
HAL Id: hal-03118967
https://hal.uca.fr/hal-03118967

Submitted on 22 Jan 2021

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.

L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destinée au dépôt et à la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
recherche français ou étrangers, des laboratoires
publics ou privés.

The Rise of Crowd Logistics: A New Way to Co-Create
Logistics Value

Valentina Carbone, Aurélien Rouquet, Christine Roussat

To cite this version:
Valentina Carbone, Aurélien Rouquet, Christine Roussat. The Rise of Crowd Logistics: A New Way to
Co-Create Logistics Value. Journal of Business Logistics, 2017, 38 (4), pp.238-252. �10.1111/jbl.12164�.
�hal-03118967�

https://hal.uca.fr/hal-03118967
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr


 1 

The rise of crowd-logistics: a new way to co-create value 
Cite as: Carbone, V., Rouquet A., Roussat C. (2017) The rise of crowd-logistics: a new way 
to co-create logistics value? Journal of Business Logistics, 38(4), 238-252 
 

 
 

Valentina Carbone 
Professor of Supply Chain and Operations Management 

I&OM Department 
ESCP Europe 

Paris 
France 

vcarbone@escpeurope.eu 
 
 

Aurélien Rouquet 
Professor of Logistics and Supply Chain Management 

NEOMA Business School & CRET-LOG 
Reims 
France 

aurelien.rouquet@neoma-bs.fr 
 

& 
 

Christine Roussat 
Assistant Professor 

 Blaise Pascal University & CRET-LOG 
Moulins 
France 

roussat.co@wanadoo.fr 
 

 

 
  



 2 

Introduction 
One	of	the	numerous	outcomes	of	the	digital	revolution	on	our	"old"	economy	is	the	recent	
rise	of	"crowdsourcing"	initiatives:	GoFundMe,	Wikipedia,	etc.	Activities	that	were	once	
handled	by	a	firm	and	its	designated	agents	such	as	employees	can	now	be	entrusted	to	
the	multitude	of	ordinary	people,	the	"crowd"	of	individuals	(Howe,	2006).	Management	
research	 has	 hitherto	 focused	 on	 two	 types	 of	 crowd	 practices:	 first,	 crowd	 funding	
(Ordanini	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Belleflamme	 et	 al.,	 2014),	 which	 aims	 to	 tap	 into	 the	 financial	
resources	of	the	crowd	in	order	to	finance	projects;	and	second,	crowd	innovation	(Collm	
and	Schedler,	2012;	Boudreau	and	Lakhani,	2013),	which	aims	to	tap	into	the	intellectual	
resources	of	the	crowd	for	the	purpose	of	innovation.		
		
In	 addition	 to	 financial	 and	 intellectual	 resources,	 the	 crowd	 also	 possesses	 logistics	
resources:	 strong	 arms	 to	 move	 furniture,	 physical	 assets	 such	 as	 garages	 to	 store	
merchandise,	 vehicles	 to	 transport	 goods,	 etc.	 Often	 left	 idle	 and	 underutilized,	 these	
resources	may	be	activated	when	needed	to	provide	logistics	services.	This	opportunity	
is	currently	being	exploited	by	a	host	of	start-ups	that	are	appearing	all	over	the	planet.	
In	 the	US,	 for	 example,	Deliv	 enlists	 private	 individuals	 to	provide	 faster	 and	 cheaper	
delivery	services	to	customers	of	retail	stores.	In	the	UK,	Storenextdoor	seeks	to	make	use	
of	 the	 unoccupied	 garages	 and	 basements	 of	 individuals	 by	 renting	 them	 out,	 thus	
providing	local	storage	options	at	a	low	price.	Newcomers	are	attracted	by	this	business	
potential.	After	taking	on	the	taxi	industry,	Uber	is	now	entering	logistics	markets	to	offer	
new	services:	UberEats	for	food	deliveries	and	UberRush	offering	same-day	delivery	to	
online	shoppers	(in	New	York,	San	Francisco	and	Chicago).		
	
Bearing	in	mind	the	dearth	of	research	on	this	topic,	our	purpose	is	to	develop	an	initial	
conceptual	 approach	 to	 these	 initiatives,	 that	 we	 term	 "crowd	 logistics",	 meant	 as	
“initiatives	 that	 tap	 into	 the	 logistical	 resources	 of	 the	 crowd	 to	 perform	 logistics	
services”.	This	article	is	structured	in	six	sections.	The	first	section	reviews	the	(scarce)	
literature	that	relates	to	crowd	logistics.	The	second	section	presents	our	methodology,	
which	is	based	on	the	study	of	57	cases	of	emergent	crowd	logistics	initiatives.	The	third	
section	highlights	the	main	differences	between	crowd	logistics	and	traditional	business	
logistics.	 The	 fourth	 section	 introduces	 a	 typology	 of	 the	 different	 crowd	 logistics	
initiatives,	based	on	the	logistics	services	offered	(storage,	local	delivery,	freight	shipping	
or	freight	forwarding).	The	fifth	section	shows	how	our	results	contribute	to	enriching	the	
service-dominant	logic	perspective	in	the	logistics	field	(Lusch	et	al.,	2014)	and	introduces	
six	 theoretical	 propositions	 on	 the	 future	 development	 of	 crowd-logistics.	 The	 sixth	
section	discusses	the	potential	impacts	of	crowd-logistics	on	traditional	businesses	and	
argues	that	crowd	local	delivery	is	likely	to	have	the	strongest	impact	in	the	future.	Finally,	
the	 conclusion	 identifies	 the	 limitations	 of	 our	 article	 and	 opens	 several	 avenues	 for	
future	research.		

1. Crowd logistics: an underexplored crowd practice 	
Crowdsourcing,	 a	 neologism	 formed	 from	 the	 words	 “crowd”	 and	 “outsourcing”,	 was	
initially	 popularized	 by	 Howe	 (2006).	 It	 refers	 to	 the	 outsourcing	 by	 a	 firm	 of	 some	
activities	 to	 the	 crowd.	 The	 phenomenon	 encompasses	 “a	 highly	 varied	 group	 of	
approaches	 that	 share	 one	 obvious	 attribute	 in	 common:	 they	 all	 depend	 on	 some	
contributors	 from	 the	 crowd.	 But	 the	 nature	 of	 those	 contributions	 can	 differ	
tremendously”	(Howe,	2008,	p.	280).	The	rise	of	crowd	practices	rests	on	the	idea	that	
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individuals	possess	resources	(financial,	intellectual,	material,	etc.)	that	can	be	activated	
in	order	 to	perform	 traditional	business	activities	 through	 IT	platforms	 (websites	and	
mobile	apps).	In	particular,	extant	research	emphasizes	two	major	resources	of	the	crowd	
that	 can	 be	 activated:	 financial	 resources,	 which	 can	 be	 the	 basis	 for	 crowd-funding	
practices	(Ordanini	et	al.,	2011;	Belleflamme	et	al.,	2014),	mainly	developed	in	the	cultural	
domain	 (Mollick,	 2014)	 and	 intellectual	 resources,	 which	 can	 be	 the	 basis	 for	 crowd-
innovation	services	(Collm	and	Schedler,	2012;	Boudreau	and	Lakhani,	2013),	such	as	the	
creation	of	a	new	advertisement	(Berthon	et	al.,	2008)	or	a	new	product	(Djelassi	and	
Decoopman,	2013).	
	
Although	a	“crowdsourcer”	was	initially	defined	as	a	firm	that	outsources	a	task	to	the	
crowd	 (Schenk	 and	 Guittard,	 2011;	 Schulze	 and	 Schader,	 2011),	 in	 recent	 definitions	
(Estelle	Arojas	et	al.,	2012),	the	crowdsourcer	may	also	be	an	individual	asking	the	crowd	
to	voluntarily	undertake	a	 task,	 thus	coming	very	close	to	 the	“peer-to-peer	 for-profit”	
model	(Schor,	2014,	p.4)	of	the	sharing	economy.	The	sharing	economy	encompasses	new	
forms	of	distributed	production/consumption	with	the	help	of	new	technology	and	brings	
people	together	in	new	ways	(Avelino	et	al.,	2015),	with	individuals	taking	on	the	roles	of	
provider/producer.	 The	 sharing	 economy	 can	 be	 broadly	 divided	 into	 four	 categories	
(Schor,	 2014):	 recirculation	 of	 goods	 (or	 secondary	markets),	 increased	 utilization	 of	
assets	 (rental	 processes	 for	 example),	 exchange	 of	 services	 (like	 time	 banking),	 and	
sharing	 of	 productive	 assets	 (like	 cooperatives).	 It	 embraces	 different	 approaches,	
practices	 and	 conceptualizations	 promoting	 the	 role	 of	 individuals.	 Crowd	 practices	
contribute	to	the	contemporary	transition	towards	the	sharing	economy.	The	concepts	of	
crowdsourcing	and	sharing	economy	are	still	evolving	(Schenk	and	Guittard,	2011)	and	
their	definitions	vary	and	overlap	(Schor,	2014).	These	new	streams	are	currently	at	the	
center	of	attention	for	both	experts	(e.g.,	Botsman	and	Rodgers,	2011;	Gansky,	2010)	and	
researchers	 in	 consumer	 research	 and	 economics	 (e.g.,	 Belk,	 2010	 and	 2014;	
Sundararajan,	2016).	

Despite	these	recent	trends,	crowd	logistics	has	not	been	the	subject	of	many	research	
papers.	 Only	 a	 handful	of	 papers	mention	 the	 phenomenon:	 Chen	 et	 al.	 (2014,	 p.	 33),	
working	 on	 algorithms	 for	 mobile	 crowdsourcing	 problems,	 mention	 the	 potential	
emergence	of	 an	 "urban	crowd	logistics	paradigm	where	a	participative	pool	of	urban	
crowd-workers	are	co-opted	to	perform	a	variety	of	last-mile	tasks."	Exploring	different	
aspects	of	location-based	systems,	Mladenow	et	al.	(2015,	p.	1)	observe	that	“in	logistics,	
services	may	engage	the	crowd	and	leverage	the	concepts	of	crowdsourcing	 in	several	
ways.”	Finally,	Mehmann	et	al.	 (2015,	p.	134),	examining	several	German	cases,	define	
crowd	logistics	as	“the	outsourcing	of	logistics	services	to	a	mass	of	actors,	whereby	the	
coordination	is	supported	by	a	technical	infrastructure”	and	point	out that	research	in	this	
area	is	still	in	its	infancy.		

In	 contrast	 to	 the	paucity	of	 academic	 contributions,	 crowd	 logistics	has	been	actively	
discussed	in	the	business	world.	Bubner	et	al.	(2014)	have	used	the	term	in	DHL-Trend	
Radar	and	confirmed	in	the	recent	edition	(Bubner	et	al.,	2016)	that	the	development	of	
crowd	logistics	may	have	a	major	impact	on	the	logistics	industry	in	less	than	five	years.	
The	founder	of	BringBee,	Stella	Schieffer,	uses	the	term	in	her	blog,	defining	it	as	"logistics	
where	private	people	or	semi-professionals	 (i.e.,	 [handymen	who	are]	on	 the	move	all	
day)	 become	 part	 of	 the	 delivery	 chain	 and	 do	 deliveries."	 Other	 experts	 (Botsman,	
2014a)	use	the	term	"crowd-shipping"	meaning	"using	the	crowd	to	transform	delivery",	
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emphasizing	one	logistics	activity	(shipping)	to	the	detriment	of	others.	In	this	paper	we	
use	the	broader	term,	"crowd	logistics",	a	term	modeled	on	crowdsourcing,	like	similar	
derivatives:	crowd	funding,	crowd	testing,	etc.	Crowd	logistics	thus	refers	to	the	provision	
of	 any	 logistics	 service,	which	 can	be	defined	as	 “the	 interrelated	package	of	 activities	
provided	 by	 a	 supplier	 that	 creates	 utility	 of	 time	 and	 place	 and	 insures	 form	utility"	
(Perreault,	1973,	cited	by	Emerson	and	Grimm,	1978,	p.17)	and	can	include	traditional	
activities	such	as	 transporting	and	warehousing	(Krauth	et	al.,	2007)	that	draw	on	the	
logistics	resources	of	the	crowd.	 

2.	Methodology	
	
The	purpose	of	this	research	is	to	develop	a	first	conceptual	approach	to	crowd	logistics	
initiatives.	 Specifically,	 the	 objective	 of	 the	 paper	 is	 to	 address	 the	 following	 research	
question:	“How	can	crowd	logistics	initiatives	be	defined	and	characterized?”	Ketokivi	and	
Choi	 (2014,	 p.134)	 argue	 that	 when	 “the	 research	 context	 is	 novel	 and	 unfamiliar”,	
explanations	 (theory)	 can	 be	 derived	 from	 exploration	 and	 analysis.	 Following	 their	
recommendation,	 we	 do	 not	 seek	 to	 base	 our	 study	 on	 any	 pre-existing	 theoretical	
foundation,	which	might	introduce	an	unwarranted	theoretical	bias	into	the	analysis	of	
what	 constitutes	 virgin	 territory.	 Instead,	 we	 have	 developed	 an	 inductive	 and	
exploratory	 research	 design	 which	 is	 more	 suitable	 to	 this	 topic,	 especially	 as	 the	
phenomenon	of	crowd	logistics	is	emergent.		
	
Given	the	nature	of	this	emerging	research	topic,	we	decided	to	use	a	case	study	approach.	
As	Yin	(2014,	p.	16)	points	out,	a	case	study	“investigates	a	contemporary	phenomenon	
in	depth	and	within	 its	real-world	context”.	Exploratory	case	studies	are	used	 in	areas	
where	 there	 are	 limited	 empirical	 data	 and/or	 theoretical	 frameworks;	 they	 help	 to	
develop	new	issues	and	are	considered	as	a	good	method	to	uncover	areas	for	research	
and	theory	development	(Voss	et	al.,	2002).	Following	Yin	(2014),	a	multi-case	holistic	
design	was	chosen.	Due	to	the	incipient	nature	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives,	the	research	
could	not	 rely	on	a	single	 case	analysis	 to	 capture	and	conceptualize	 this	new	 form	of	
logistics.	Multiple	 cases	 also	 allow	 an	 “appropriate	 level	 of	 abstraction”	 and	 “broader	
exploration	of	research	questions”	(Eisenhardt	and	Graebner,	2007,	p.	27).	Moreover,	the	
“evidence	from	multiple	cases	is	often	considered	as	more	compelling”	(Yin,	2014,	p.57).		
	
The	unit	of	analysis	for	this	research	is	the	crowd	logistics	initiative.	Identifying	a	sample	
of	initiatives	to	explore	is	not	easy:	some	crowd-logistics	initiatives	are	still	experimental,	
others	have	failed,	and	new	ones	emerge	every	day.	Following	Schor	(2014),	we	adopted	
a	pragmatic	approach	to	the	selection	of	initiatives	to	examine.	It	relies	on	classification	
systems	 formulated	 by	 experts	 and	 on	 declarations	 made	 by	 self-described	 crowd	
logistics	 entrepreneurs.	 Using	 Botsman’s	 “collaborative	 logistics	 snapshot”	 (2014b)	
together	with	 case-by-case	 identifications,	 we	 identified	 63	 crowd	 logistics	 initiatives	
(crowd-logistics	 firms)	 materialized	 in	 IT	 platforms	 (websites	 and/or	 mobile	
applications).	 Our	 initial	 exploration	 revealed	 whether	 those	 initiatives	 —	 viewed	
externally	or	self-described	as	crowd	logistics	—	actually	rely	on	the	crowd	to	provide	the	
logistics	service	and	could	therefore	be	considered	relevant	for	our	research.	Of	the	63	
initiatives,	 four	 (Cargomatic,	 Ghostruck,	 Sendle	 and	 Shyp)	were	 (or	 had	 evolved	 into)	
business	 marketplaces	 that	 do	 not	 work	 with	 the	 crowd.	 One	 (Sparehitch)	 has	 been	
recently	converted	into	a	tourist	information	website	and	one	website	(Naldo)	is	written	
entirely	in	Korean,	so	we	were	not	able	to	explore	it.		
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Our	final	sample	contains	57	initiatives.	A	large	majority	of	these	57	initiatives	originated	
in	the	United	States	or	in	Europe.	However,	as	Schor	(2014,	p.1)	notes,	crowd	practices	
have	 become	 “a	 global	 phenomenon”	 with	 initiatives	 flourishing	 in	 Latin	 America	
(PickApp,	 Canabanamala),	 Asia	 (Parcelio,	 Gogovan),	 Australia	 (Meemeep,	 Muber,	
Suppertime)	 and	 in	 the	 Arab	 world	 (Jwebi,	 Zaagel).	 With	 the	 exception	 of	
MonsieurParking,	Colivoiturage	 (2008)	and	Suppertime	 (1985),	which	 converted	 from	
traditional	 courier	 businesses,	 all	 the	 initiatives	 were	 created	 after	 2010.	 While	 the	
financial	results	of	the	initiatives	are	difficult	to	estimate	(from	websites	or	the	press),	the	
data	collection	reveals	the	infancy	of	this	business	activity	and	its	on-going	development.	
For	instance,	a	dozen	platforms	have	closed,	five	of	them	are	in	beta	version,	nine	show	a	
low	level	of	transactions	and	four	were	absorbed	by	other	players	during	our	exploration	
period.	However,	a	certain	number	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives	have	raised	huge	amounts	
of	private	funds	and	have	already	achieved	a	large	market	value.	Instacart	for	instance	
had	a	$2	billion	valuation	by	investors	as	of	April	2015	[New	York	Times,	April,	30,	2015].	
As	for	Postmates,	the	initiative	“relies	on	25000	couriers	to	make	1.3	million	deliveries	a	
month	in	40	cities”	[Time,	July	11,	2016],	“raised	about	$140m	from	investors	and	was	
valued	at	$410m”	[FT.com,	February	24,	2016].	Table	1	provides	the	list	of	the	57	crowd-
logistics	initiatives	studied.	
	
[Insert	Table	1.	Here]	
Table	1.	List	of	the	57	crowd	logistics	initiatives	studied	

Internet	 platforms	 constitute	 the	 core	 of	 such	 initiatives.	 Crowdsourcing	 relies	 by	
definition	 on	 an	 open	 call	 to	 the	 crowd	 that	 is	 transmitted	 today	 “mostly	 via	 internet	
platforms”	(Schenk	and	Guittard,	2011,	p.	3).	To	capture	the	holistic,	global	nature	of	this	
recent	phenomenon,	we	decided	to	collect	data	on	crowd	logistics	initiatives	by	studying	
their	websites	and	mobile	applications.	Due	to	the	emerging	nature	of	the	phenomenon	
we	seek	to	explore,	it	is	more	difficult	to	gather	useful,	relevant	information	through	face-
to-face	 interviews.	On	 the	 contrary,	websites	offer	 easy	 access	 to	 secondary	 data	 that	
“exist	prior	to	the	formulation	of	the	research	objectives	at	hand”	(Rabinovich	and	Cheon,	
2011,	p.	303).	Website-based	research	produces	results	that	can	be	considered	reliable	as	
the	data	on	which	the	empirical	analysis	is	based	has	not	been	subject	to	researcher	bias	
(Lewis,	1998).	It	offers	unique	advantages	such	as	a	greater	internal	validity	and	ease	of	
replication	when	data	is	publicly	available	(Rabinovich	and	Cheon,	2011).	Using	websites	
as	our	main	data	gathering	source	is	all	the	more	appropriate	given	the	dominance	of	the	
digital	 dimension	 in	 this	 phenomenon:	 bloggers	 and	 experts	 fervently	 discuss	mobile	
apps	and	high-tech	start-ups	in	this	field.	The	traditional	press	has	thus	been	replaced	by	
websites	 as	 a	 reliable	 secondary	 source	 for	 this	 type	 of	 research.	 This	 data	 collection	
strategy	allows	us	to	answer	the	recent	call	of	Calantone	and	Vickery	(2010),	who	have	
urged	SCM	and	logistics	researchers	to	use	more	archival	and	secondary	data.	
	
The	 initial	 exploration	 was	 conducted	 between	 February	 and	 April	 2015	 and	 it	 was	
updated	between	November	2015	and	October	2016.	The	initiatives	we	identified	call	on	
the	crowd	to	provide	logistics	services,	which	may	involve	goods	transportation	and/or	
storage.	 To	 ensure	 the	 reliability	 of	 the	 research,	 each	 website	 was	 independently	
reviewed	 by	 two	 of	 the	 authors.	 Following	 recommendations	 from	Netnography	—	 a	
research	 method	 combining	 ethnography	 and	 the	 study	 of	 internet-mediated	
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communications	(Kozinets,	2002)	—	we	sought	to	contextualize	the	online	data	observed	
on	the	 initiatives’	websites	using	other	available	 information	such	as	videos,	blogs	and	
independent	 press	 articles.	 Thus,	 the	 exploration	 of	 the	 crowd	 initiatives’	 websites	
entailed	 several	 tasks:	 reading	each	page	of	 the	 site	 (presentation	of	 the	 service,	FAQ,	
general	conditions,	registration	forms,	peer	ratings	and	comments,	etc.),	viewing	videos,	
studying	related	blogs	or	Facebook	pages,	exploring	press	rooms	and	so	on.	At	the	same	
time,	we	gathered	information	about	crowd	logistics	initiatives	(new	launches,	start-ups	
fundraising	 campaigns,	 new	 developments,	 geographical	 expansions,	 etc.)	 through	
twitter	alerts	and	other	media	(radio	or	web	interviews,	newspapers).	The	research	team	
also	held	 several	meetings	 during	 the	 data	 analysis	 period	 to	discuss	 and	 resolve	 any	
differences	in	interpretation	as	we	went	along.		
	
To	 explore	 the	 57	 crowd	 logistics	 initiatives,	 we	 performed	 a	 content	 analysis	 of	 the	
collected	data	using	an	inductive	coding	process.	Content	analysis	is	ideal	for	this	type	of	
research	 as	 it	 is	 “suitable	 for	 analyzing	 various	 qualitative	 and	 unstructured	 data”	
(Seuring	and	Gold,	2012)	and	can	be	used	for	the	exploration	of	websites	(Ellinger	et	al.,	
2003).	Various	categories	were	used	to	explore	the	crowd	logistics	initiatives.	They	were	
derived	from	the	available	material	for	each	website	(texts,	graphics,	photos,	videos,	etc.)	
and	were	built	iteratively,	constantly	comparing	categories	and	data	(Seuring	and	Gold,	
2012).	The	16	categories	that	emerged	in	the	first	round	were	refined	during	the	second	
iteration.	They	describe	the	initiatives	in	terms	of	their	key	figures,	the	actors	involved	
and	 their	 logistics	 roles,	 the	 flows	 managed,	 the	 logistics	 service	 performed	 and	 the	
resources	 activated.	 This	 stage	 produced	 a	 general	 data	 table	 for	 the	 57	 initiatives	
(available	upon	request).		
	
Inductive	coding	uses	detailed	readings	of	data	to	derive	concepts,	 themes,	or	a	model	
through	interpretations	(Thomas,	2006).	In	our	particular	case,	interpreting	the	data	from	
the	general	table	led	to	two	sets	of	results.	First,	it	helped	to	define	the	emerging	concept	
of	crowd	logistics.	In	particular,	we	compared	the	main	characteristics	of	this	new	form	
of	 logistics	with	 traditional	 business	 logistics.	 Second,	 the	 table	 helped	 to	 classify	 the	
different	types	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives.	Focusing	on	the	type	of	service	provided	by	
the	initiatives	(i.e.,	the	definition	of	their	business	activity),	we	were	able	to	identify	four	
types	 of	 crowd	 logistics	 and	 to	 specify	 their	 characteristics.	 Starting	 from	 the	 16	
descriptive	 categories	 in	 the	 general	 table,	 we	 ruled	 out	 some	 categories	 (website	
address,	date	of	analysis,	identification	and	names	of	actors)	and	combined	the	content	of	
others	to	arrive	at	more	analytic	categories.	For	example,	the	data	collected	through	the	
“platform	resources”	and	“type	of	 intermediation”	categories,	were	recombined	 in	two	
other	analytic	categories:	logistics	operational	and	transactional	support	provided	by	the	
platforms.	At	the	end	of	this	process	we	had	eight	categories	used	to	categorize	the	four	
types	of	crowd	logistics	(see	Table	3).	These	two	sets	of	results	(characterizing	crowd	
logistics	in	contrast	to	business	logistics	and	identifying	the	four	types)	are	described	in	
the	next	two	sections	and	ultimately	led	us	to	develop	research	propositions	for	future	
studies.		
	
	
	
3.	Crowd	logistics	versus	business	logistics	
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Through	an	in-depth	analysis	of	the	57	initiatives,	we	identified	the	specificities	of	crowd	
logistics	in	comparison	with	traditional	business	logistics,	as	summarized	in	Table	2.	The	
table	deliberately	highlights	predominant	(but	non-exclusive)	elements	for	both	types	of	
logistics.	It	allows	us	to	propose	the	first	conceptual	definition	of	crowd-logistics:	“Crowd	
logistics	is	done	through	collaborative	platforms	and	mobile	apps	that	connect	individuals	
and	 firms	 to	 peers	 (travelers,	 movers,	 authorized	 drivers,	 owners	 of	 empty	 storage	
spaces,	 etc.)	 in	 order	 to	make	 the	 best	 use	 of	 distributed,	 idle	 logistics	 resources	 and	
capabilities.	Crowd	logistics	calls	on	individuals	to	perform	basic	logistics	services	on	an	
ad-hoc	basis”.	
		
Table	2.	Business	logistics	versus	crowd	logistics	

	 		 Dominant	characteristics	
of	business	logistics	

Dominant	characteristics	
of	crowd	logistics	

Strategic					
level	

Players	 Firms	 Crowd	

Motivations	 Economic	 Multi-dimensional	

Scale	 Large		 Small		

Philosophy	 Consolidation	 Symbiosis	

	
Organizational	

level	

Orchestration		 Centralized	 Distributed	

Function	of	platform	 Physical	 Market	mediation	

Activities	 Wide-ranging	 Basic	

Skills	 Professional	 Amateur	

Operational	
Level	

Assets	 Specific	 Generic		

Procedures	 Standardized	 Ad-hoc		

Information	System		 Software	 Platforms	and	Apps	

Performance	
measurement	 Quantitative	(KPI)	 Qualitative	(stars	and	likes)	

	

At	the	strategic	level,	crowd	logistics	initiatives	build	relations	between	individuals	in	the	
crowd	 and	 allow	 them	 to	 perform/buy	 logistics	 activities	 (“join	 the	 crowd-shipping	
revolution”—TinyCarrier).	 Such	 initiatives	 offer	 an	 explicit	 economic	 benefit	 for	 the	
people	involved	(“same	day	delivery	at	an	affordable	price	for	the	consumer”—Deliv	or	
“extra	 money	 for	 drivers”—Kanga)	 and	 obviously	 for	 the	 connecting	 platform	 via	
commissions,	fees	or	advertising	revenue.	However,	most	of	the	time,	the	initiatives	draw	
attention	to	other	non-economic	aspects,	addressing	multi-dimensional	motivations	for	
peers	 to	 join	 the	 initiative.	 Some	highlight	environmental	 benefits	 (“environmentally	
friendly	delivery”—Piggybee)	or	social	ties	(“shop	with	your	friends”	—FriendShippr).	
Others	 offer	 altruistic	 experiences	 (“make	 someone	 happy	 when	 you	 travel”—
TinyCarrier)	or	declare	political	commitments	(“[we]	began	with	a	mission	to	empower	
local	economies	in	a	connected	world”—Doordash).	Crowd	logistics	relies	on	individuals	
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who	 are	 connected	 through	 mobile	 technologies	 and	 the	 focus	 is	 on	 small-scale	
operations	(“deliveries	are	made	within	a	15-mile	radius	of	the	given	pickup	location”—
Deliv;	“Orders	must	meet	the	following	requirement:	weigh	less	than	6	kg.”—	PickApp).	
On	the	whole,	the	philosophy	of	crowd	logistics	is	to	bring	peers	together	in	a	network	of	
symbiotic	 relationships	 (“connects	 people	who	 need	 stuff	moved	with	 people	 on	 the	
move”—Meemeep)	 by	 matching	 logistics	 assets	 and	 capabilities	 with	 logistics	 needs.	
Crowd	logistics	thus	seeks	to	minimize	the	inefficient	use	of	assets	(“we're	here	to	add	a	
dash	of	common	sense	to	the	self-storage	industry”—Sharemystorage)	and	capitalize	on	
idle	capacity	(“by	renting	out	your	unused	space	you	can	earn	extra	cash”—Storemates).		
 
The	organization	of	crowd	logistics	also	exhibits	specific	features.	First	of	all,	flows	are	
mainly	 distributed	 between	 a	 constellation	 of	 individuals	 through	 a	 peer-matching	
application	(e.g.,	Myways)	or	bidding	system	(Meemeep),	based	on	the	shipper’s	choice	
(Storenextdoor)	 or	 assignment	 by	 the	 platform	 (Doordash).	 Platforms	mainly	 fulfill	 a	
market	 mediation	 function	 making	 the	 distribution	 of	 flows	 easier	 (“our	 smart	
algorithm	makes	sure	that	[...]	the	most	suitable	driver	is	chosen	to	fulfill	the	delivery”—	
Volo),	by	offering	descriptions,	localizations	and	ratings	for	supply	and	demand	(“our	on-
demand	delivery	 platform	 connects	 customers	with	 local	 couriers”—Postmates).	Most	
crowd	logistics	 initiatives	offer	basic	 logistics	services,	mainly	transport	or	storage,	
and	to	perform	them	they	rely	on	individuals	whose	self-assessed,	amateur	logistics	skills	
are	not	certified	(“anyone	with	a	vehicle	and	a	customer-service	mentality	can	get	in	on	
the	 action!”—Postmates).	 However,	most	 platforms	 check	 driver’s	 licenses,	 insurance,	
proof	 of	 dependable	 vehicles,	 and	 advise	 drivers	 to	 link	 their	 registration	 with	 their	
Facebook	 account	 to	 establish	 a	 community	 of	 trust	 or	 their	 e-reputation	 profiles.	
Individuals	 perform	 logistics	 activities	 as	 “independent	 contractors”	 (Doordash).	 They	
are	nicknamed	“Roadies”,	“Mywayers”,	“Jwebers”,	etc.,	to	build	a	strong	sense	of	belonging	
to	the	logistics	community	gathered	around	the	platform.		
 
At	 the	 operational	 level,	 crowd	 logistics	mainly	 relies	 on	generic,	 non-specific	 assets.	
Crowd	logistics	leverages	various	means	of	locomotion	(“transportation	types:	walk,	bike,	
cargo	bike,	car,	van,	truck”—Zipment)	or	any	potential	storage	space	(“any	part	of	your	
home	—	 a	 loft,	 basement,	 spare	 room	 or	 garage…	 an	 uncovered	 space…	 driveway	 or	
forecourt	for	the	storage	of	boats,	caravans,	motorhomes”—Storenextdoor).	Such	assets,	
which	 they	may	 own,	 rent	 (“the	member	 is	 the	 owner	 or	 tenant	 of	 a	 storage	 space”,	
Ouistock)	or	use	("if	you	have	wheels	or	if	you	commute	on	public	transport”,	Meemeep),	
are	 neither	 necessarily	 set	 up	 for	 logistics	 activities,	 nor	 fully	 dedicated	 to	 that	
purpose	and	their	use	can	evolve	over	time	(from	personal	use	to	rental,	for	example).	
Similarly,	 crowd	 logistics	 operates	 on	 a	 case-by-case	 basis	 (“direct	 and	 customized	
services”—PickApp);	 standard	 packaging	 and	 transport	 orders	 are	 not	 compulsory.	
Services	are	delivered	on	an	ad-hoc	basis	depending	for	example	on	shipment	details	and	
available	drivers	 (“tell	us	what	you	need	delivered,	where	 to	pick	 it	up	and	where	 it's	
going.	 The	 app	 will	 notify	 you	 when	 drivers	 offer	 their	 services”—	 Kanga).	 The	
information	systems	for	crowd	logistics	are	smartphone	apps	(“integrate	a	world-class	
local	 delivery	 platform	 into	 your	 app”—Postmates)	 and	 Internet	 platforms	 (“out	 of	
space?	 List	 your	 storage	 space	 on	 our	 secure	 website	 for	 free”—Storemates).	 The	
qualitative	 evaluation	 of	 logistics	 service	 performance	 relies	 on	 the	 feedback	
individuals	from	the	crowd	leave	for	each	other:	rating	systems	based	on	points	or	stars	
(“you	leave	feedback	for	each	other	after	the	job	is	done	in	the	form	of	a	star	rating	and	
comments”—Rideship)	and	comments	to	improve	the	service	and	to	build	the	reputation	
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of	 the	 crowd-logistician	 (“be	 sure	 to	 leave	 a	 review	 for	 the	 driver!”—	Barnacle).	 Such	
rating	 systems	 potentially	 help	 to	 overcome	 perceived	 risks	 concerning	 the	 lack	 of	
reliability	 or	 professional	 competences	 of	 the	 crowd	 by	 giving	 high	 visibility	 to	
trustworthy	peers	and	by	identifying	individuals	to	exclude	from	the	community	(“help	
build	trust	among	our	sharing	community”	—Storemates).		
 
4.	Four	types	of	crowd	logistics	
	
The	57	crowd	logistics	initiatives	studied	can	be	grouped	into	four	types	depending	on	
the	nature	of	the	logistics	service	they	propose	(see	sample	characterization	in	Table	1)	
crowd	 storage,	 crowd	 local	 delivery,	 crowd	 freight	 shipping	 and	 crowd	 freight	
forwarding.	 Each	 type	 presents	 some	 specific	 features	 in	 terms	 of:	 the	 types	 of	 items	
concerned;	 the	 types	of	 logistics	 connections	 created;	 the	 logistics	value	 for	users;	 the	
logistics	 risks	 for	 users;	 the	 crowd	 physical	 resources	 activated;	 the	 crowd	 logistics	
capabilities	 required;	 the	 logistics	 operational	 support	 provided	 by	 the	 platform;	 the	
logistics	transactional	support	provided	by	the	platform	(Table	3).	

One	 type	 of	 crowd	 logistics	 initiative	 offers	 storage	 services.	 The	 provision	 of	 these	
services	relies	on	property	resources	that	the	crowd	has	access	to,	such	as	cellars,	spare	
rooms,	 garages	or	yards.	Crowd	resources	are	mobilized	 through	a	 search	engine	 that	
enables	a	client	to	geo-locate	storage	spaces	uploaded	by	the	crowd.	Most	of	the	offerings	
are	in	large	cities,	where	high	real	estate	prices	push	traditional	business	storage	space	to	
the	outskirts.	This	type	of	crowd-service	gives	city	dwellers	access	to	low-cost	proximity	
storage	space	where	goods	(furniture,	cardboard	boxes)	can	be	stored	for	varying	periods	
of	time.	The	success	of	these	initiatives	depends	on	their	ability	to	develop	a	sufficiently	
dense	local	network	of	storage	spaces	in	each	city.	It	also	depends	on	the	ability	of	the	
crowd	to	properly	manage	the	storage	spaces,	ensuring	that	the	goods	stored	are	secure	
and	easily	accessible.	The	contribution	of	the	platforms	consists	in	helping	the	crowd	in	
their	storage	management	tasks,	for	example	by	supplying	tools	for	assessing	the	volume	
of	the	goods	to	be	stored	and	determining	the	right	fees	to	charge.	The	platforms	also	may	
make	sample	contract	clauses	available	to	users	and	may	recommend	insurance	services	
or	provide	protection	guarantees	to	cover	losses	caused	by	damage	or	theft.		

The	second	type	of	crowd	logistics	initiative	offers	local	delivery	services.	The	provision	
of	these	services	relies	on	transport	resources	that	the	crowd	has	access	to	and	makes	use	
of	 individual	 logistics	 capabilities	 such	 as	 picking	 up	 goods,	 driving,	 and	 delivering.	
Transport	 resources	 can	 be	 vans,	 cars,	 scooters,	 bicycles,	 public	 transport	 or	 even	
walking.	 Initiatives	 in	 this	 field	 operate	 using	 smartphone	 applications,	 which	 enable	
peers	to	place	delivery	requests	that	are	then	fulfilled	by	other	peers.	They	can	also	use	
software	integrated	in	payment	terminals,	when	local	deliveries	are	carried	out	from	a	
business	 location	 (restaurant,	 supermarket,	 etc.).	 Local	 delivery	 initiatives	 are	mostly	
located	in	large	cities,	where	thousands	of	people	move	around	every	day.	The	mobility	of	
this	urban	crowd	makes	 it	possible	 to	offer	 low-cost,	 fast	delivery	 services,	which	are	
particularly	attractive	 for	parcel	deliveries	and	for	 the	distribution	of	consumer	goods	
(flowers,	groceries,	etc.)	or	meals	prepared	by	restaurants.	The	success	of	these	initiatives	
depends	on	the	ability	to	develop	a	sufficiently	dense	local	network	of	delivery	people	in	
each	city	to	ensure	quick	delivery.	The	contribution	of	the	platforms	is	to	equip	the	crowd	
with	delivery	aids	and	tools	such	as	GPS	systems,	and	to	operate	a	dynamic	system	for	
real-time	 scheduling	 and	 routing	 to	 allocate	 clients’	 delivery	 requests	 to	 drivers	 as	
efficiently	as	possible.	Most	platforms	check	drivers’	credentials	(driving	license,	vehicle	
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ownership,	for	example)	and	enable	customers	to	follow	their	driver	in	the	real-time	GPS	
map	and	to	contact	them	directly,	as	rapidity	and	reliability	are	key	components	of	this	
service.		

	

Table	3.	Four	types	of	crowd	logistics	services	

	 Crowd	
storage	

Crowd	local	
delivery	

Crowd	
freight	
shipping	

Crowd	freight	
forwarding	

Types	of	items	
Furniture	
Unused	
Cumbersome	
Archives	

Food	
Parcels		

Odd-sized	
Parcels		

Valuables	
Light	products	Local	
products	

Types	of	logistics	
connections	 Proximity		 Local	

Short	distance		

Long	distance	
(domestic	or	
continental)		

Long	distance	
(international	or	
intercontinental)		

Logistics	value	
for	users		 Proximity	 Speed	 Adaptability	 Accessibility	

Logistics	risk		
for	users	

Security	
(goods)	
Accessibility	

Lack	of	trust	in	
the	crowd	

Security	
(goods)	
Lack	of	trust	in	
the	crowd	

Service	reliability	
(customs	and	air-
travel	regulations)	

Crowd	physical	
resources	

Cellars	Lofts	
Rooms	Garages	
Courtyards	

Cars	Vans	
(Motor)bikes	
Public	transport		

Cars	Vans,	
Trucks	Buses	
Trains	

Planes	Boats	
Luggage	

Crowd	 logistics	
capabilities	

Handling	
Storing	

Pick	up	
Driving		
Riding	
Delivering		

Loading	
Driving	
Delivering	

Handling		
Packing	
Completing	
formalities	
Delivering		

Logistics	
operational	
support	 by	 the	
platform	

Space	
calculation	
software	

GPS	
Scheduling	
software	

GPS	 Customs	process	

Logistics		
transactional	
support	by	the	
platform	

Insurance	
contract	
models	

Pricing	system	
Checking	driver’s	
licenses		
	

Pricing	scale,	
Checking	
driver’s	
licenses		

Customs	duty	
calculation	software	

	

The	 third	 type	 of	 crowd	 logistics	 initiative	 offers	 freight	 shipping	 services	within	 a	
country	or	continent.	The	provision	of	these	services	also	relies	on	transport	resources	
that	 the	 crowd	 has	 access	 to,	 mainly	 road	 vehicles	 (cars	 and	 vans).	 The	 connections	
between	the	driving	crowd	and	the	users	of	the	service	are	established	through	the	same	
type	of	Internet	platforms	or	mobile	apps.	This	type	of	shipping	system	seems	particularly	
suitable	for	oversized	or	non-standard	items	that	cannot	be	sent	by	post	because	of	their	
unusual	volume,	which	makes	the	use	of	standard	services	impractical	or	too	expensive.	
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The	success	of	these	initiatives	depends	on	the	ability	to	activate	a	network	of	drivers	who	
can	pick	up,	carefully	transport	and	deliver	the	products	to	the	final	destination	on	time,	
offering	high	adaptability	to	clients’	needs	(in	terms	of	volume,	type	of	freight,	etc.).	The	
shipping	 crowd	 comprises	 both	 professional	 drivers	 employed	 by	 courier	 companies,	
who	have	available	space	and	time	between	two	deliveries	or	idle	return	trips	to	fill	in,	
and	casual	drivers	 from	 the	 crowd.	The	 contribution	of	 the	platform	 is	 to	provide	 the	
crowd	with	both	a	GPS	system	(that	allows	real-time	tracking	by	the	client)	and	a	tool	to	
estimate	the	cost	of	shipping	based	on	object	size	and	distance	traveled.	Moreover,	they	
allow	the	sender	to	choose	between	several	propositions	and	select	the	driver	that	meets	
their	specific	needs.	They	also	offer	insurance	systems	to	replace	or	repair	items	that	may	
be	damaged	in	transit.	The	platforms	may	also	request	information	from	its	crowd	such	
as	their	driving	license	to	ensure	that	the	logistics	tasks	can	be	performed	correctly.	

The	 fourth	type	of	crowd	logistics	 initiative	offers	 freight	 forwarding	services.	These	
initiatives	operate	using	search	engines	that	match	clients’	requests	to	travelers’	offers	
with	 the	 same	origin	and	destination.	Potential	users	of	 the	service	 can	place	ads	 that	
inform	the	crowd	of	their	own	shipping	needs,	while	peers	post	their	forthcoming	travel	
itineraries.	 These	 initiatives	 are	 deployed	 around	 the	 world	 and	 may	 have	 global	
coverage,	although	most	of	them	are	specialized	in	some	connections.	By	activating	the	
crowd	of	travelers,	users	also	obtain	preferential	access	to	certain	goods,	such	as	products	
exclusively	manufactured	abroad,	(e.g.,	food,	fashion),	or	to	items	available	at	a	lower	cost	
due	to	different	tax	regimes	(e.g.,	iPhone).	The	success	of	these	initiatives	depends	on	the	
crowd’s	ability	to	convey	the	required	goods	internationally.	However,	major	risks	and	
unexpected	liabilities	for	the	shippers	may	arise	due	to	customs	regulations	and	air-travel	
constraints.	The	contribution	of	the	platform	is	to	make	the	necessary	information	about	
such	regulations	and	constraints	available	to	the	crowd,	and	to	provide	tools	to	calculate	
customs	duties.	 
 
5.	The	crowd,	a	new	player	in	the	co-creation	of	logistics	value	
	
Our	 research	demonstrates	 that	ordinary	 individuals	 can	 take	on	 some	 logistics	 tasks,	
play	 an	 unprecedented	 and	 active	 role	 in	 logistics,	 and	 thus	 be	 considered	 as	 active	
resources.	To	date,	few	logistics	scholars	have	acknowledged	this	fact	(Sampson,	2000;	
Goudarzi	and	Rouquet,	2009;	Sampson	and	Spring,	2012).	Generally,	the	final	consumer	
is	viewed	as	a	passive	actor	to	whom	value	must	be	delivered	throughout	the	supply	chain	
(e.g.	 Mentzer	 et	 al.,	 2001;	 Christopher,	 2012),	 although	 some	 authors	 recognize	 that	
“today’s	consumer	is	empowered”	(Fawcett	et	al.,	2011,	p.	117).	In	fact,	the	only	stream	of	
research	 in	 logistics	 currently	 emphasizing	 the	 active	 role	 of	 individuals	 is	 consumer	
logistics	 (Granzin	 and	 Bahn,	 1989;	 Granzin	 et	 al.,	 1997;	Granzin	 et	 al.,	 2005).	 This	
emerging	approach	(Teller	et	al.,	2006,	2012;	Monnot	et	al.,	2014),	points	out	that	in	order	
to	meet	 their	daily	 consumption	needs,	 individuals	already	perform	 logistics	activities	
using	their	own	assets.	Recent	studies	in	consumer	logistics	(Bahn	et	al.,	2015)	build	on	
the	 service-dominant	 logic	 framework	 developed	 in	 the	marketing	 field	 by	Vargo	 and	
Lusch	(2004;	2008).	In	the	service-dominant	logic	the	consumer	is	no	longer	considered	
as	an	"operand	resource"	on	which	an	operation	can	be	performed,	but	as	an	"operant	
resource”	(Constantin	and	Lusch,	1994).	As	a	consequence,	a	fundamental	premise	of	the	
framework	 is	 that	 the	 customer	 is	 a	 co-creator	 of	 value	 (Vargo	 and	 Lusch,	 2008).	 An	
emerging	 challenge	 for	 companies	 is	 therefore	 to	 co-create	 value	 with	 consumers	
(Prahalad	and	Ramaswamy,	2004).	Drawing	on	 the	 framework	 for	analyzing	value	 co-
creation	proposed	by	Saarijärvi	et	al.	(2013),	our	results	allow	us	(Figure	1)	to	identify	
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and	 clarify	 the	 three	 components	 of	 value	 co-creation	 underpinning	 crowd	 logistics	
services:	the	“value”	(What	kind	of	value	and	for	whom?),	the	“co”	element	(What	kind	of	
actors	and	resources?)	and	the	“creation”	(Through	what	kind	of	mechanisms?).		
	
Figure	1.	The	crowd,	a	co-creator	of	logistics	value	

 

First,	 the	 “value”	 term:	Crowd	 logistics	offers	new	 logistics	value	propositions,	 as	per	
Vargo	and	Lusch	(2008).	As	detailed	previously	in	Section	4,	four	types	of	crowd	logistics	
services	are	offered	(storage,	local	delivery,	freight	shipping,	freight	forwarding)	and	each	
service	 is	 based	 on	 different	 types	 of	 logistics	 value	 propositions	 (proximity,	 speed,	
adaptability,	 accessibility),	 addressing	 different	 kind	 of	 needs	 and	 products.	 Each	
proposition	 exploits	 diverse	 advantages,	 is	 suitable	 for	 specific	 logistics	 flows	 and	
configurations	and	can	be	compared	to	existing	 logistics	value	propositions	offered	by	
traditional	logistics	services	providers	and	firms.	For	example,	crowd	storage	is	a	local	
service	 that	 is	 particularly	 suitable	 for	 city	 dwellers	who	need	 to	 store	 furniture;	 this	
service	will	compete	with	self-storage	companies.	The	meaning	and	attractiveness	of	each	
logistics	value	proposition	will	be	perceived	differently	by	customers	and	determined	on	
the	basis	of	“value	in	use”	(Lusch	and	Vargo	2006,	p.284).	However,	each	crowd	logistics	
initiative	 presents	 some	 logistics	 risks	 that	 may	 undermine	 its	 value	 proposition	 as	
perceived	 by	 users.	 First,	 the	 security	 of	 goods	 can	 be	 compromised	 by	 the	 lack	 of	
dedicated	and	specialized	physical	assets,	as	crowd	storage	facilities	may	not	be	designed	
or	equipped	for	commercial	usage.	Second,	liability	for	damage	to	stored	or	transported	
goods,	access	to	stored	goods	and	the	actual	delivery	of	goods	may	have	been	overlooked.	
In	the	case	of	storage,	for	example,	most	homeowners’	and	renters’	insurance	policies	do	
not	cover	commercial	activities.	The	insurance	services	offered	by	the	platform	may	only	
act	 as	 “secondary”	 coverage,	 pushing	 any	 claims	 through	 the	 crowd’s	 own	 insurance	
companies	first,	as	has	already	been	the	case	for	Airbnb	and	Uber	(The	NYT,	December	
2014). With local	 crowd	delivery,	buyers	must	 trust	 a	virtual	marketplace	 rather	 than	
placing	responsibility	on	a	traditional	home-delivery	company.	Freight	shipping	shares	
both	 shortcomings:	 potential	 lack	 of	 service	 reliability	 and	 trust.	 Finally,	 in	 freight	
forwarding,	users	may	consider	compliance	issues	(customs	rules,	air	travel	regulations)	
to	be	a	serious	constraint.	These	considerations	allow	us	to	formulate	a	first	set	of	two	
propositions	—	related	to	“value”	—	on	the	development	of	crowd	logistics:	
	

Proposition	1a:	The	development	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives	is	influenced	by	the	perceived	
attractiveness	 of	 the	 logistics	 value	 proposition.	 The	 more	 attractive	 the	 logistics	 value	
proposition	for	users	in	terms	of	proximity,	speed,	adaptability	or	accessibility,	the	stronger	
the	growth	of	the	crowd	logistics	initiative.		

 
Attractive	logistics	

advantages 

Perceived	logistics				
risk 

 
Available	idle	physical	

resources 

Simple	logistics	
capabilities 

 
Significant	logistics	
operational	support 

Significant	logistics	
transactional	support 

   			VALUE 							CO CREATION 
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Proposition	1b:	The	development	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives	is	influenced	by	the	perceived	
risks	of	 the	 logistics	value	proposition.	The	 lower	 the	risks	perceived	by	users	 in	 terms	of	
goods	security,	service	reliability,	trust	in	the	crowd,	the	stronger	the	growth	of	the	crowd	
logistics	initiative.		

	
Second,	the	“co”	term:	These	value	propositions	rely	on	the	crowd’s	underused	resources	
that	can	be	activated	to	provide	logistics	services	(Vargo	and	Lusch,	2008;	Botsman	and	
Rogers,	2010)	and	our	research	identifies	the	specific	nature	of	these	ordinary	resources	
(Fréry	 et	 al.,	 2015).	 It	 shows	 that	 crowd	 logistics	 relies	 on	 two	 types	 of	 “logistics”	
resources:	property	 resources	 (cellars,	garages,	 etc.)	 and	 transport	resources	 (muscle-
power,	 bicycles,	 scooters,	 cars,	 vans,	 trains,	 airplanes,	 etc.).	 As	 in	 the	 new	 sharing	
economy,	the	challenge	for	a	crowd	initiative	is	to	quickly	gain	a	critical	mass	of	users	in	
order	 to	 benefit	 from	 “network	 externalities”	 (David,	 1985).	 This	 depends	 on	 the	
availability	of	physical	resources	the	crowd	initiative	is	trying	to	build	on.	For	instance,	
strong	arms	and	cars	—	the	physical	resources	that	local	delivery	services	try	to	build	on	
—	are	by	nature	widely	available.	However,	our	 research	 suggests	 that	value	 creation	
depends	not	only	on	the	availability	of	logistics	resources	(whether	physical	or	IT	related),	
but	also	on	 the	 crowd’s	 logistics	 capabilities	 (Prahalad	and	Ramaswamy,	2000).	While	
several	studies,	in	crowdsourcing,	for	example,	point	out	that	the	crowd	possesses	a	wide	
range	of	 innovation	capabilities	 (Djelassi	 and	Decoopman,	2013)	such	as	 the	ability	 to	
produce	original,	creative	ideas	(Schlagwein	and	Bjørn-Andersen,	2014)	or	the	ability	to	
solve	 enigmatic	 problems	 (Boudreau	 and	 Lakani,	 2013),	 our	 research	 stresses	 the	
importance	of	the	operant	crowd’s	logistics	capabilities.	Recruiting	competent	drivers	for	
local	delivery	can	be	considered	easy,	because	the	required	logistics	capabilities	are	very	
basic,	relying	mainly	on	the	abilities	involved	in	picking	up	and	delivering	items.	Some	
other	activities	 such	as	 freight	 forwarding	will	be	more	difficult,	 because	 the	expected	
logistics	 capabilities	 are	 more	 complex:	 they	 involve	 the	 crowd’s	 skills	 in	 handling,	
packing,	 completing	 formalities	 and	 delivering.	 Based	 on	 these	 considerations,	 we	
formulate	a	second	set	of	propositions	—	related	to	the	“co”	element—	on	the	potential	
development	of	crowd	logistics:	
	

Proposition	2a:	The	development	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives	is	influenced	by	the	availability	
of	idle	physical	resources.	The	greater	the	availability	of	physical	idle	resources,	the	stronger	
the	growth	of	the	crowd	logistics	initiative.	
	
Proposition	2b:	The	development	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives	is	influenced	by	the	nature	of	
the	 logistics	 tasks	 executed	 by	 the	 operand	 crowd.	 The	 easier	 the	 logistics	 tasks	 for	 the	
operand	crowd,	the	stronger	the	growth	of	the	crowd	logistics	initiative.	

	
Third,	 the	 “creation”	 term:	 our	 research	 highlights	 the	 mechanisms	 through	 which	
platforms	make	the	crowd’s	resources	operant	(Constantin	and	Lusch,	1994;	Vargo	and	
Lusch,	 2008)	 and	 active	 in	 the	 value-creation	 process.	 Connecting	 providers	 to	 users,	
multisided	platforms	(Kohler,	2015)	are	key	players,	true	strategic	resources	(Fréry	et	al.,	
2015),	 and	 they	 mediate	 between	 the	 crowd	 and	 consumers.	 While	 the	 literature	
emphasizes	the	importance	of	ensuring	the	security	of	financial	transactions	to	develop	
trust	within	the	crowd	(Weber,	2014),	our	research	suggests	that,	in	the	specific	field	of	
crowd	logistics,	it	is	also	essential	for	the	platform	to	provide	logistics	resources	to	the	
crowd.	First,	the	platform	needs	to	provide	logistics	operational	support	to	the	crowd.	The	
nature	of	this	operational	support	varies	depending	on	the	initiative;	it	may	include	tools	
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to	calculate	storage	space	(crowd	storage),	scheduling	software	(crowd	local	delivery),	
GPS	systems	(crowd	freight	shipping)	or	customs	processing	assistance	(crowd	freight	
forwarding),	thus	helping	the	crowd	to	offer	and	provide	the	logistics	service	to	the	users.	
Second,	the	platform	also	needs	to	provide	logistics	transactional	support	to	the	crowd	
and	to	users,	to	facilitate	and	secure	the	relationships	between	them.	This	may	include	
tools	 to	 calculate	 the	 cost	 of	 a	 delivery	 (crowd	 freight	 shipping),	 insurance	 contracts	
(crowd	 storage),	 a	 pricing	 system	 (crowd	 local	 delivery),	 or	 tax	 calculation	 software	
(crowd	freight	forwarding).	Based	on	these	considerations,	we	formulate	a	last	set	of	two	
propositions	—	 related	 to	 the	 “creation”	 element	—	 on	 the	 potential	 development	 of	
crowd	logistics:	
	

Proposition	3a:	The	development	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives	is	influenced	by	the	logistics	
support	provided	by	the	platform.	The	greater	the	logistics	support	in	terms	of	scheduling,	
tracking,	tracing	systems	and	calculation	tools,	the	stronger	the	growth	of	the	crowd	logistics	
initiative.		
	
Proposition	 3b:	 The	 development	 of	 crowd	 logistics	 initiatives	 is	 influenced	 by	 the	
transactional	 support	provided	by	 the	platform.	The	greater	 the	 transactional	 support	 in	
terms	of	insurance,	contracts,	legal	assistance,	the	stronger	the	growth	of	the	crowd	logistics	
initiative.	

 
6.	The	potential	impact	of	crowd	logistics	on	traditional	businesses	
	
Crowd	practices	and	the	new	intermediation	modalities	they	are	associated	with	(Gansky,	
2010)	 may	 have	 a	 disruptive	 impact	 on	 traditional	 capital-based	 economies	 (Erving,	
2014).	 Pwc	 (Hawksworth	 and	 Vaugham,	 2015)	 estimates	 that	 by	 2025	 the	 sharing	
economy	 could	 generate	 over	 half	 of	 total	 sales	 in	 various	 rental	 sectors.	 Studying	
investor’s	choices,	Libert	et	al.	(2014)	show	that	network	orchestrators,	defined	as	firms	
that	 “create	a	network	of	peers	 in	which	 the	participants	 interact	 and	 share	 the	value	
creation”	(p.3),	outperform	traditional	companies	on	both	compound	annual	growth	rate	
and	profit	margins.	 In	 the	hospitality	sector,	Zervas	et	al.	 (2014)	note	that	 in	some	US	
cities,	Airbnb	sales	increased	by	up	to	300%	in	one	year	while	hotel	revenues	dropped	by	
15%.	At	 the	moment,	 the	 revenues	and	market	 share	of	 crowd	 logistics	 initiatives	are	
generally	 speaking	 either	 insignificant	 or	 have	 not	 yet	 been	 calculated.	 However,	 our	
research	has	led	us	to	formulate	six	theoretical	propositions	on	the	potential	development	
of	crowd	logistics	(section	5).	Taking	all	of	these	propositions	into	consideration,	it	seems	
likely	that	the	crowd	logistics	service	that	will	probably	have	the	strongest	impact	in	the	
future	is	crowd	local	delivery.	As	a	consequence,	a	disruptive	impact	of	crowd	logistics	on	
traditional	businesses	is	likely	to	be	observed	among	logistics	service	providers	that	focus	
on	“last-mile”	delivery	and	among	retailers.	
	
Local	delivery	can	include	last-mile	delivery	for	e-commerce,	which	still	presents	many	
challenges	(Delfmann	et	al.,	2002;	Esper	et	al.,	2003)	and	delivery	for	urban	brick-and-
mortar	 shops	 and	 services.	 Consumers	 have	 increasingly	 demanding	 expectations	 for	
local	delivery	in	terms	of	speed	(less	than	one-hour	delivery	for	example)	and	innovation	
(Smartphone	 connection	 with	 the	 courier,	 secure	 locker	 systems,	 etc.).	 The	 value	
proposition	 of	 crowd	 local	 delivery	 clearly	 satisfies	 these	 two	 criteria.	Meanwhile,	 as	
Botsman	 (2014b)	 notes,	 in	 numerous	 markets	 there	 are	 no	 firms	 offering	 last-mile	
delivery	and	people	have	to	pick	up	their	parcels	at	a	designated	spot,	which	makes	for	a	
frustrating	customer	experience.	Once	again,	crowd	local	delivery	may	be	considered	a	
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suitable	option,	especially	in	rural	territories	where	distribution	networks	are	not	so	well	
developed.	Moreover,	local	delivery	relies	on	widely	available	physical	logistics	resources	
and	simple	tasks	that	do	not	depend	on	heavy	infrastructure.	Handling	these	basic	tasks	
on	a	large	scale	requires	substantial	resources	(Schenk	and	Guittard,	2011),	which	makes	
crowd	 logistics	 relevant,	 as	 it	 mobilizes	 a	 large	 number	 of	 individual	 providers.	 The	
potential	 lack	 of	 trust	 in	 crowd	delivery	 people	 is	 being	 tackled	 the	 same	way	 crowd	
companies	deal	with	this	issue	in	other	industries	(such	as	BlaBlaCar	or	Airbnb)	by	relying	
on	their	popular	reputations	(Owyang	and	Samuel,	2015):	online	rating	systems	are	used	
to	 introduce	“a	 feeling	of	 familiarity,	normality,	and	routine	to	 the	process	of	ordering	
online	services’	(Slee	2015,	p.	86).	Of	all	the	crowd	logistics	services,	we	‘forward	think’	
that	crowd	local	delivery	has	the	greater	potential	for	development. Some	initiatives	have	
already	 reached	 an	 impressive	 size	 (Deliv,	 Postmates)	 and	 e-commerce	 giants	 like	
Amazon	also	operate	their	own	crowd	fleet	to	provide	similar	services.	
	
Consumers	 may	 of	 course	 also	 consider	 storage	 services	 offered	 by	 the	 crowd	 as	 an	
attractive	option	due	to	their	features	and	benefits	(proximity,	price,	flexibility	of	offers,	
etc.).	But	it	seems	to	be	a	niche	market	for	individual	consumers.	Idle	physical	resources	
are	not	so	numerous	 in	urban	zones	where	the	needs	are	critical,	 the	logistics	 tasks	to	
perform	are	more	complex	and	the	question	of	risk	and	access	to	the	stored	goods	for	the	
client	 may	 also	 constitute	 constraints.	 Another	 niche	 market	 is	 that	 of	 crowd	 freight	
shipping,	whose	services	may	be	attractive	for	the	limited	shipping	market	of	oddly-sized	
goods	 that	may	be	 too	 costly	 to	move	with	 traditional	business	 services.	Finally,	 even	
though	 firms	 specialized	 in	 long-distance	 and	 express	 parcel	 shipping	 (Carbone	 and	
Stone,	2005),	known	as	 “integrators”	 (Hertz	and	Alfredsson,	2003),	such	as	Fedex	and	
UPS,	are	explicit	targets	for	some	crowd	logistics	initiatives	that	urge	peers	to	“avoid	those	
outrageous	 'express'	 or	 'priority'	 costs"	 (Rideship),	 the	 transfer	 of	 these	 international	
freight	 forwarding	 activities	 to	 the	 crowd	 is	highly	 constrained	 by	 perceived	 risks,	 by	
aircraft	security,	responsibility	and	safety	issues.	In	particular,	the	operant	crowd	has	to	
be	 very	 cautious	 not	 to	 agree	 to	 ship	 items	which	 may	 be	 of	 a	 hazardous	 nature	 or	
prohibited	 by	 law.	 The	 need	 to	 achieve	 high	 density	 in	 the	 marketplace	 to	 make	 the	
service	reliable	and	attractive	for	consumers	is	also	another	impediment	for	this	type	of	
service.	 Therefore	 its	 expansion	may	 eventually	 focus	 on	 high-traffic	 lines	 between	 a	
limited	 number	 of	 origins	 and	 destinations	 (e.g.,	 Paris–New	 York),	 just	 like	 maritime	
shipping	lines.		
	
On	the	whole,	crowd	logistics	initiatives	can	be	considered	as	new	entrants	in	the	logistics	
service	industry	and	they	may	represent	a	threat	that	traditional	LSPs	should	consider.	
LSPs	may	be	vulnerable	to	crowd	logistics	initiatives	since	the	competition	among	LSPs	
has	constantly	 increased	 in	recent	decades	(Wallenburg,	2009)	and	many	users	of	LSP	
services	are	dissatisfied	(Wong	and	Karia,	2010).	Moreover,	Bellingkrodt	and	Wallenburg	
(2013)	 remind	 us	 that	 LSPs	 are	 not	 very	 innovative	 and	 are	 often	 short-sighted	with	
respect	to	market	trends	and	new	technologies.	The	threat	represented	by	crowd	local	
delivery	 seems	 particularly	 high	 for	 urban	 players	 that	 offer	 basic	 logistics	 services	
(mainly	transportation	and	warehousing),	such	as	the	“basic	logistics	operator”	(Persson	
and	 Virum,	 2001)	 who	 combines	 low	 asset	 specificity	 and	 low	 service	 complexity.	
However,	the	development	of	crowd	logistics	may	also	create	opportunities	for	LSPs	who	
could	 be	 inspired	 to	 interact	with	 and/or	 integrate	 crowd	 logistics	 systems.	 Acting	 as	
“orchestrators”	(Zacharia	et	al.,	2011)	in	these	new	crowd-involved	supply	chains,	LSPs	
could	 coordinate	 the	 basic	 logistics	 services	 performed	 by	 the	 crowd	with	 their	 own	
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variety	of	 integrated	 services	 (Wanke	et	 al.,	 2007).	Working	 together	within	 the	 chain	
(Vivaldini	et	al.,	2008),	LSPs	and	individuals	could	provide	tailored	logistics	services	for	
the	final	consumer.	Finally,	LSPs	could	help	consumers	to	bypass	existing	supply	chains	
(Carbone	et	al.,	2015),	and	the	crowd	could	help	LSPs	to	differentiate	themselves	from	
their	 competitors.	 By	 implementing	 crowd	 logistics	 practices,	 LSPs	 could	 “get	 a	
convenient	and	simple	opportunity	to	serve	the	customer	while	creating	the	image	of	a	
customer-	and	environmentally-friendly	company”	(Mladenow,	2015,	p.	248).		
	

Crowd	local	delivery	initiatives	can	also	be	looked	at	as	new	entrants	in	extended	supply	
chains	and	may	impact	the	power	relationships	existing	among	actors	(Cox	et	al.,	2003).	
Based	on	our	analysis	that	crowd	local	delivery	will	experience	the	strongest	growth	of	
the	four	types,	the	supply	chain	members	most	likely	to	be	deeply	impacted	in	the	future	
are	retailers.	Delivery	to	the	customer’s	door	is	“logistically	challenging	and	potentially	
very	expensive”	(Boyer	et	al.,	2009,	p.185).	Crowd	local	delivery	may	help	to	resolve	some	
of	these	issues	such	as	low	customer	density	in	some	geographical	areas,	secure	reception	
and	returns,	and	also	make	same-day	delivery	possible.	Crowd	local	delivery	start-ups	are	
conducting	very	aggressive	marketing	 campaigns	 (viral	 communication,	branded	vans,	
etc.)	 in	order	to	become	a	new	intermediary	between	consumers	and	retailers.	 If	 they	
succeed,	the	latter	run	the	risk	of	losing	their	direct	link	with	customers,	and	giving	up	
some	bargaining	power	to	powerful	crowd-based	logisticians	(e.g.	Instacart	in	the	U.S.).	
Some	big	retailers	have	already	reacted	to	such	threats	by	developing	their	own	crowd-
based	delivery	solutions.	In	June	2016	Wal-Mart	announced	that	it	will	be	partnering	with	
Uber,	Lyft	and	Deliv	to	test	same-day	grocery	deliveries.	Amazon	has	looked	at	this	new	
way	of	broadening	its	delivery	base	while	cutting	costs	using	crowd-sourced	drivers	and	
has	developed	its	own	peer-matching	application	called	Flex	[The	Wall	Street	Journal,	June	
16,	2015],	which	launched	in	Seattle	in	2015	and	in	Great	Britain	last	July.	Hybridization	
between	crowd	logistics	and	traditional	retailing	can	take	other	forms	and	involve	several	
types	of	 actors.	 Some	high	 tech	 start-ups	 (e.g.	 Stuart)	 are	 targeting	 local	 shops	and	e-
commerce	companies	to	sell	them	an	integrated	information	system	to	match	peers	and	
offer	 a	 crowd	 delivery	 service.	 Other	 initiatives	 (e.g.	 Deliv)	 have	 designed	 a	 crowd-
sourced	 same-day	 delivery	 service	 for	 multinational	 retail	 chains	 letting	 retailers	
maintain	control	over	final	deliveries,	while	the	delivery	crowd	acts	as	a	simple	carrier.	
On	 the	 whole,	 as	 summed	 up	 by	 Hubner	 et	 al.	 (2016),	 retailers	 and	 logistics	 service	
providers	should	not	underestimate	this	burgeoning	delivery	mode	(Estelle-Arojas	et	al.,	
2012),	considered	as	an	advanced,	 innovative	concept	of	home	delivery	(Hubner	et	al.,	
2016).	 

Conclusions	
 
This	paper	has	defined	and	characterized	a	new	form	of	emerging	crowd	practice:	crowd	
logistics,	which	taps	into	the	crowd’s	idle	resources	and	underused	logistics	capabilities	
through	 mobile	 connections	 and	 online	 platforms.	 Specifically,	 it	 has	 investigated	 57	
initiatives	to	better	trace	the	fuzzy	boundaries	of	this	new	industry.	After	conducting	an	
exploratory	 analysis	 of	 the	 websites	 of	 these	 initiatives,	 we	 have	 proposed	 an	 initial	
conceptualization	of	crowd	logistics	and	a	classification	containing	four	different	types	of	
services.	We	have	outlined	the	main	differences	with	traditional	business	logistics,	and	
investigated	 the	 potential	 impact	 of	 crowd	 logistics	 upon	 LSPs	 and	 retailers.	 At	 a	
theoretical	level,	we	have	developed	a	framework	for	logistics	value	co-creation,	which	
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has	 led	to	 the	 formulation	of	a	series	of	six	propositions	on	the	 factors	 influencing	the	
development	of	crowd	logistics.	This	framework	responds	to	the	call	in	the	logistics	and	
SCM	 field	 to	 move	 away	 from	 a	 value-creation	 paradigm	 to	 one	 of	 value	 co-creation	
(Lusch,	2011;	Lusch	et	al.,	2014).	It	illustrates	the	multifaceted	nature	of	each	of	the	value	
co-creation	components	(Grönroos	and	Ravald,	2011)	and	helps	to	conceptualize	crowd	
logistics	 as	 a	 complex	 system	 and	 network	 rather	 than	 as	 a	 dyad	 or	 as	 a	 sequential	
segment	of	the	chain	(Lusch,	2011;	Carter	et	al.,	2015).	It	also	reveals	how	the	synergistic	
effects	(Lusch	et	al.,	2010)	of	crowd	logistics	are	generated	through	repeated	interactions	
among	the	platforms,	the	crowd	and	its	own	logistics	resources	and	capabilities.		

This	 research	 presents	 several	 limitations,	mainly	 related	 to	methodology,	which	was	
based	on	 the	analysis	of	57	 crowd	logistics	websites.	Websites	are	designed	 to	attract	
users	and	this	can	 lead	to	the	collection	of	biased	 information.	Moreover,	we	have	not	
been	 able	 to	 thoroughly	 assess	 the	 commercial	 and	 financial	 results	 of	 some	 of	 the	
initiatives.	Examining	official	financial	statements	and	conducting	face-to-face	interviews	
could	help	to	determine	the	keys	to	success	of	crowd	logistics	initiatives.	In	a	similar	vein,	
an	 empirical	 approach	 to	 investigating	 the	 value	 co-creation	 processes	 involving	 the	
platform,	the	crowd	and	customers	is	necessary	to	test	our	theoretical	propositions	and	
strengthen,	 through	primary	data	collection,	 the	validity	of	our	theoretical	 framework,	
which	 has	 been	 developed	 through	 secondary	 and	 declarative	 data.	 However,	 our	
exploratory	 results	 open	 several	 potential	 research	 areas	 at	 the	 crossroads	 of	 crowd	
perspectives	and	well-researched	topics	within	the	logistics	field.	
	
Crowd	logistics	initiatives	are	part	of	global	societal	evolution	and	their	development	will	
obviously	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 development	 of	 other	 crowd	 practices	 (crowd	 sourcing,	
crowd	funding,	etc.)	and	the	rise	of	the	new	sharing	economy.	The	latter	mainly	relies	on	
trust,	broadly	considered	as	its	main	pillar	(Gansky,	2010)	but	now	increasingly	perceived	
as	one	of	its	dark	sides	(Slee,	2015).	Some	authors	(Murillo	et	al.,	2016)	and	consumer	
organizations	(BEUC	2016)	suggest	that	users	only	rely	on	a	pretense	of	trust.	If	the	myth	
of	peer-to-peer	trust	were	to	be	undermined,	the	development	of	crowd	logistics	could	be	
seriously	 affected.	 Accordingly,	 it	 would	 be	 interesting	 to	 study	 the	 conditions	 under	
which	 the	 collapse	 of	 the	 trust-based	 image	 of	 the	 sharing	 economy	 could	 affect	 the	
development	of	emergent	crowd-logistics.		
	
From	 a	 human	 resources	 management	 perspective,	 crowd	 logistics	 initiatives	 are	
introducing	 new	 job	options	 for	 “lifestyle”	 logisticians	 (students,	 freelancers,	 etc.)	 and	
professional	workers	at	an	average	of	$20/hour	(“Make	$18–25/hr	delivering	packages	
for	Amazon	with	your	car	and	smartphone”).	They	promote	high	levels	of	flexibility	and	
self-defined	 working	 hours	 in	 demanding,	 regulated	 and	 “inherently	 social”	 logistics	
systems	(Fawcett	et	al.,	2011,	p.	117)	that	are	still	suffering	from	staffing	issues	(Ellinger	
et	al.,	2010).	But	they	can	also	be	blamed	for	transferring	the	entire	business	risk	to	“micro	
entrepreneurs”	(Standing,	2014),	with	a	lower	level	of	social	protection	(unemployment	
insurance,	 healthcare,	 pension,	 etc.)	 when	 compared	 to	 traditional	 employees,	 or	 for	
doubly	 exploiting	 individuals	 as	 employees	 and	 consumers	 (Cova	 and	 Dalli,	 2007).	
Whether	their	effects	will	create/destroy	logistics	employment,	transform	logistics	skills	
and	be	beneficial	to	the	working	peers	or	to	the	platform	deserves	further	research.		
	
Crowd	logistics	is	also	expected	to	have	an	important	impact	on	sustainable	logistics.	The	
increasing	 scale,	 complexity	 and	 performance	 of	 traditional	 business	 logistics	
(Mollenkopf	 et	 al.,	 2010)	 has	 reached	 a	 stage	 where	 growth	 has	 run	 up	 against	
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environmental	challenges,	increasing	(urban)	congestion	(McKinnon	et	al.,	2012),	energy	
inefficiency	(Halldorsson	and	Kovacs	2010)	and	rising	costs.	Conversely,	crowd	logistics	
harnesses	 the	 dormant	 logistics	 resources	 of	 individuals.	 Handling,	 storing	 and	
transporting	goods	through	a	web	of	individuals	could	benefit	local	and	global	economies,	
cut	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 and	 may	 reduce	 the	 necessity	 for	 new	 investment	 in	
logistics	infrastructure.	From	this	perspective,	crowd	logistics	appears	to	fit	the	“small	is	
beautiful”	paradigm	(Schumacher,	2011).	Future	research	could	investigate	the	potential	
of	 crowd	 logistics	 to	 improve	 sustainability	 and	 should	 take	 both	 logistics	 firms	 and	
individuals	into	account	when	studying	sustainability.		

Along	 with	 sustainability,	 global	 logistics	 integration	 is	 a	 key	 objective	 of	 logistics	
management	(Mentzer	et	al.,	2001;	Christopher,	2012).	Many	researchers	consider	that	
integration	increases	performance	(Stevens,	1989;	Lee,	2000),	but	is	difficult	to	achieve	
(Fawcett	 and	 Magnan,	 2002)	 because	 it	 impacts	 physical	 flows	 between	 several	
organizational	 layers	 (Fabbe-Costes	 and	 Jahre,	 2008;	 Naslund	 and	Williamson,	 2008).	
Crowd	logistics	introduces	a	new	layer	that	has	not	been	considered	in	the	literature	on	
supply	chain	integration;	it	adds	the	crowd	to	the	“logistics	service	supply	chain,	forming	
a	 vertical	 network”	 (Cui	 and	 Hertz,	 2011,	 p.	 1005).	 Consequently,	 crowd	 logistics	
initiatives	are	altering	the	context	of	logistics	integration	and	making	it	more	complex.	
Future	research	will	need	to	tackle	this	complexity.	

Finally,	 crowd	 logistics	 offers	 new	 opportunities	 in	 terms	 of	 teaching	 and	 could	 be	
included	 in	 supply	 chain	 teaching	 frameworks	 (Johnson	 and	 Pyke,	 2000).	 Relevant	
logistics	 teaching	 that	 promotes	 experiential	 learning	 activities	 (Fawcett	 and	 Waller,	
2015)	 might	 encourage	 students	 to	 join	 or	 launch	 crowd	 logistics	 initiatives	 as	 an	
experiential	 alternative	 to	 commercial	 simulation	 software	 (Sweeney	 et	 al.,	 2010).	
Students	would	then	acquire	the	competences	to	become	crowd	logistics	entrepreneurs	
or	help	established	LSPs	deal	with	this	exciting	new	challenge.		
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Table	1.	List	of	the	57	crowd	logistics	initiatives	studied	

Name	 URL	Link	 Creation		 Country	 Type	of	
service	

Backpackbang	 https://www.backpackbang.com/	 2013	 US/	
Bangladesh	

Freight	
Forwarding	

Barnacle	 http://p2ppostal.appspot.com/	 2013	 US	 Freight	
Shipping	

Bistip	 http://www.bistip.com/	 2011	 Indonesia	 Freight	
Forwarding	

BonCarry	 http://boncarrytestapp.appspot.com/	 2015	 	Spain	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Bringbee	 http://www.bringbee.ch/	 2011	 Switzerlan
d	 Local	Delivery	

Cabenamala	 https://www.cabenamala.com.br/	 2012	 Brasil	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Co-Stockage	 https://www.costockage.fr/	 2013	 France	 Storage	

Colis	voiturage	 http://www.colis-voiturage.fr/		 2008	 	France	
	

Freight	
Shipping	

Dealtrotter	 http://deal-trotter.com/	 2015	 France	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Deliv	 https://www.deliv.co/	 2013	 US	 Local	Delivery	
Deliveree	 http://www.deliver.ee/	 2014	 France	 Local	Delivery	
Doordash	 https://www.doordash.com/	 2013	 US	 Local	Delivery	
Easyvan	by	
Lalamove	 https://www.lalamove.com	 2013	 Singapore	 Local	Delivery	

Entrusters	 http://entrusters.com/	 2014	 US	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Expediezentrevous	 http://www.expediezentrevous.com/	 2011	 France	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Friendshippr	 http://friendshippr.com/	 2013	 US/Dubai	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Getbellhops	 https://getbellhops.com/	 2011	 US	 Freight	
Shipping	

GoGovan	 https://gogovan.com.hk	 2013	 Hong-Kong	 Freight	Shipping	
Instacart	 https://www.instacart.com/		 2012	 US	 Local	Delivery	
jestocke	 https://www.jestocke.com/	 2013	 France	 Storage	

Jib.li	 http://jib.li/#/		 2012	 France	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Jwebi	 https://jwebi.com/Home/	 2014	 France	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Kanga	 http://getkanga.com/		 2013	 US	 Local	Delivery	

Manyship	 https://www.manyship.com/		 2013	 US	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Meemeep	 https://www.meemeep.com/		 2010	 Australia	 Freight	
Shipping	

mmMule	 http://www.piggybee.com/fr/	 2011	 Australia	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Monsieurparking	 http://www.monsieurparking.com/	 2008	 France	 Storage	

Muber	 http://www.muber.com.au/		 2014	 Philippin	 Freight	
Shipping	

Myways	 https://www.myways.com/	 2013	 Sweden	 Local	Delivery	
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Nimber	 https://www.nimber.com/	 2010	 Switzerlan
d	

Freight	
Shipping	

Ouistock	 https://www.ouistock.fr/		 2014	 France	 Storage	

Packmule	 http://packmule.it/	 2013	 Italy	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Parcelio	 http://www.parcelio.com/		 2012	 US	 Freight	
Forwarding	

PickApp	 https://www.pickapp.pe/	 2015	 Peru	 Local	Delivery	
Picknpass	 http://www.picknpass.com/		 2011	 Israël	 Local	Delivery	

Pickthisup	 http://pickthisup.nl/		 2014	
The	
Netherland
s	

Freight	
Shipping	

Piggybee	 http://www.piggybee.com/fr/	 2012	 France	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Pleasebringme	 http://pleasebringme.com/		 2012	 Turkey	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Postmates	 https://postmates.com/	 2011	 US	 Local	Delivery	

Rideship	 http://www.rideship.com/	 2014	 US	 Freight	
Shipping	

Roadie	 https://www.roadie.com/roadi
es		 2014	 US	 Freight	

Shipping	
Sharemystorage	 http://www.sharemystorage.com/	 2010	 UK	 Storage	

Shipeer	 http://www.shipeer.com	 2014	 Spain	 Freight	
Shipping	

Shipizy	 http://www.shipizy.com/	 2012	 Portugal	 Freight	
Forwarding	

SocioTransit	 http://sociotransit.com/	 2013	 Denmark	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Storemates	 http://storemates.co.uk/		 2012	 UK	 Storage	
Storenextdoor	 https://www.storenextdoor.com/	 2012	 UK	 Storage	

Stuart	 https://stuart.com/		 2015	 France/Spa
in/UK	 Local	Delivery	

Suppertime	 http://www.suppertime.com.au/	 1985	 Australia	 Local	Delivery	

TinyCarrier	 http://signup.tinycarrier.com/		 2013	 US	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Toktoktok	 https://toktoktok.com/		 2013	 France	 Local	Delivery	
Ubereats	 https://ubereats.com/paris/		 2014	 US	 Local	delivery	
Uberush	 https://rush.uber.com	 2014	 US	 Local	Delivery	
Volo	 https://www.volo.de/	 2015	 Germany	 Local	Delivery	
Wunwun	 https://www.wunwun.com/	 2015	 US	 Local	Delivery	

Zaagel	 http://www.zaagel.com/	 2013	 Egypt	 Freight	
Forwarding	

Zipments	 https://zipments.com/		 2013	 US	 Local	Delivery	


