021). 

Bardhi et al. (2012) argued that attachment to material possessions can become 

problematic for individuals in today’s globalized world. This is because the value of material 

possessions is characterized as time-bound, as they lose their utility when individuals transition 

to different identity projects or when possessions no longer fulfill their anchoring function. Due 

to this trend, immaterial possessions were deemed of more value than material ones. Liquid 

consumers do not view material possessions as foundational elements of their identity 

endeavors (Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021). Instead, they cultivate adaptable and unattached 

connections, deriving value not solely from ownership but from intangible qualities such as 

situational utility, impermanence, weightlessness, and versatility.  

Interestingly, Bardhi and Eckhardt (2017) state that they do not view liquid consumption 

as an evolutionary imperative such that all consumption will in the future be liquid. On the 
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contrary, they visualize a continuum of solid to liquid consumption on which there are middle 

points where consumption may be a combination of the two. 

Echoing Bardhi and Eckhardt, several scholars (e.g., Loussaïef et al., 2019; Saravade et 

al., 2021) have adopted the concept of liquid consumption to shed more light on access-based 

consumption. Liquid consumption has been mainly driven by digitalization, dematerialization, 

and lifestyle choices such as global mobility (Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021; Bardhi et al., 2012; 

Eckhardt & Bardhi, 2020). The transition from solid to liquid consumption is underscored by 

the rise of access-based services, wherein products and services can be temporarily utilized at 

a fraction of the expense required for full ownership (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012).  

 

2.2. Servitization 

Servitization refers to a firm’s transition from a product-centric to a service-centric business 

model (Raddats et al., 2019). A business model is the design of how a firm creates and captures 

value (Teece, 2010). Business models involve numerous actors, including partners, suppliers, 

and customers, and they encompass a multitude of elements, exhibiting dynamic 

interdependencies between them (Amit & Zott, 2012). This complexity has prompted diverse 

levels of analysis and categorization, spanning from narrative descriptions to detailed 

examinations of activity systems (Massa & Tucci, 2013). In line with Foss and Saebi (2017), 

in this thesis, business models are considered critical contributors to firm performance and a 

potential source of innovation. This thesis also considers business models to differ from 

strategy. Strategy is “a coherent set of analyses, concepts, policies, arguments, and actions that 

respond to a high-stakes challenge” (Rumelt, 2012, p.1). In comparison to a business model, a 

strategy focuses on a futuristic idea for a business (Wirtz et al., 2016), while a business model 

reflects a firm’s realized strategy at a given point in time. 

The relevance of examining servitization in this thesis is attributed to the evolution of 

business models, which necessitates the examination of value creation through servitization 

(Faramarzi et al., 2023). The term servitization was coined by Vandermerwe and Rada (1988), 

who predicted that successful firms of the future would be those that managed to sustain a 

competitive advantage through developing services, thereby creating and keeping customers. 

Vandermerwe and Rada (1988) argued that whereas firms have traditionally focused on 
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designing, manufacturing, and selling physical products, servitization advocates for offering 

comprehensive solutions encompassing products and value-added services.  

However, servitization existed long before Vandermerwe et al. (Gomes et al., 2021). It 

stretches back to the late nineteenth century with aspects like leasing, which gained prominence 

in the mid-twentieth century (Schmenner, 2009). After the Second World War, leasing emerged 

as a critical pathway for firms that saw it as a way to free up cash needed for other operations 

due to the expanding business opportunities at the time (Rifkin, 2000). McNeill’s (1944) study 

explored the leasing of automobiles in the B2B sector, stating that customers and service 

providers worked closely and interacted regularly in leasing relationships. This led to value 

creation through product and service improvements as the customers gave the service providers 

constant feedback on design and performance. In the 1950s and 1960s, equipment 

manufacturers such as IBM offered their customers leasing programs. By 1980, industrial 

equipment leasing had grown by 10–15% as more manufacturers offered leasing programs for 

their products (Anderson & Bird, 1980). Further, in the 1990s, more businesses shrank their 

inventories, leased their equipment, and outsourced their activities to rid themselves of physical 

property (Rifkin, 2000). 

McNeil (1944) cited the advantages of access to both customers and service providers as 

the ability to distribute expensive commercial equipment, enabling firms to avoid long-run 

uncertainties resulting from technological shifts or shifts in the market, and to limit financial 

risk for the customers since they were not investing their own money in obtaining equipment. 

In addition, McNeil argued that the customers enjoyed regular servicing and maintenance of 

equipment, while the service providers enjoyed economies of scale through reaching a broader 

market. Similarly, respondents in Anderson and Bird’s (1980) study cited ownership burdens 

such as obsolescence of equipment and maintenance as key motivators for access rather than 

ownership. Although servitization was becoming more prominent in firms by this time, it was 

still not emphasized. Vandermerwe and Erixon (2023) state that it was not until the late 1980s 

to 1990s that value-added services became common.  

Today, servitization is deeply entrenched within many firms, and providing advanced 

customer solutions, resulting from combining products and services into innovative offerings, 

is a significant trend in many industries (Macdonald et al., 2016; Tuli et al., 2007). Servitization 

has been embraced by firms of different sizes and product categories, including automotive 

and information technology (Kowalkowski et al., 2017). According to Fang et al. (2008), 

servitization can yield benefits for product firms, such as allowing them to leverage their 
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existing knowledge resources, build stronger customer relationships, and enhance customer 

loyalty, leading to improved competitiveness. However, servitization processes vary between 

firms and evolve differently, manifesting through the extent of modifications to the components 

of the business model (Kindström & Kowalkowski, 2014).  

Vandermerwe and Erixon (2023) describe servitization as a multifaceted term 

encompassing developments from value-added services to anything-as-a-service solutions. 

This thesis focuses on servitization through anything-as-a-service solutions, which involve 

firms offering their products to customers for temporary use rather than selling them outright 

(Vandermerwe & Erixon, 2023). This can be either short-term access (e.g., product 

subscriptions) or long-term (e.g., leasing). Through these business models, firms provide 

flexible and customizable services while generating more customer revenue (Faramarzi et al., 

2023).  

Another justification for firms’ interest in access rather than ownership is put forward by 

Kowalkowski and Ulaga (2017), who argue that from a rational perspective, asset ownership 

appears to have limited justification in B2B markets. According to them, professional buyers 

purchase products to achieve specific operational outcomes and are likely to cease purchasing 

the products if they recognize that the outcomes can be attained through alternative means that 

do not necessitate their ownership of the products (Kowalkowski & Ulaga, 2017, p.28). With 

such arrangements, business firms can benefit from substituting expensive and high-risk assets 

such as buildings, machinery, or vehicles with a network of efficient, capable, and responsive 

service providers offering services such as facility management or supply chain management 

(Ehret & Wirtz, 2018). This shift can lead to cost savings, reduced risk exposure, and improved 

operational agility.  

As Ndubisi et al. (2016) argue, contracts based on access offer the potential to distribute 

the advantages and disadvantages of ownership between customers and service providers. For 

example, manufacturers who want to maintain a competitive edge are incentivized to make 

products that last longer and are easy to repair since they remain in the manufacturer’s 

ownership throughout their lifecycle (Vandermerwe & Erixon, 2023). In the face of 

competitive pressures, customers stand to gain advantages when they can delegate a degree of 

uncertainty (e.g., those associated with asset ownership) to a service provider, which allows 

them to concentrate their entrepreneurial efforts on areas where they anticipate the most 

promising opportunities (Ehret & Wirtz, 2018).  
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Although scholars have endorsed servitization, challenges are not uncommon (Faramarzi 

et al., 2023; Kohtamäki et al., 2020). In many cases, firms undergoing servitization face 

organizational conflicts, as it becomes challenging to change employees’ mindsets from a 

product-centric to a service-centric view (Fang et al., 2008). Sousa and da Silveira (2017) posit 

that servitization can initially exhibit a neutral or even negative impact on performance during 

its early stages of implementation. Still, as it matures, this impact tends to become positive. 

Servitization poses further challenges for management, such as how services should be blended 

into a firm’s overall strategy and how to shift the organizational mindset from product-centric 

to service-centric (Kindström, 2010, Vandermerwe & Rada, 1988). Moreover, the combination 

of both products and services can cause a strain on a firm’s resources, making it difficult for 

the firm to achieve the critical mass required for either products or services to succeed (Fang 

et al., 2008). Therefore, firms need to understand how to navigate the challenges of 

servitization in order to create value and remain competitive (Martín-Peña et al., 2019). 

 

2.3. A Comparison of Access-based Services and Servitization 

Access-based services and servitization are both concepts focusing on service-based value 

creation. Three main points of convergence can be identified.  

First, both access-based services and servitization are forms of business model 

innovation. Business model innovation is crucial for firms to exploit emerging opportunities, 

as it enables the development of novel value propositions, the exploration of previously 

untapped customer segments, and expansion into new industries (Massa & Tucci, 2013). This 

thesis views business model innovation as both a process and an outcome of organizational 

change (Foss & Saebi, 2017), involving experimentation and learning that may lead to 

discovering new products or services (Chesbrough, 2010). In the pursuit of value creation, 

firms in the access economy have adopted innovative service-centric business models, 

exemplified by access-based services (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) and servitization (Björkdahl 

et al., 2022; Favoretto et al., 2022). These models serve as vehicles for innovation (Massa & 

Tucci, 2013), encompassing the identification and implementation of different approaches 

within existing business models or the creation and reconfiguration of new ones (Massa & 

Tucci, 2013). 
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Second, access-based services and servitization share the goal of shifting from product 

ownership to access (Vandermerwe & Erixon, 2023). This is a significant departure from the 

traditional business models, which typically focus on selling products for customers to own 

(Fang et al., 2008). By challenging the conventional concept of product ownership, access-

based services and servitization represent significant shifts in how firms create and capture 

value. Rather than single encounters and transactions with customers, firms in the access 

economy create value through recurring services such as maintenance, product upgrades, or 

customization, which allow the firm to capture value over an extended period (Ulaga & 

Reinartz, 2011). 

Third, digitalization is a key driver in the evolution of access-based services and 

servitization. Within servitization, the advent of digital technologies has ushered in new 

avenues for value creation (Coreynen et al., 2017; Faramarzi et al., 2023; Martín-Peña et al., 

2019) which have enabled firms to offer innovative services and solutions such as the use of 

data analysis software to optimize services for their customers (Favoretto et al., 2022; 

Harrmann et al., 2023). Digitalization has also expanded the scope of access-based services 

through enhanced capabilities such as using mobile applications and digital payment systems 

(Gleim et al., 2023; Morewedge et al., 2021).  

While access-based services and servitization share common ground in transforming 

traditional ownership-centric business models, they also exhibit notable distinctions. The 

primary divergence lies in the market contexts in which these concepts are predominantly 

employed. Access-based services are primarily consumer-centric, catering to individuals’ 

needs for convenient and cost-effective solutions to utilize products (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). 

In contrast, despite its eclectic origins, servitization takes root more prominently in B2B market 

contexts, where the focus lies on providing comprehensive services and solutions to other 

businesses (Wirtz & Kowalkowski, 2023). This B2B orientation of servitization is grounded in 

the idea of enhancing the value proposition for business clients. This is achieved by providing 

not only the product itself, but also the expertise and support needed to optimize its use and 

achieve business outcomes over time (Kowalkowski et al., 2017). 

Another distinction lies in the duration of product access. Access-based services typically 

offer relatively short-term access to products, reflecting a model where customers utilize goods 

for brief, often single-use periods (Gleim et al., 2023). In contrast, servitization encompasses a 

broader spectrum of access durations, ranging from short-term arrangements to extensive, 

multi-year commitments, depending on the type and level of service offered by the provider 
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(Martín-Peña et al., 2019). This differentiation in access duration has implications for 

marketing strategies and business outcomes. Notably, when servitization involves long-term 

access periods, it can address certain marketing challenges by fostering customer lock-in—a 

situation where customers become more committed and less likely to switch to alternative 

providers or products over time (Martín-Peña et al., 2019). Table 2 summarizes the comparison 

of access-based services and servitization. 

 

Table 2. Comparison of access-based services and servitization 

Service type Access-based services Servitization 

Key similarities 

Innovation form Both are forms of business model innovation 

Utility form Both focus on product access rather than ownership  

Key driver Both driven by technology and digitalization 

Key differences 

Context B2C B2B 

Time period Short-term Short to long 
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3. Methodology 
 

Wisdom is like a baobab tree, no one individual can embrace it. (Ewe proverb) 

 

This chapter provides an overview of the research process and the data collection methods 

employed in this thesis. I begin with an outline of my research journey and the events that 

contributed to its evolution. This is followed by a brief discussion of the philosophy of research 

that has guided my approach. Subsequently, it delves into the details of the research designs 

and analytical techniques implemented to ensure a robust investigation. Lastly, the chapter 

concludes by reflecting on the ethical considerations observed throughout the research process.  
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3.1. My research journey 

My doctoral journey began in the fall of 2018. Throughout this course, I have been, to varying 

degrees, involved in different research projects that have each contributed to the papers 

embedded in this thesis. Figure 1 highlights key steps in my research process. 

 

 

Figure 1. My Research Process 

 

Initially, I actively participated in the European Union (EU) funded project, CarE-Service, 

whose primary objective was to develop innovative business models for circular economy 

practices within hybrid and electric mobility. My involvement in the project enabled me to 

perform a pre-study with the overarching purpose of understanding the nature of access-based 

mobility services, customer requirements, and limitations of the existing mobility offerings. 

The activities I conducted during the pre-study included a consumer survey, focus groups, and 

interviews involving key industry stakeholders within the mobility ecosystem, such as car 

manufacturers, carsharing service providers, and policymakers. The knowledge I gained from 

the pre-study laid the foundation for Paper I, since it piqued my interest in access-based 

mobility.  

It was particularly intriguing to me that traditional services were being reimagined and 

utilized to address current challenges in the field of mobility. Access-based mobility services 

held immense promise and were often considered the future by industry analysts, policymakers, 

and researchers alike. To better understand the field and identify unexplored research avenues, 

I conducted a systematic review of carsharing literature. The knowledge I gained from 

conducting the literature review turned out to be of immense relevance to the rest of my journey 

as a doctoral researcher and was leveraged in the subsequent papers, especially Papers II, IV, 

and V. 
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While exploring carsharing literature, I realized that many access-based mobility services 

were not stand-alone entities but operated within an ecosystem of interdependent services. This 

realization prompted me to delve deeper into MaaS, which aims to seamlessly combine various 

transportation modes under one platform (Karlsson et al., 2020). The idea of MaaS is to 

facilitate convenient and flexible mobility services for customers and mutual benefits for 

service providers through synergistic efforts. This notion laid the foundation for Paper II, 

motivating me to join the research team on LinMaaS—a MaaS project that underwent testing 

in the city of Linköping in Sweden. Although LinMaaS was never officially launched, the 

research conducted within this project yielded valuable data on MaaS ecosystems in Paper II. 

I also actively participated in the Vinnova-funded project, SE: Kond 2 Life, which aimed 

to demonstrate how commercial ecosystems in the automotive industry function from a 

technological, business, and environmental perspective. In the project, I was assigned to 

identify and analyze the requirements, opportunities, and threats that impact existing mobility 

business models. By this time, I had realized that the dynamic landscape of access-based 

mobility made it fascinating and challenging to stay abreast of industry developments. I 

observed that business model innovation occurred continuously, necessitating constant 

vigilance for a researcher examining these evolving business models. To delve deeper into the 

business models within the automotive industry, my involvement in the SE: Kond 2 Life project 

enabled me to conduct the study for Paper III, which is based on a car manufacturing firm 

implementing a car subscription business model alongside its traditional product model.  

Throughout the doctoral journey, I constantly noticed that despite the backing of experts 

and policymakers, many prominent access-based mobility offerings faced closures or market 

exits even as new ones emerged. At this point, I began questioning the promises of access-

based mobility and wondered whether other unexplored avenues made the transition from 

ownership to access more nuanced. I took the opportunity to explore this in Paper IV, which 

discusses why customers of access-based services may revert to ownership.  

Finally, following my work on Papers II and III, which took a service provider 

perspective, I was interested in balancing this with a customer perspective. When I got the 

opportunity to be part of the team writing a book chapter about service experience, I decided 

to take the perspective of access-based service customers. Since Paper V is a conceptual design, 

no data collection was required; however, I relied on past research and insights in Papers I, II, 

and III. 
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3.2. Philosophy of Science and my View of Research 

From a philosophical perspective, a scientific paradigm establishes the criteria for valid 

scientific work in its domain and guides the problem-solving efforts of the scientists operating 

within it (Chalmers, 2013). The foundation of my research lies in a pragmatic paradigm. 

Pragmatism emphasizes that the production of relevant knowledge is as important as 

socializing it among its practitioners (Brodie & Peters, 2020). Pragmatists argue that knowing 

and doing are part of the same process. You cannot have one without the other (Van de Ven, 

2007). In the past, researchers have been criticized for the homogenous creation of knowledge 

that is more concerned with theory than practice (Starkey & Madan, 2001). Accordingly, rather 

than creating knowledge for its own sake, knowledge should serve as a foundation for informed 

action and improving decision-making in the real world.  

My choice of pragmatism primarily stems from the nature of the research topic. The 

access economy, especially in the context of access-based mobility, is rapidly evolving, 

necessitating methodological pluralism to understand it. Pragmatic scholars have been 

criticized for overly leaning toward epistemological and methodological issues (Pratt, 2016). 

However, one can also argue that it is through its practical focus that pragmatism seeks to 

bridge the gap between theory and action, promoting a more action-oriented and contextually 

grounded approach to knowledge and understanding (Brodie & Peters, 2020; Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2022).  

In service research, pragmatism is encouraged for its potential to guide new research 

directions (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2022). As a philosophy, pragmatism affirms the potential 

for positive change by encouraging the exploration of what could be possible in the future 

rather than being confined by what is currently known or accepted (Simpson & Den Hond, 

2022). In essence, pragmatism is about improving our present situation by embracing change, 

acknowledging the limitations of our knowledge, and using our creativity and imagination to 

explore new possibilities.  

During my research on the access economy, I have constantly been challenged by the 

changing scenery, especially in aspects such as conceptualizing the business models, mapping 

the ecosystem actors, and understanding their roles. As I aim to understand the dynamics of 

access and ownership, and create valuable knowledge for practitioners, a pragmatic view has 

been useful as it resonates with both practitioners and scholars.  
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The overall approach to theory development in this thesis is abductive. Abductive 

reasoning involves uncovering previously unnoticed phenomena, proposing plausible 

hypotheses for familiar ones, and identifying the most probable explanation (Brodie & Peters, 

2020; Sætre & Van de Ven, 2021). Novel and unexpected phenomena require the development 

of tentative new theories, which makes abductive reasoning suitable as it is geared toward the 

production of new theoretical insights that reframe empirical observations (Timmermans & 

Tavory, 2012). In other words, abduction involves the cognitive selection of the best plausible 

explanation in a set of competing explanations (Mantere & Ketokivi, 2013).  

Due to the evolving nature of the access economy, the abductive approach was taken in 

this thesis because it facilitates the use of diverse methods to make sense of the research 

phenomena. To clarify, the abductive approach in this thesis is applied at an overarching level 

of the thesis and not at the individual paper level. My reasons for choosing the research studies 

(see appended papers) were primarily motivated by an abductive approach, in which I sought 

to examine aspects of the access economy from different perspectives to find the best probable 

explanations. However, my involvement in various research projects, which enabled access to 

data, also played an additional role in the choices. The abductive approach, which allowed me 

to go back and forth from one research activity to another and between empirical observations 

and theory, expanded my understanding of the access economy (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). 

Methodologically, I chose to use qualitative and quantitative methods because 

methodological pluralism and abductive reasoning enable an iterative exploration of 

conceptual and empirical domains. This is achieved by validating emerging theoretical insights 

through additional empirical data (Brodie & Peters, 2020). On one hand, qualitative research 

is exploratory and seeks to understand underlying reasons and motivations, providing insights 

into the problem. On the other hand, quantitative research is used to quantify the problem by 

generating numerical data that can be transformed into usable statistics. By using qualitative 

and quantitative methods, the research leverages the strengths of both approaches. This 

provides a diverse database of results that enriches the understanding of the research topic or 

phenomenon, providing insights that may surpass those achieved using only one method 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017).  
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3.3. Research Designs 

Four different research designs have been used in the papers embedded in this thesis. In 

summary, there are two case studies, one literature review, one survey methodology, and one 

conceptual-based study.  

3.3.1. Paper I: Literature review 

Paper I employed a systematic literature review process, which involves the comprehensive 

identification, analysis, and interpretation of accessible evidence pertaining to a particular 

research question, with the goal of ensuring objectivity and reproducibility in the process (Fan 

et al., 2022). My reasons for choosing to do a literature review were: first because literature 

review papers provide platforms for developing new conceptual frameworks and exposing 

inconsistencies within existing research bodies (Palmatier et al., 2018). Consequently, they 

create a firm foundation for knowledge advancement and theory development (Snyder, 2019). 

Second, as research fields evolve, challenges arise, such as defining the scope, resolving 

ambiguities in definitions, addressing inconsistencies in results, and reconciling 

methodological approaches. Therefore, a literature review seemed like a good way to attain an 

overview of a rapidly evolving research topic and, at the same time, contribute to knowledge 

creation. Literature review papers play a crucial role in addressing these challenges by 

providing clarity through synthesizing existing research (Palmatier et al., 2018). Moreover, by 

building upon existing knowledge, literature reviews generate new insights and play a 

significant role in guiding future research directions by identifying gaps in existing studies 

(Hulland & Houston, 2020).  

The study for Paper I was performed through three main stages: planning, conducting, 

and reporting, and dissemination, as recommended by Tranfield et al. (2003). The planning 

stage involved evaluating the necessity to conduct a systematic review of carsharing literature. 

It was deemed necessary due to the growing research interest in carsharing—the literature had 

more than doubled in the preceding two years. The subsequent stage (conducting the review) 

involved the employment of specific keywords to perform a search within the Scopus database, 

a prominent choice for systematic reviews in research, as demonstrated in prior studies (e.g., 

Raddats et al., 2019; Witell et al., 2016). After exclusion, a sample of 279 papers on carsharing, 

published in English in peer-reviewed journals from 1996 until the end of 2020, were reviewed. 

The final stage was reporting and dissemination, which involved synthesizing and analyzing 
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the findings according to four main themes. Further details on the research findings will be 

provided in the next chapter. 

3.3.2. Paper II and III: Case study research 

Papers II and III employed the case study research design, which is an empirical investigation 

that explores a contemporary phenomenon in depth within its real-world context (Yin, 2014). 

The case study design was chosen for its suitability for research aimed toward gaining a deep 

understanding of real-world phenomena (Dubois & Gibbert, 2010). Moreover, the case study 

design involves dealing with real management issues, enabling knowledge creation that is 

relevant to practitioners (Gibbert et al., 2008; Dubois & Gibbert, 2010). 

The research process for Paper II comprised four main stages. The first stage involved 

the identification of a research phenomenon, context, and methods to collect data. The 

LinMaaS project was chosen for its timeliness and context suitability, which would enable the 

examination of access-based mobility at the ecosystem level. Interviews were deemed 

appropriate for data collection because they allow the obtaining of detailed views from the 

respondents through follow-up questions (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). In the second stage, 

data was collected through 24 semi-structured interviews with 18 informants from different 

organizations within the LinMaaS ecosystem. An interview guide was followed; however, 

some questions were adjusted depending on the informant’s expertise. As data collection 

occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic, all interviews were performed digitally, recorded, 

and transcribed. To complement the interview data and for triangulation purposes, secondary 

data was collected through communication materials (e.g., press releases, website pages) and 

meeting minutes and notes. In the third stage, the data was analyzed by coding and identifying 

the dominant institutional logics for each stakeholder in the ecosystem. Finally, the data was 

reported in comparison with extant literature. 

Paper III used a grounded theory approach. The research process started with the design 

phase, which involved the identification of a study phenomenon and context. The car 

manufacturer was chosen for this study because they were in the process of implementing a 

new subscription business model on top of their existing traditional sales. This would enable a 

process perspective on business model innovation and the opportunity to study the changes 

occurring in real time. For similar reasons as in Paper II, data was collected mainly through 

interviews. Twenty five in-depth interviews were conducted with executives and dealers in the 

key European markets for the car manufacturing firm. As with Paper II, an interview guide was 
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created and adjusted depending on the informant’s expertise. Interviews were performed 

digitally or in person, depending on the conditions and restrictions due to the COVID-19 

pandemic. The interviews were recorded and transcribed. Secondary data in the form of annual 

reports and communication materials (e.g., press releases, website pages, social media) were 

collected in addition to the interviews. For the analysis, the data was coded using NVivo 

software. This process yielded first-order terms, which were then aggregated into second order 

and later contrasted with extant literature to create aggregate themes. In the final stage, the 

findings were articulated in comparison to extant literature. 

3.3.3. Paper IV: Survey 

Paper IV employs a survey design. During the research process for Paper IV, the first 

consideration was to articulate the purpose of the study, the target population, data collection, 

and analysis. The survey design involves studying a representative sample of a population by 

systematically collecting quantitative data to describe the population’s trends, attitudes, or 

opinions (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Building on previous research, the framework for this 

paper explores factors affecting customer satisfaction: convenience, performance, and 

compatibility, predicting that service responsibility and negative environmental image decrease 

satisfaction. It also predicts that customer loyalty may not eliminate purchase intentions 

influenced by product usage frequency and attitudes toward ownership benefits. Upon 

constructing the model and identifying relevant constructs and hypotheses, a questionnaire was 

designed based on past literature. Conducted online, the study targeted users of rental e-

scooters at two university campuses in Sweden, resulting in 430 valid responses. The data was 

analyzed using Partial-least square structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) software. This 

method was used since it was considered the most suitable option for complex models with 

numerous constructs and relationships (Hair et al., 2021), like the one developed in the study. 

3.3.4. Paper V: A Conceptual-qualitative design 

Paper V adopts a conceptual, qualitative design, integrating literature on nine different access-

based mobility services, differentiating between traditional ones and newer innovations such 

as micro-mobility services. The primary motivation for the study was the need to understand 

the unique service experiences offered by different mobility services in order to design and 

manage services that create an ideal experience. A conceptual design was chosen as it involves 
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abstract thinking and mental representation of ideas, encompassing various information-

processing activities such as inductive and deductive reasoning (MacInnis, 2011). Moreover, 

the conceptual research design has been acknowledged for its role in theory building, as these 

papers primarily focus on theoretical development without presenting empirical data or 

statistical analysis for theory testing (Yadav, 2010).  

The paper draws on Edvardsson et al.’s (2005) notion of “experience room” to compare 

and analyze these mobility services, highlighting the multifaceted nature of customer 

perceptions in the access-based economy. The discussion was based on experiences reported 

in prior literature (e.g., Aguilera-Garcia et al., 2022; Shaheen & Cohen, 2019) and the research 

team’s expertise and experience in the access economy. Theoretical contributions were 

achieved through de-lineation, which involves describing and articulating an entity to provide 

a detailed and precise representation (MacInnis, 2011).  

 

3.4. Quality of Research 

Since the papers appended to this thesis are of different research designs, their quality is 

assessed based on different guidelines, as there is no single standard accepted method for 

quality assessment (Pratt, 2009; Yadav, 2022).  

Paper I, which employs a systematic review design, meticulously followed the steps of 

performing a literature review (Tranfield et al., 2003). The literature search process was 

documented, showing keywords, databases, and inclusion and exclusion criteria. Upon 

categorization of the papers into themes, reliability was assessed by having another researcher 

independently review the final sample. Inter-judge reliability in terms of proportional reduction 

in loss was assessed at 0.96, which is above the recommended threshold of 0.9 (Rust & Cooil, 

1994). 

For Papers II and III, which employ case study design, the assessment of research quality 

draws upon four criteria, namely: construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and 

reliability. The following evaluation follows guidelines on case study research by Beverland 

and Lindgreen (2010), Gibbert et al. (2008), and Gibbert and Ruigrok (2010). Construct 

validity (whether the study investigates what it set out to investigate) was ensured through 

triangulation during data collection and by establishing a transparent chain of evidence 

showing the researcher’s journey from the research questions to the conclusions. In addition, 
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informants were allowed to review the draft case and provide feedback. To assess internal 

validity (the presence of causal relationships between the variables and the results), the data 

was analyzed at an aggregated level, which enabled comparisons of empirical results with 

existing research and identification of patterns and similarities in the results. External validity 

(the applicability of the results to a more general context) was ensured by providing a clear 

motivation for the selection of the study and detailed explanations of the study context. Finally, 

to ensure reliability (the replicability of the study), the papers provided careful documentation 

of the research procedures from the conceptualization stage to the data analysis in their 

respective methodology sections. Further, each paper provides an audit trail by attaching 

relevant study documents in their respective appendices. 

For Paper IV, the following assessment of research quality for structural equation 

modeling adheres to guidelines from Hair et al. (2021). First, to assess indicator reliability, the 

outer loadings of the indicators were examined. All loadings were higher than 0.7, proving 

indicator reliability. Second, standardized Cronbach’s alpha (CA) and composite reliability 

(𝝆C) were examined to assess internal consistency. All measures were between 0 and 1, as 

recommended. However, due to the limitations of both CA (too conservative) and 𝝆C (too 

liberal), the reliability coefficient (𝝆A), which lies between CA and 𝝆C, was also considered. 

Third, the average variance extracted (AVE) measures were examined to assess convergent 

validity. All values were higher than 0.5, as recommended. Finally, the correlations’ heterotrait-

monotrait (HTMT) ratios were examined to assess discriminant validity. The ratios were all 

below 0.9, and the confidence intervals estimated using the bootstrapping procedure exclude 

1—except between Service Convenience and Service Satisfaction. 

For Paper V, external validity was ensured by providing a clear motivation for the 

selection of the study and detailed explanations of the study context. 
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3.5. Ethical Considerations 

Throughout the research process, several precautions were taken to ensure the ethical integrity 

of the research. Adhering to the principles outlined in the General Data Protection Regulation 

(GDPR), we prioritized voluntary participation by all research respondents. We provided them 

with information regarding the nature and objectives of the studies to which they were 

contributing. Before initiating data collection, we obtained informed consent from each 

participant, ensuring they were fully aware of their participation’s implications. 

The interviewees primarily comprised practitioners with no preexisting affiliations with 

the research team, establishing a professional and unbiased collaboration aimed at mutually 

beneficial knowledge acquisition for research and industry. To uphold transparency and the 

accuracy of the findings, transcribed interview copies were shared with each interviewee, 

allowing them to validate and provide feedback on the recorded information. 

Moreover, measures were taken to safeguard the identity of all the individuals involved, 

shielding them from any potential repercussions resulting from their participation in the study. 

To achieve this, the data was reported in an anonymized and aggregated manner.  

 



 

30 

 

 

 

 

 



 

31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Summary of Findings 
 

Not to know is bad. Not to wish to know is worse. (Wolof proverb) 

 

This chapter presents the findings from the papers incorporated in this thesis. The first paper— 

a literature review. was undertaken as the starting point to delve into the developments within 

access-based services over the years. By doing so, valuable insights were gained, providing an 

overview of access-based mobility. This initial step was crucial in laying a foundation for the 

subsequent research, as it facilitated a better understanding of the research context and the state 

of access-based services. The literature review is followed by two case studies—the first on 

MaaS and the second on a car manufacturer’s business model innovation process. This is 

followed by a survey study of e-scooter customers and, finally, a conceptual study of service 

experience in access-based services.  
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4.1. Paper I: Carsharing: A Systematic Literature Review and 
Research Agenda 

Paper I synthesizes carsharing literature up to the end of 2020, yielding four thematic areas: 

business models, drivers and barriers, customer behavior, and vehicle balancing. 

The research identifies and categorizes four major business models based on various 

factors, including value propositions, revenue mechanisms, and key resources. The most 

prevalent model is B2C carsharing, where a company owns a fleet of vehicles and offers them 

for short-term rentals to private individuals on demand. Corporate carsharing closely resembles 

this model, but it targets private and public organizations that prefer not to maintain vehicle 

fleets. Cooperative carsharing, on the other hand, centers on collective car ownership and usage 

within specific communities. Lastly, peer-to-peer (P2P) carsharing allows private individuals 

to rent their vehicles to others through a carsharing platform. An insight from the study is that 

even with services that seem to offer similar value propositions, such as free-floating and 

round-trip carsharing, several distinctions exist between these business models, including 

pricing strategies, geographical coverage, and fleet sizes, which influence the types of 

customers they attract.  

The study further categorizes the driving forces behind carsharing into sociodemographic 

factors (primarily young, middle-class individuals), geographic factors (mainly concentrated 

in urban areas), and socioeconomic factors. Conversely, the barriers to carsharing adoption 

encompass limited service availability, low public awareness, and the perceived challenges 

associated with sharing, such as concerns about contractual conditions and security. 

Customer behavior within the carsharing context is revealed to be contingent on trip 

purposes, activities, and frequency of usage. Additionally, the study identifies vehicle 

balancing as a significant challenge for service providers, particularly in free-floating and 

station-based carsharing models, where vehicles are not returned to their pickup locations after 

rental. This imbalance affects convenience for customers, as cars may be unavailable where 

needed and surplus in less frequented areas. 

Another interesting finding is that, unlike industry forecasts and claims from some 

studies (e.g., Dowling & Simpson, 2013) that carsharing would replace car ownership as a 

result of cultural shifts, this study finds that such claims are inconclusive as the likelihood of 

car shedding is influenced by a multitude of factors, such as length and purpose of car trips. 
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Overall, the study underscores the limited attention given to carsharing in marketing 

research and a notable absence of studies examining the perspective of service providers. 

Furthermore, the study highlights the transformative influence of digital technologies in 

enhancing access-based services. 

 

4.2. Paper II: Institutional Logics at Play in a Mobility-as-a-
Service Ecosystem 

Paper II is a case study that explores the concept of MaaS, highlighting the significance of 

institutional logics in an ecosystem. Through an analysis of the LinMaaS project, the study 

identifies five dominant institutional logics, providing insights into the collaboration 

relationships among the stakeholders and their contributions to the project’s vision.  

First is the state logic, which is mainly concerned with the welfare of a nation and its 

citizens. Legitimacy is found to rely on democratic and bureaucratic processes, where 

individuals operate within political structures aligned with political objectives. Second is the 

market logic, rooted in economics and business management, and centers on an organization’s 

pursuit of enhanced efficiency and competitive success to attain significant commercial gains. 

Unlike the state logic, it prioritizes the interests of customers and investors. The market logic 

is demand-driven and primarily seeks private benefits rather than addressing societal issues. 

Third is the sustainability logic, which strives to safeguard the environment and motivates 

organizations to adopt sustainable practices (e.g., shared mobility). Fourth is the experimental 

logic, linked with innovative problem-solving and design. It emphasizes the promotion of 

socio-technical and design innovations, fostering social and political learning, and addressing 

uncertainty. Finally, the service logic acknowledges that institutions enable value co-creation 

and service exchange within markets. This logic posits that customers derive value from using 

goods rather than possessing them, as services are perceived as more convenient, adaptable, 

and cost-effective. 

Stakeholders in the public sector (both national and local governmental levels) 

predominantly adhere to the state and sustainability logics as they align with urban planning 

objectives. In contrast, those in the private sector align more with the market and service logics. 

Interestingly, while both private and public stakeholders participate in innovation, the 

experimental logic, crucial for fostering innovation and addressing complex problems, is 
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primarily exhibited by public sector stakeholders. This discrepancy can be attributed to the 

public sector’s relatively greater access to funding, which is essential for experimentation.  

Overall, the study findings show that the existence of different logics among the 

stakeholders in an ecosystem creates tensions. However, if the stakeholders can resolve their 

conflicts, they can find ways to collaborate and generate valuable learning experiences. Table 

3 summarizes the identified logics and the type of organization that adheres to them. 

 

Table 3. Dominant logics identified 

Institutional logic Key aspects Organizations 

State logic Obligations to serve citizens 

Accountability 

Democracy 

Bureaucracy 

Public organizations 

Market logic Profit seeking 

Efficiency 

Performance 

Competition 

Value capture 

Private organizations 

Sustainability logic Protect the environment 

Reduce the impact of consumption 

Public organizations 

Experimental logic Design thinking 

Innovation 

Testbeds 

Learning 

Public organizations 

Service logic Service provision 

Non-ownership consumption 

Rental business models 

Value-in-use 

Private organizations 

 

4.3. Paper III: Moving to Subscriptions: Service Growth 
through Business Model Innovation in Dual-market Settings 

Paper III provides a detailed analysis of implementing and scaling a new subscription-based 

business model alongside an existing product-centric model within a car manufacturing firm. 

The subscription model is implemented and scaled over a prolonged period, divided into four 

phases. During this period, four aggregated themes emerge—business model innovation, new 

capabilities, dealer engagement, and organizational learning.  

The first two initial phases were mainly characterized by business model innovation and 

knowledge transfer. The company started by applying its existing knowledge of leasing models 
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to a new market. Over time, they implemented customer feedback and continued applying 

knowledge gained from the refined leasing model (Phase 1), while experimenting with a pure 

subscription model in Market 2. This indicates a transfer of insights and lessons learned from 

one phase to another, which informed subsequent decisions and refinements in the business 

model. Moreover, the gradual implementation of the subscription model allowed for adaptation 

and refinement based on experiences and customer needs. 

In addition to knowledge transfer and business model innovation, the final two phases 

were characterized by new capabilities, including customer journey management and fleet 

management. The subscription model introduced new customer requirements, such as rapid 

response and support for customer queries. Consequently, the car manufacturer shifted from a 

dealer-mediated relationship to a direct link with customers, as customer journey management 

responsibility shifted from the dealers to the car manufacturer. This necessitated the acquisition 

of new competencies to deal with tasks such as assessing customer needs and behaviors. Digital 

systems for data extraction to gain insights into customer behavior were implemented, which 

enabled better tracking of customer behavioral trends and informed customer journey 

management decisions. In addition, the company’s B2B subscription offer highlighted the need 

for fleet management competencies. Since B2B customers expect digital tools that provide 

essential fleet management information, including data related to vehicle usage, cost 

comparisons, fuel management, and more, the company was required to implement systems 

for effective fleet administration services.  

Throughout the subscription implementation process, the company faced challenges in 

managing dealer relationships. Introducing the subscription model initially stirred anxiety 

among dealers, who felt the company encroached on their customer base. However, the car 

manufacturer still needed the dealers to continue playing a key role by delivering the cars and 

performing service activities. This underscored the need for collaboration and a strong 

partnership. To maintain collaboration and trust with the dealers, the car manufacturer had to 

sign new contracts with them and initiate more transparent communication channels. This was 

a proactive approach to managing the dealer relationships and ensuring their continued 

involvement. 

Overall, the findings highlight the significance of organizational learning, fostering 

collaborative relationships with dealers, and strategic talent acquisition during business model 

innovation processes. Figure 2 summarizes the implementation process of the subscription 

model. 
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Figure 2. The subscription business model–an incremental and iterative process 

 

4.4. Paper IV: Renting, Owning, or Both? Shifting Perspectives 
in Access-based Services 

Paper IV explores why customers of access-based services may be inclined to purchase 

products they already access. In contrast to prior research focused on scenarios where 

ownership is the standard and access-based services serve as substitutes, this study explores 

the burgeoning market of rental e-scooters, which have emerged as a popular form of urban 

mobility in many cities worldwide. The rental e-scooter context suits the study since access-

based services are the norm, and ownership is the alternative. 

The study measures various factors, including service convenience, service performance, 

service compatibility, service responsibility, negative environmental perception, customer 

satisfaction, loyalty to the service, usage frequency, attitude toward ownership, and purchase 

intention.  

For the determinants of customer satisfaction, this study reveals that service convenience, 

service performance, and negative environmental image exhibit statistically significant 

relationships with customer satisfaction, with their effects considered as medium positive, 

small positive, and medium negative, respectively. Conversely, the study finds that service 
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responsibility and service compatibility do not exert a statistically significant influence on 

customer satisfaction. Figure 3 illustrates the hypothesized relationships between constructs. 

 

 

Figure 3. Measurement model tested in Paper IV 

 

Turning our attention to factors impacting purchase intention, the findings indicate that service 

loyalty is an indirect-only (full) mediator in the association between customer satisfaction and 

purchase intention. Furthermore, usage frequency partially mediates the relationship between 

service loyalty and purchase intention. Remarkably, the study identifies a statistically 

significant direct pathway from attitude toward ownership to purchase intention, with this 

effect being considered small and positive. Additionally, an intriguing discovery is that at 

higher levels of favorable attitude toward ownership, service loyalty exhibits a more 

pronounced mediating role in the relationship between customer satisfaction and purchase 

intention. Consequently, the total impact of attitude toward ownership on purchase intention is 

substantively positive. 

In contrast, the total effect of customer satisfaction on purchase intention is positive but 

relatively small. Concerning control variables, gender emerges as a significant factor with a 

medium effect on purchase intention, as females express a lower purchase intention than males. 

Neither age nor income exhibit a statistically significant impact.  
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To sum up, a significant implication of this study is the potential coexistence of access 

and ownership. The study’s findings demonstrate that customers of access-based services 

might not necessarily choose between access and ownership, but instead opt for both options. 

For example, customers renting e-scooters for short trips may still want to buy their own e-

scooters for personal use or as a backup option.  

 

4.5. Paper V: Service Experience in the Access Economy: 
Managing Experiences in Mobility Services 

Paper V analyses service experience within access-based mobility. Service experience is an 

individual’s subjective reactions and interpretations of various facets of a service (Jaakkola et 

al., 2015). The growing popularity of access-based services, particularly in the mobility sector, 

is transforming traditional industries, prompting the need for a deeper understanding of the 

intricacies of service experience. Traditionally, public transportation, taxi services, and 

conventional car rentals have played a central role in urban transportation systems. However, 

digitalization has paved the way for new mobility services, including app-based carsharing, on-

demand ride-hailing, and electric bike and scooter rentals, fundamentally altering how people 

travel in metropolitan areas. Using eight dimensions of service experience, adopted from 

Edvardsson et al. (2005), the study identifies key aspects of service experience for each of the 

nine mobility services. 

The study discusses how service experience in mobility services is heterogeneous and 

influenced by multiple factors. Attributes such as convenience and affordability often yield 

subjective service experiences, as individual customers may perceive these services differently. 

These attributes are influenced by a combination of factors, including a customer’s mobility 

needs, the availability of alternative services, and the individual’s characteristics. Moreover, 

the study notes an inverse relationship between convenience and cost. Highly affordable 

services, such as public transport, may offer lower convenience for specific tasks like weekly 

shopping or transporting children to sports events. In contrast, the opposite is true for more 

expensive services like car leasing. 

In terms of influence from digitalization, customer attitudes toward new technology also 

contribute to variations in service experiences. However, newer mobility services, such as ride-
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hailing and micro-mobility, have embraced technological advancements to a greater extent than 

traditional services like public transport and taxis, which often adhere to more conventional 

methods, making them less appealing to tech-savvy individuals. Nevertheless, even in these 

cases, technology is gradually playing a more central role. Many traditional taxi services are 

incorporating features similar to ride-hailing services, including mobile app bookings, cashless 

payments, and location tracking (Shaheen & Cohen, 2019). A final discussion point is the 

potential for enhancing service experience by integrating mobility services into a 

comprehensive solution, offering insights into the future of the access-based economy.  

Overall, the analysis underscores the varying customer perceptions of access-based 

services, based on individual needs and attitudes.  
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5. Discussion 
 

Having a good discussion is like having riches. (Kenyan proverb) 

 

This thesis sought to understand the dynamics of ownership and access within the access 

economy. Two research questions were formulated for this purpose: 1) How can service 

providers in the access economy create value for their customers to promote higher customer 

adoption and sustained retention rates? and 2) How can ecosystem collaboration facilitate 

value creation in the access economy?  

To enable a well-rounded understanding of the intricacies surrounding the customers and 

service providers, the discussion takes three perspectives: the customer, the service provider, 

and the ecosystem. The first question is discussed from a customer and service provider 

perspective, while the second question is discussed from an ecosystem perspective. 
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5.1. How Service Providers in the Access Economy can Create 

Value for their Customers 

The discussion to illuminate service providers’ value creation for customers analyses two key 

aspects of the value creation process in access-based services, namely the nature of customer 

engagement and the service providers. 

5.1.1. Customer engagement in access-based mobility 

The examination of customer engagement constitutes a recurrent and important theme within 

access-based services research. Numerous scholarly contributions have addressed this subject, 

as evidenced by studies conducted by Akbar and Hoffmann (2018), Lawson et al. (2021), 

Schaefers et al. (2016), and Srivastava et al. (2022), among others. This continued scholarly 

interest in customer engagement is hardly surprising, given its importance in unraveling the 

intricacies of value creation (Kumar & Reinartz, 2016). The findings from these studies 

collectively underscore the nuances behind customer engagement in access-based service 

contexts, prompting opportunities for continued exploration and scholarly advancement in this 

field. In relation to this, two key discussion points regarding the decision-making processes 

that customers engage in when faced with the choice between access-based services and 

traditional ownership models are worth noting. 

First, historically, the literature surrounding access-based services (e.g., Khalek & 

Chakraborty, 2022; Lawson et al., 2021) has often framed customer decision-making as a 

binary selection: individuals can either acquire and possess a product or opt for temporary 

access through rental or subscription services. This perspective has been widely accepted in 

academic and public spheres. However, in Paper I, the discussion that explores whether 

carsharing leads to the abandonment of personal car ownership challenges this binary 

assumption. It is found that users of carsharing services do not invariably relinquish the idea 

of owning a personal vehicle. This argument gains further prominence in Paper IV, which 

examines the question of whether customers who avail themselves of access-based services 

would be inclined to purchase the products they typically access. The investigation reveals a 

coexistence of purchase intentions alongside the continued use of access-based services among 

customers.  

These findings collectively challenge the traditional notion of an exclusive either/or 

decision between owning and accessing. Instead, they suggest that customers may perceive 
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these actions as complementary rather than mutually exclusive. In other words, individuals do 

not neatly conform to rigid categories of either ownership or access when it comes to their 

interactions with products and services. This argument is particularly salient because it 

reinforces previous research claims that have contested the notion of the demise of ownership 

as a consequence of the increased efficiency and productivity gains attributed to the access 

economy. Notably, studies in both the B2B and B2C contexts (e.g., Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2017; 

Ehret & Wirtz, 2018) have posited that the access economy, while transformative, may not lead 

to the outright obliteration of ownership, and these findings resonate with this line of reasoning.  

Simultaneously, these findings invite scrutiny of the assumptions made by the media 

(e.g., McGee, 2019), who have enthusiastically advocated for access-based services as a 

potential replacement for traditional ownership models. It becomes apparent that the impetus 

for the widespread adoption of access-based services exceeds the organic demand from 

customers, a pattern consistent with the findings of both this thesis and previous studies. This 

observation further raises the question of whether the endorsement of access-based services 

may be rooted in wishful thinking rather than a fully validated transformation of customer 

engagement. 

Second, as exemplified in Paper V, customers’ choices between access-based services 

and traditional ownership models are also influenced by the experiences of customers engaging 

with the services. Customer experience is personal and sometimes extends beyond the service 

provider’s direct control (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). It hinges on the individual perceptions of 

various service attributes, encompassing the degree of customer involvement, interactions with 

staff and fellow customers, and the level of technological integration (Edvardsson et al., 2005). 

These attributes, in turn, are subject to an interplay of factors, with a customer’s unique 

mobility needs playing a central role.  

As articulated in Paper V, the alignment of an access-based service with a customer’s 

specific mobility requirements shapes the value that customers derive from the service. 

Customers thoroughly assess competing access-based services, traditional ownership models, 

and complementary offerings within the broader mobility ecosystem. Furthermore, Paper V 

accentuates the significance of individual customer characteristics, including lifestyle, 

preferences, and socioeconomic status, in molding nuanced perceptions of value. These 

individual disparities translate into varying expectations and priorities, thereby influencing 

how customers evaluate the attributes of service experience within access-based services. 
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Central to this evaluative process is the customer’s perception of a service’s contribution 

to their use value, as emphasized by Lemke et al. (2011). This assessment informs their 

judgment of the value proposition presented by a particular access-based service. In essence, 

the customer experience is a critical lens through which individuals gauge the worthiness of 

engaging with access-based services compared to traditional ownership models. 

In summary, the decision-making process underscores the subjective and multifaceted 

nature of value creation (Lemke et al., 2011), since value creation lies not only in the specific 

features of the service, but also in the customer experiences. The fluid nature of customers’ 

decision to choose between access and ownership informs us that customer value is not a one-

size-fits-all proposition. Instead, as argued by Eggert et al. (2019), the value-creation process 

is context-dependent. It can vary significantly based on various factors, including customer 

preferences, circumstances, and the particular attributes of the products or services in question.  

5.1.2. Service providers in access-based mobility 

The discussion of value creation from the service provider perspective is based on two main 

takeaways. 

First, while the research question at hand primarily pertains to value creation on the side 

of the service provider, it is important to acknowledge that value in contemporary service 

settings is co-created. This co-creation involves an interplay between the customer, the service 

provider, and many other stakeholders embedded within the ecosystem (Helkkula et al., 2018). 

Value co-creation can manifest through active participation in the service production process 

or through customer engagement during consumption (Chou et al., 2023; Lemke et al., 2011). 

Therefore, while the primary focus of this thesis lies in understanding how service providers 

contribute to value creation, it is equally imperative to understand how customers interact with 

mobility services and the relationships established among stakeholders within this ecosystem.  

An essential facet of this value co-creation is the role played by customer feedback, 

which shapes service improvements. As Eggert et al. (2019) noted, customers, as active 

participants in the value-creation process, provide feedback informing service providers about 

their preferences, pain points, and evolving needs. Consequently, this feedback loop is 

instrumental in driving continuous enhancements in service offerings and ensuring they remain 

aligned with customer expectations. However, while the importance of customer relationships 

for value creation is well-established (e.g., Frow & Payne, 2009), Lemke et al. (2011) noted 

that past literature on customer relationships has focused more on the B2B sector than B2C. 
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This creates an opportunity for the B2C sector to adopt lessons learned and best practices from 

B2B research.  

Through the value co-creation process, service providers can cultivate more personalized 

connections with their customers. This is because, by actively engaging in value co-creation, 

providers can gain deep insights into individual customer preferences and behaviors (Faramarzi 

et al., 2023). This aligns with Rifkin’s (2000) assertion that achieving commercial success is 

contingent on the establishment of long-term relationships that supersede the nature of 

individual market exchanges of products. However, he also notes that B2C service providers 

operating within the access economy confront a notable challenge: how to cultivate long-term 

relationships with customers who are no longer bound by ownership. In the access economy, 

where customers seek convenience and flexibility, establishing and maintaining continuous 

interactions between the customer and the provider throughout the access agreement is 

imperative. This necessitates that service providers offer a value proposition that meets and 

consistently satisfies the customer’s needs and expectations over time (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 

2012).  

Furthermore, effective communication of these value propositions to customers is 

important. Eggert et al. (2018) underscore the critical role of value communication to customers 

in B2B markets, urging firms to offer solutions that can create sustained customer value over 

time. The same imperative can be extended to B2C settings. The essence of this principle lies 

in recognizing that the access economy would benefit from cultivating enduring relationships. 

For this to happen, an ongoing dialogue would be required between service providers and 

customers, where providers continually convey and demonstrate the value they offer 

throughout the customer journey. In doing so, providers can foster trust, enhance customer 

satisfaction, and engender loyalty. This customer-centric and relationship-focused approach, 

underscored by effective communication of value propositions, forms the bedrock upon which 

commercial success is constructed (Payne et al., 2017). This can be applicable in both B2B and 

B2C contexts. 

The second key avenue for advancing our understanding of value creation lies in 

exploring the distinctions that characterize various mobility services and how these distinctions 

impact value creation, particularly from the perspective of service providers. Within the 

overarching category of access-based mobility, this thesis observes significant variations in the 

value-creation mechanisms. For example, one can draw attention to the contrast between free-

floating and round-trip carsharing, which, as presented in Paper I, are seemingly similar 
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services as they both offer short-term vehicle access. However, despite their apparent 

similarity, the analysis presented in Paper I reveals substantial disparities in their operational 

frameworks and mechanics. These disparities stem from a multitude of factors, including 

vehicle availability, booking processes, fleet size and distribution, and pricing models. This 

investigation underscores the diversity of the value-creation strategies employed by service 

providers in seemingly comparable contexts. 

Expanding upon this theme, Papers II and V delve into various access-based mobility 

options, from car leasing and renting to traditional taxi services and peer-to-peer platforms. 

These studies discern that each mobility service presents a unique value proposition to its 

customers. This observation underscores the multifaceted nature of value propositions, as 

articulated by Macdonald et al. (2016). As seen in the appended papers, value propositions 

result from the myriad attributes and features specific to each service, which align with the 

needs and preferences of distinct customer segments. These attributes encompass performance, 

customization, affordability, and other dimensions tailored to customer demand. 

In addition, it is important to acknowledge the role played by enabling factors, most 

notably digitalization, in shaping value creation within the mobility sector. As illuminated in 

the appended papers and in past research (e.g., Gleim et al., 2023), digitalization serves as a 

catalyst not only for the creation of value but also for the evolution and adaptation of mobility 

services in both B2B and B2C contexts. Notably, digitalization enhances convenience and 

flexibility, two indispensable components of the value propositions of access-based services 

(Morewedge et al., 2021). It streamlines processes, optimizes resource allocation, and 

augments customer experience. 

To sum up, value creation from the service provider perspective is a multifaceted process 

that hinges on relationships with customers and other stakeholders, as well as the unique 

attributes of access-based services and the influence of external factors such as digitalization. 

A comprehensive examination of these dynamics yields more profound insights into how 

service providers can navigate their business environments and create value that resonates with 

their target customers. 
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5.2. How Collaboration within an Ecosystem can Facilitate 

Value Creation in Access-based Mobility 

The discussion in this section is dedicated to the second research question, which delves into 

collaboration and value creation at the ecosystem level.  

The relevance of the analysis of value creation at the ecosystem level lies in the 

realization, as previously discussed, that value creation is not an isolated endeavor. Instead, it 

is a collaborative process that transpires within a network of interconnected business 

relationships (Helkkula et al., 2018). Contemporary scholarship on value creation has 

transcended the confines of the customer-supplier relationship to encompass a broader 

perspective that includes various stakeholders, ranging from customers and service providers 

to intermediaries, partners, and competitors (Frow et al., 2014).  

Whether operating in the B2B or B2C context, firms have come to recognize that they 

function as integral nodes within a broader ecosystem, each contributing their unique 

capabilities, resources, and expertise to collectively co-create value for mutual success 

(Clarysse et al., 2014). This recognition stems from the understanding that complementary 

innovations must be integrated for every progressive step taken, to ensure that customers can 

fully realize the benefits of these advancements (Peltoniemi, 2006). Each participant 

specializes in a distinct activity, and the combined efforts of these diverse participants 

collectively lead to value creation. Consequently, innovative ideas do not originate solely 

within the confines of individual organizations; instead, they are the product of collaborative 

efforts among a group of actors within an ecosystem (Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016).  

The following assessment of value creation at the ecosystem level is divided into two 

parts, starting with an analysis of the ecosystems illustrated in the appended papers. This is 

followed by an analysis of the collaboration dynamics exhibited and their impact on value 

creation. 

5.2.1. Ecosystems in access-based mobility 

In alignment with prior literature highlighting the advantages of ecosystems (e.g., Clarysse et 

al., 2014; Iansiti & Levien, 2004), this thesis echoes the notion that access-based services thrive 

when they are linked with complementary offerings, thereby creating an ecosystem capable of 

addressing a wide array of customer needs. Two ecosystems are illustrated in this thesis. 
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First, Paper II delves into the dynamics of MaaS ecosystems. Integrating stakeholders 

within MaaS ecosystems can be viewed as taking place on a horizontal level rather than through 

a value chain. Within these ecosystems, various stakeholders with diverse capabilities and roles 

converge, united by a common objective: to enhance mobility services for improved service 

experience (Smith et al., 2020). Each stakeholder in the MaaS ecosystem plays a unique part 

in this orchestration, contributing their distinct strengths to the collective effort (Meurs et al., 

2020). 

Within mobility services, the emergence of MaaS has garnered acclaim as it seeks to 

consolidate various transportation services into a single platform, making it easier for 

customers to access them (Jittrapirom et al., 2018). Paper V extends the discourse on access-

based mobility by highlighting the strategic significance of partnering with complementary 

service providers within MaaS solutions. As argued in the paper, this collaborative approach 

holds the potential to augment the value proposition of access-based mobility services and offer 

customers more seamless and convenient travel experiences. For example, in line with 

Jittrapirom et al. (2018), by integrating their offerings with public transportation companies or 

ride-hailing platforms through MaaS solutions, access-based mobility providers can enhance 

the comprehensiveness of their services. This perspective represents a shift in how firms 

perceive their innovation journey, underscoring the need to actively engage with and contribute 

to ecosystems to unlock new pathways to value creation. 

However, it is also important to acknowledge that, in practice, the realization of 

successful MaaS ecosystems has encountered challenges, often resulting in difficulties that 

impede the progression of such ecosystems beyond their initial implementation stages (e.g., 

Smith et al., 2018). These challenges may include technical obstacles related to integrating 

diverse transportation services into a cohesive platform, regulatory complexities affecting the 

seamless operation of MaaS solutions, and establishing cooperative relationships among 

stakeholders with divergent interests and priorities. This reality is further substantiated by the 

insights presented in Paper II, where the case study of the LinMaaS project serves as an 

illustration. Regrettably, the LinMaaS project did not advance beyond the pilot stage despite 

its theoretical promise and potential. This outcome underscores the challenges that have 

plagued the practical implementation of MaaS initiatives, ultimately impacting the realization 

of their value-creation potential. 

Second is an ecosystem based on the established market channel, as illustrated in Paper 

III. The case outlined in the paper revolves around a car manufacturing firm and its network of 
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dealers. In this ecosystem, the mutual interdependence between the manufacturer and its 

dealers is apparent as they rely on each other for value creation. From this perspective, 

manufacturing firms are viewed as integral nodes within a network of stakeholders. This 

network encompasses suppliers, customers, and various service functions (Rifkin, 2000). Like 

all other ecosystems, each node within this network plays a unique and indispensable role in 

the overarching value-creation process. Value creation typically transpires within a network of 

stakeholders, encompassing entities such as suppliers, strategic partners, distribution channels, 

and collaborative coalitions (Massa & Tucci, 2013). Collectively, these entities extend and 

amplify a company’s resources and capabilities. Established companies often boast an 

expansive partner network. When effectively leveraged, this network can be a powerful catalyst 

for driving service-led growth (Kowalkowski & Ulaga, 2017).  

Characteristic of firms in an ecosystem, the relationship observed between the car 

manufacturer and its network of dealers in Paper III can be described as coopetition since it 

embodies a combination of competition and cooperation. On one hand, they engage in 

competitive activities by developing sales channels that may overlap or compete for market 

share. On the other hand, they also cooperate in various domains, such as car delivery, 

servicing, and repairs. Coopetition is known to fuel innovation (Clarysse et al., 2014), and in 

this context, innovation arises from the internal rivalry within the individual companies and the 

collective competition among firms within the broader ecosystem. Peltoniemi (2006) adds 

another layer to this relationship by highlighting the presence of feedback loops within 

coopetitive ecosystems. These feedback loops are systems that contain triggers capable of 

influencing organizational behavior. Consequently, a change in the behavior of one 

organization can initiate a cascade of adaptations within the ecosystem as a whole. These 

triggers are primarily rooted in the exchange of knowledge and information within the 

ecosystem. 

Overall, Iansiti and Levien (2004) highlight that successful ecosystem management 

involves an adaptive and expansive mindset that anticipates the evolving nature of inter-

organizational relationships and collaborations. Therefore, rather than fixating on defining the 

precise boundaries of their ecosystems, firms are better off focusing on identifying 

organizations with which they are most likely to collaborate in the future. 
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5.2.2. Collaboration among actors 

Collaboration within an ecosystem is important and can lead to value creation by significantly 

contributing to the customers’ goal achievement and generating benefits, such as enabling 

service providers to offer more integrated solutions to customers (Eggert et al., 2018). The 

following discussion on collaboration within the ecosystem highlights three main points 

relevant to value creation. 

First, collaborating within an ecosystem grants companies a competitive edge compared 

to isolated firms that attempt to internalize all aspects of a value chain (Clarysse et al., 2014). 

This assertion underscores the rationale behind the emphasis on the car manufacturer’s 

cultivation of a collaborative relationship with their dealers in Paper III. The need for such 

collaboration arises from the recognition that no individual company possesses the full 

spectrum of specialized knowledge and managerial resources essential for the smooth operation 

of an entire system (Moore, 2006). To illustrate, consider the scenario described in Paper III, 

where car manufacturers collaborate with their dealers to provide subscription services. This 

collaboration facilitates enhanced fleet management, improved customer relationships, and 

more efficient maintenance processes. Ultimately, these collaborative efforts translate into an 

improved overall service experience for customers. By pooling their expertise and resources, 

the manufacturer and dealers are better equipped to optimize their operations and offer higher 

service quality. 

Second is the importance of an orchestrating firm in the ecosystem. Paper III underscores 

the role played by the manufacturing firm, acting as the ecosystem orchestrator for the new 

business model. This role necessitates fostering transparent communication, close dialogue, 

and collaboration with various partners within the ecosystem. This concept aligns with the 

notion proposed by Iansiti and Levien (2004) of a “keystone organization” within an 

ecosystem. A keystone organization’s primary responsibility is to enhance the overall well-

being of the ecosystem by offering a stable and predictable array of shared assets. The 

significance of this orchestration role lies in its capacity to sustain and promote value creation 

within the ecosystem.  

In other contexts, not limited to a value chain network, it remains important for dominant 

firms within an ecosystem to proactively take the initiative of orchestration. This includes 

initiating and nurturing dialogue, sharing knowledge, and collaborating on joint problem-

solving with other ecosystem participants. Such actions serve multiple purposes, including 
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alleviating anxieties among participants, building trust, and ensuring consistent and cost-

efficient service provision. Iansiti and Levien (2004) emphasize that when a firm orchestrates 

the value-creation process in conjunction with other ecosystem participants, it secures its own 

longevity and success and fortifies the entire ecosystem. This consideration becomes even more 

critical given the direct relationship between the size of the ecosystem and the strength of 

servitization, as noted by Vandermerwe and Erixon (2023). As the ecosystem grows, so does 

the potential for servitization to thrive. 

Finally, despite the benefits, firms must be aware of the challenges faced within 

ecosystems and how they can be navigated. To some extent, the findings presented in Paper II 

align with existing research on the existence of logic multiplicity, which means that within an 

ecosystem, various actors may subscribe to different and sometimes competing institutional 

logics (e.g., Besharov & Smith, 2014; Greenwood et al., 2011; Reay & Hinings, 2009). These 

scholars have argued that logic multiplicity does not necessarily lead to conflicts; in fact, it can 

sometimes stimulate innovation and growth within ecosystems (Besharov & Smith, 2014; 

McColl Kennedy et al., 2020; Reay & Hinings, 2009). However, in the context presented in 

Paper II, the coexistence of different logics within the ecosystem did not foster innovation and 

growth, but instead resulted in tensions that negatively impacted stakeholder collaboration. The 

tensions arising from divergent logics hindered the establishing of a unified vision, impeding 

efficient resource allocation and stalling progress toward MaaS implementation. The case study 

highlighted that while different firms within the ecosystem shared common service, 

sustainability, and experimental logics, tensions arose from the contrasting market logic 

embraced by private sector firms and the state logic adhered to by public sector entities. Private 

sector entities, driven by profit motives, were inclined toward market logic, while public sector 

entities were rooted in the state logic due to their societal obligations. 

To address the tensions arising from divergent institutional logics in Paper II, successful 

development hinged on public and private stakeholders coming together to establish shared 

objectives and gain a deep understanding of customer needs. As highlighted in the paper, this 

collaborative approach held the promise of enabling partners to evolve and develop new roles, 

skills, and systems that aligned with the ecosystem’s collective requirements and the 

underlying business model. Such collaboration addressed the challenges posed by competing 

institutional logics. It also provided a pathway for stakeholders to collectively work toward a 

common goal which, in the case of MaaS, was to develop a seamless and customer-centric 

mobility solution. 
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To summarize, this thesis has addressed the two research questions with an analysis 

covering the customer, service provider, and ecosystem perspectives. The discussion of how 

service providers in the access economy can create value for their customers to promote higher 

customer adoption and retention rates has yielded insights pertaining to the decision-making 

processes that underlie customers’ choices between ownership and access. Furthermore, it has 

shed light on the value-creation dynamics involving service providers, customers, and other 

stakeholders within the ecosystem. Concurrently, the discussion of how ecosystem 

collaboration can facilitate value creation in the access economy has provided insights into 

different ecosystem configurations and the potential challenges they might confront in the 

course of their collaborative and value-creation initiatives. 

Collectively, this discourse has yielded both theoretical contributions and managerial 

implications, which will be expounded upon in the subsequent chapter. 
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6. Conclusion 
 

One who sees something good must narrate it to others. (Buganda proverb) 

 

This thesis constitutes various access-based mobility services: carsharing, Mobility-as-a-

Service (MaaS), car subscription, and micro-mobility. The deliberate inclusion of this diverse 

range of access-based models within this study has highlighted the heterogeneity of business 

models and service providers in access-based mobility. Each of these service types exhibits 

distinct operational structures and customer value propositions. By encompassing this broad 

spectrum of access-based models, the research has endeavored to encapsulate the diversity of 

innovation that has emerged in response to the needs and preferences of customers. This 

exploration has enabled an understanding of a range of choices available to both customers and 

service providers within the access-based mobility sector. The following are key theoretical 

contributions and managerial implications of this research. The thesis concludes with a 

reflection on limitations and suggestions for future research.  
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6.1. Theoretical Contributions 

The theoretical contributions of this thesis are twofold: 

6.1.1. A multi-perspective analysis 

The overall analysis undertaken for this thesis has been from three distinct perspectives, each 

affording a unique vantage point for understanding the intricacies of access-based mobility.  

First is the customer’s perspective, in which the primary focus has been directed toward 

the preferences of customers who engage with access-based mobility services. This perspective 

sought to illuminate how customers interact with and make choices within these services, 

shedding light on aspects such as usage patterns, satisfaction, and decision-making processes.  

Second is the service provider perspective. In contrast to the customer, here, the spotlight 

has been on the companies that offer access-based mobility services. This level of scrutiny 

sought to uncover critical insights into the business models, operational challenges, and 

competitive dynamics that shape the provision of access-based mobility services.  

Finally, the lens has been widened at the ecosystem level to encompass a holistic view 

of access-based mobility. This perspective has considered the integration of various mobility 

services within a broader ecosystem. This included examining how different access-based 

mobility services coexist, complement each other, and compete within the larger urban 

transportation and mobility context. It also sought to understand collaboration dynamics 

between stakeholders in the ecosystem. 

This diversity of analysis has enabled a deeper understanding of access-based mobility 

as it yielded insights from different aspects. Such an approach has allowed an understanding 

of the challenges and opportunities inherent within the access economy, thereby contributing 

to the body of knowledge in the field.  

6.1.2. Integrating two literature streams 

This thesis lies at the intersection of consumer and business marketing literature. This research 

orientation emerged in response to the call by Wind (2006) for greater integration between B2C 

and B2B literature streams. The significance of this research endeavor lies in its commitment 

to bridging the divide between the B2C and B2B contexts. 
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Historically, these two literature streams have been kept segregated, resulting in limited 

opportunities to cross-pollinate ideas and insights. However, as discussed in the thesis, it has 

been noted that service providers operating in B2B and B2C markets face similar challenges, 

as they strive to adapt and thrive within the access economy. Therefore, a compelling question 

is: Could research conducted in the B2C markets benefit from insights obtained from the B2B 

markets, and conversely, could the B2B markets learn valuable lessons from B2C-oriented 

research? The central premise here is that there is substantial potential for mutual enrichment 

of knowledge, where insights from one domain can inform and enhance the understanding of 

the other. 

The positioning of this thesis has contributed to encouraging a more collaborative and 

integrated approach to research and practice. This fusion of B2B and B2C perspectives within 

the context of the access economy has acknowledged the interconnectedness of these domains 

in today’s business constellations, where the boundaries between B2B and B2C interactions 

are increasingly blurred. In the access economy, businesses frequently engage with individual 

consumers and other companies as part of their operations. Consequently, understanding the 

intricacies of the access economy necessitates an approach that transcends traditional 

compartmentalization. The unification of these literature streams has allowed for the 

exploration of commonalities, differences, and interdependencies between B2B and B2C, 

which has enabled the synthesis of insights and provided a more comprehensive understanding 

of the nature of value creation within the access economy.  

Additionally, the recognition that value creation in both the B2B and B2C sectors is 

driven by similar forces, notably digitalization and active participation within the ecosystem 

(Vandermerwe & Erixon, 2023), has underscored the rationale for exploring the synergies and 

interconnectedness between these fields of study. Both B2B and B2C customers are 

increasingly transitioning from a paradigm of purchasing products to one where they are 

willing to pay for the tangible value derived from products (Vandermerwe & Erixon, 2023). 

Firms are increasingly blurring the lines between B2C and B2B marketing through their 

operations and value-creation systems (Wind, 2006). They recognize that, in the digital era, 

customer relationships and value creation are no longer confined to rigidly defined categories. 

Consequently, businesses are compelled to adopt a more integrated approach to engaging with 

customers, whether they are individual consumers or other companies. By exploring the 

synergies and interdependencies between these sectors, this thesis has provided valuable 
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insights into the best practices that facilitate the management of customer relationships and 

value creation in a digitally driven and ecosystem-centric business scenario. 

 

6.2. Managerial Implications 

The insights derived from the discussion chapter not only enhance our understanding of the 

access economy, but also unveil several implications for service providers when it comes to 

embracing novel opportunities for value creation. Three main implications for managers are 

discussed below. 

First, the discussion of customer engagement and the decision-making processes 

customers go through gives service providers an opportunity to tailor their offerings to 

accommodate the diverse needs and preferences of their customer base. Acknowledging the 

fluidity in customer engagement by recognizing that customers may not rigidly adhere to the 

binary choice between ownership and access opens doors to service innovation. It implies that 

service providers can explore the development of hybrid models or flexible service options that 

allow customers to transition seamlessly between ownership and access-based arrangements as 

their circumstances and preferences evolve. These adaptable models can be designed and 

conceptualized in various forms. For instance, they may entail subscription-based services that 

provide temporary access to products while allowing customers to acquire the item if desired 

eventually. Alternatively, they might involve schemes combining ownership and access, 

offering customers the convenience of access without forsaking the option of full ownership 

when they deem it suitable. Such an approach reflects a customer-centric orientation, in which 

service providers pivot their operations to align with the customer needs, where the potential 

synergies of ownership and access models may hold the key to sustained success in the access 

economy. 

Second, the discussion on service providers yields insights into how service providers 

can leverage customer relationships to create a customer-centric culture that drives value co-

creation and sustains customer loyalty. For example, service providers can leverage customer 

feedback to refine their processes, enhance service features, and address specific customer 

needs. This feedback can be collected through various channels, such as surveys, reviews, and 

direct communication at different touchpoints throughout the customer journey to capture a 

more comprehensive view of customer experiences. In addition to collecting feedback, service 
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providers should invest in systems to analyze and understand the feedback in order to identify 

recurring themes, pain points, and areas of improvement. While most access-based services are 

characterized by limited face-to-face interaction between the customer and service providers, 

service providers should devise ways of proactively engaging with their customers to build 

lasting relationships. This could be achieved by personalizing their digital interactions with 

customers to demonstrate a deep understanding of customers’ needs. Personalization can 

involve tailoring service recommendations to individual preferences and behaviors in access-

based services.  

Finally, managers should view collaboration within ecosystems as an imperative for 

value creation, as it provides them with a competitive edge. In today’s interconnected business 

environments, organizations that actively collaborate are better positioned for innovation, 

which enables them to thrive and remain competitive (Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016). Since 

ecosystem participants often bring unique skills and capabilities to the table, collaboration 

allows organizations to tap into the specialized knowledge and expertise of their ecosystem 

partners, which, when combined, create a more robust value proposition. In addition, 

collaboration can open up new market opportunities and expand a company’s reach. For 

example, through partnerships with other ecosystem participants, firms can access new 

customer segments or distribution channels. This expanded market presence can then lead to 

increased sales and revenue growth.  

 

6.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Like all research, this thesis has limitations.  

First, the thesis has focused on the access-based mobility sector as a context for studying 

the access economy. While the mobility sector is an exemplary context due to its prominence 

in the access economy, it is not the only context where access-based services are emerging. 

Other industries, such as fashion, also offer opportunities for exploring different aspects and 

implications of the access economy. The fashion industry is a promising context since it is 

undergoing digital transformation, as new technologies enable new ways of designing, 

producing, distributing, and consuming fashion products. Access-based services can leverage 

these technologies and platforms to create value for customers and service providers. Future 
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research could explore different research questions and objectives related to the fashion 

industry, such as how access-based services affect customers’ fashion consumption patterns 

and how access-based services create value for customers, service providers, and society. 

Second, the research for this thesis has been conducted in the developed European 

markets. Compared to developing economies, access-based consumption (non-ownership) is 

more dominant in developed economies (Ndubisi et al., 2016). These countries have relatively 

high levels of income, education, urbanization, and digitalization, which facilitate the adoption 

of access-based services. On the contrary, the developing economies with lower purchasing 

power parity, such as those in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, have yet to be explored in 

depth. Developing economies have different cultural and institutional norms that might 

challenge conventional ways of business operation (Massa & Tucci, 2013). Therefore, research 

in these economies can offer different opportunities, challenges, and perspectives for the access 

economy due to differing customer preferences and behaviors toward ownership. For example, 

due to the substantial economic gaps in developing economies, owning products remains a 

status symbol. Future research could venture into such contexts to compare results and attain 

new insights.
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Glossary 
 

Access economy The access economy is a business model emphasizing temporary access and usage 

over permanent ownership, centered on the renting of products among individuals or 

organizations 

Access-based 

services 

Market-mediated transactions that provide customers with temporally limited access 

to goods in return for an access fee, while the legal ownership remains with the service 

provider (Schaefers et al., 2016, p.571) 

Business model The design of how a firm creates and captures value (Teece, 2010) 

Business model 

innovation 

The identification and implementation of a different approaches within existing 

business models or the creation and reconfiguration of new ones (Massa & Tucci, 

2013) 

Case study An empirical investigation that explores a contemporary phenomenon in-depth 

within its real-world context (Yin, 2014) 

Construct validity Assesses whether the study investigates what it set out to investigate (Gibbert & 

Ruigrok, 2012) 

Convergent validity Assesses whether there is a positive correlation between a measure and alternative 

measures of the same construct (Hair et al., 2021) 

Coopetition The coexistence of competition and cooperation among firms in an ecosystem 

(Bengtsson & Kock, 2014) 

Discriminant validity Assesses how truly distinct a construct is from other constructs (Hair et al., 2021) 

Ecosystem A collection of firms that collaborate to create value by leveraging their unique skills 

and assets in a complementary manner (Clarysse et al., 2014) 

External validity Assesses the applicability of the results to a more general context (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 

2010) 

Internal validity The presence of causal relationships between the variables and the results (Gibbert & 

Ruigrok, 2010) 

Institutional logics Shared understanding of appropriate behavior and communication norms that help 

organizational actors make sense of their environments (McColl Kennedy et al., 2020) 

Liquid consumption The consumption of goods and services that are ephemeral, access-based, and 

dematerialized 

Materialism Consumption-oriented logic, characterized by an intense focus on the acquisition of 

objects, access, or experiences. This focus serves as a means to convey one’s social 

status, construct a desired image, seek happiness, and establish a sense of personal 

value (Atanasova & Eckhardt, 2021) 

Mobility-as-a-service 

(MaaS) 

The integration of diverse mobility services, including public transportation, 

carsharing, ride-sharing, micro-mobility, and many other mobility modes that 
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complement each other on a shared platform (Jittrapirom et al., 2017) 

Reliability Assesses the replicability of the study (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2010) 

Service experience An individual’s subjective reactions and interpretations of various facets of a service 

(Jaakkola et al., 2015) 

Servitization A firm’s transition from a product-centric to a service-centric business model (Raddats 

et al., 2019) 

Systematic literature 

review 

The comprehensive identification, analysis, and interpretation of accessible evidence 

pertaining to a particular research question, with the goal of ensuring objectivity and 

reproducibility in the process (Fan et al., 2022) 

Value An assessment of how well an object, process, or behavior contributes to the 

objectives of an individual organization or other entity (Kleinaltenkamp et al., 2022) 

Value propositions Tools used by firms to communicate their offerings to customers (Payne et al., 2017) 
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