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Abstract 

The rapid development of technology is quickly changing the everyday lives of people, and it is now 

possible to use a mobile phone to pay at the checkout in stores. However, being able to pay with a 

mobile phone has no intrinsic value over existing payment methods, and thus banks have to find a 

way to add value to their mobile payment services through inter-industry collaboration with other 

actors. The aim of this report is to find how banks can collaborate with other actors in order to 

strengthen their brand in the mobile payment business. Through a literature review and several 

interviews with representatives in the financial industry, merchant sector, and academia, this report 

answers questions related to the market in Sweden, dominant design, network externalities, 

business collaboration, trust, and co-branding. This report found that there is a difference in 

prioritization regarding features and qualities of mobile payments between different segments in the 

market, and banks should choose a segment to focus their efforts on. There is also a need for 

discussion in the market between different actors in order to promote the standardization needed to 

develop mobile payment services further, and banks should therefore collaborate with other actors 

regarding standards, even if the collaboration does not need to involve resource sharing. Co-

branding with other actors could also be a way banks to enhance their brand in mobile payments and 

reach new market segments. Trust is a critical factor for the success of mobile payments and the 

handling of customer data will be one of the biggest issues to solve for the banks and their 

collaborators. Finally, the most important conclusion of this report is that the banks have to find a 

business model which is attractive enough to the merchants in order to attract them in collaboration 

and be able to create added value to mobile payments. 

Key-words: inter-industry, collaboration, mobile payment, bank, merchant 
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Sammanfattning 

Den snabba utvecklingen av tekniken förändrar snabbt vardagen för människor, och det är nu möjligt 

att använda en mobiltelefon för att betala i kassan i butiker. Att kunna använda en mobiltelefon för 

att betala istället för nuvarande betalningssätt har dock inget egenvärde och banker måste därför 

hitta ett sätt att addera värde till sina mobilbetalningstjänster genom att samarbeta med andra 

aktörer över industrigränserna. Målet med denna rapport är att finna hur banker kan samarbeta med 

andra aktörer för att stärka sitt varumärke inom mobilbetalningsbranchen. Med hjälp av 

literaturstudier och flera intervjuer med representanter från finansindustrin, handeln och akademi 

svarar den här rapporten på frågeställningar relaterade till den svenska marknaden, dominant design, 

nätverkseffekter, affärssamarbeten, tillit och varumärkessamarbeten. Rapporten visar att det finns 

skillnader mellan de olika marknadssegmenten gällande prioriteringen av funktioner och egenskaper 

hos mobila betalningar, och att banker bör välja ett segment att fokusera på. Vidare fann rapporten 

att det krävs diskussion på marknaden mellan de olika aktörerna för att främja framtagningen av den 

standardisering som krävs för att föra utvecklingen av mobila betalningar framåt. Banker borde 

därför samarbeta med andra aktörer för att få fram en sån standard, även om det inte behöver 

innebära att man delar resurser. Varumärkessamarbeten med andra aktörer kan också användas av 

banker för att förstärka sitt varumärke inom mobila betalningar och nå nya marknadssegment. Tillit 

är en kritisk faktor för att mobila betalningar ska lyckas, och hanteringen av kunddata kommer vara 

ett av de största problemen för bankerna och deras samarbetspartners att lösa. Slutligen så är den 

viktigaste slutsatsen av den här rapporten att banker måste skapa en affärsmodell som är tillräckligt 

attraktiv för handlare för att kunna locka till sig dem till samarbeten och kunna skapa mervärde till 

mobila betalningar.  

Nyckelord: branchöverskridande, samarbete, mobila betalningar, bank, handel 
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1 Introduction 
This chapter introduces the (1.1) background of the report, including the (1.2) problem formulation, 
(1.3) research questions, (1.4) objective and purpose of the report, (1.5) scope and limitations, and 
the (1.6) thesis outline. 

 

1.1 Background 
The mobile phone has evolved into becoming a central part of our everyday lives. Over time, more 

features have been incorporated into the mobile phone other than just making calls and sending text 

messages (SMS). Users were able to purchase personalized content for their mobile phones such as 

ringtones, logos, and games. (Mallat & Tuunainen, 2005) The technical improvements have kept on 

enhancing the mobile phone to include e-mailing, camera, web-browsing, and social networking 

capabilities. With the introduction of smart phones and its rapid penetration in the market users are 

increasingly connected to the internet and the mobile phone has become more and more of a 

lifestyle product which is changing the way consumers explore, research, choose, and purchase 

products (Accenture, 2012). 

One of the radical additions to the mobile phone’s capabilities was the introduction of mobile 

payments. Mobile payment is not a new phenomenon and has been around since the end of the 20th 

century, but as consumers are becoming more engaged with their mobile phones the development 

of mobile payment has become an increasingly noticed field. The development has come far since 

initially when users were introduced to the possibility of paying via phone call or by SMS. Payment by 

SMS has been particularly successful in the field of ticketing and purchasing of mobile digital content. 

The success has further catalyzed the development of mobile payments and led to many new 

possibilities, which can be categorized depending on their technological capabilities and field of use. 

Remote payments such as payments through phone call, SMS, internet, and applications in the 

phone can be initiated regardless of the payer’s location in relation to the receiving party. The 

remote payment methods are common in public transportation and e-commerce. Proximity 

payments, on the other hand, are used when both parties are in the same location and a mobile 

phone is used to carry out the payment by communicating with the receiving device through 

contactless radio technologies. The common examples of such technologies are near field 

communication (NFC) or using the mobile phone’s camera to scan pictures of bar codes (QR-code). 

One of the highly anticipated usages of proximity mobile payments is using the phones at checkout in 

a store, which is referred to as mobile payments at the point-of-sale (POS). The different 

technologies are currently being tested in different markets, and depending on the market 

conditions they have been met with various degrees of enthusiasm. In the markets where mobile 

payments are still in the start-up phase actors from many industries, such as merchants, financial 

institutes, mobile operators (MNOs), and third party providers, are trying to find out where to 

position themselves and how to incorporate mobile payments into their business. (BearingPoint, 

2012) 

One of the challenges which all the actors in the mobile payment business face is that consumers see 

the act of paying as very simple and fully functioning as it is today (Swedbank AB, 2012). There has 

been a lot of debate about how to attract consumers to use mobile payments, and many argue that 
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mobile payments have to offer more than current payment methods, and that mobile payments 

should enhance the consumers’ purchasing experience in order to make it an interesting payment 

option (KPMG, 2011; Ciber, 2012; Dahlberg, et al., 2008; Ondrus, et al., 2008). In order to add value 

to mobile payments, actors need to gain experience and consumer insight, and one way to do so is 

by looking into possibilities of collaborating with other actors (Accenture, 2012; Contini, et al., 2011; 

Deloitte, 2011). One market where actors are currently investigating collaboration opportunities in 

mobile payments is Sweden. 

Up until now, most mobile payment collaborations in Sweden have been occurring between actors 

from the same industry, such as Swish, which is a mobile money transfer solution developed by six 

major Swedish banks, and WyWallet, which is a collaborative project of the four major Swedish 

mobile operators (Swish, 2012; 4T Sverige AB, 2013). However, some recent research states that a 

single industry or organization may lack the necessary building blocks to deliver a solution which can 

satisfy all the consumers’ needs. This means that in order to achieve a successful business model, 

actors that have previously stayed within their own industries for collaboration will have to reach out 

across industry boundaries to find new partners. (Edgar, Dunn & Company, 2011) One of the inter-

industry solutions in the Swedish market is BART, which is a result of collaboration between a major 

Swedish bank and a large merchant chain. BART is in an early stage of introduction and its features 

are still limited. (Swedbank AB, 2013) 

Banks have always had a strong position in the payment industry, but the rapid development in the 

payment market and the new actors entering have made banks aware of the importance of acting 

fast in order to capture the opportunities which mobile payments might present. If banks are not 

responsive to the changes they risk becoming a ‘transaction-only’ actor and miss out on the potential 

revenue streams of mobile payments. (Ciber, 2012) The banks’ strong position and long relationship 

with the consumers’ have given them deep insight into the consumers’ financial habits. However, 

there are several more information areas which could help banks with developing a successful 

mobile payment solution, and one way to acquire that information is through collaboration with 

actors from other industries. There are multiple possible collaboration partners which could help 

banks acquire the additional information about consumers. This report will focus on collaboration 

with merchants as they are an important part of the value chain and an influence to the consumers’ 

choice of payments. 
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1.2 Problem Formulation 
From the background we can derive a concise problem formulation, as follows: 

Finding how a bank can use collaboration in order to strengthen their brand in the mobile payment 

business. 

 

1.3 Research Questions 
In order to analyze and solve the problem the following research questions will be answered: 

RQ1 – What kind of circumstances would allow banks to create more value around their services and 

how can these circumstances be realized? 

RQ2 – How can collaboration help increase the customer base in mobile payment? 

RQ3 – How can banks and merchants benefit from collaboration with each other, and what is the 

biggest challenge to overcome in collaboration about mobile payments? 

RQ4 – Which is the most valuable asset for banks in order to attract merchants in collaboration about 

mobile payment? 

RQ5 – Can co-branding be used as a strategy to strengthen a brand in mobile payments? 

 

1.4 Objective and Purpose  
The objective of this study is to investigate how banks, through collaboration can enhance their 

brand in the market of mobile payments and suggest areas of importance for banks to consider when 

developing future mobile payment services. 

The industrial purpose of the report is to function as a pre-study, which can be used by a bank when 

investigating collaboration with other actors in mobile payments and provide them with an 

additional perspective of the market. The academic purpose of the report is to increase the 

knowledge of the Swedish mobile payment market and discuss what is required to make mobile 

payments successful. 

 

1.5 Scope and Limitations 
In order to accomplish a study with reliable and valid discussions and conclusions, a scope has been 

defined. This study is focused on investigating the current situation of mobile payments in the 

Swedish market, and finding what a bank should focus on when collaborating with merchants in 

mobile payments. The reason for this limitation is both a factor of time and transferability. Looking 

into the market of several countries would mean a much broader content and risk for losing depth. 

Due to the differences in culture, legislations, and level of technological development in different 

countries, it would be very difficult to reach a valid conclusion for the global industry. However, some 

general comparisons are made using literature and case studies conducted in other countries, which 

serves as inspiration.  
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The report investigates the Swedish mobile payment market from a bank’s point of view. Despite the 

vast amount of theories applicable only the most relevant theories were used. The selected theories 

are dominant design, network externalities, business collaboration, trust, and co-branding. This study 

will not completely and extensively address all of the issues related to collaborations, but only the 

most vital topics will be touched upon. The study may serve as inspiration for companies in other 

industries, although we cannot claim validity to other markets. 

The definition of mobile payments used in this report is payments done with the help of a mobile 

phone used at Point of Sale (POS) in stores. While the report acknowledges the existence of many 

more definitions of mobile payments, such as m-commerce and mobility in card terminals, the POS 

mobile payments are the main focus of the collaborations investigated here.  

 

1.6 Thesis Outline 
The first chapter – Introduction provides a background to the subject, including the problem 

formulation, research questions, objective and purpose of the report, and scope and limitations. 

This second chapter – Methodology starts with a discussion about the choice of research method, 

interview method, and data collection. The choice of interviewees is explained before a discussion on 

the reliability, validity, and bias factors of the report. 

The third chapter – Swedish Payment Market explains The Cash and Card Payments in Sweden. The 

chapter further describes the Mobile Payments in Sweden with the different actors’ motivations to 

enter the mobile payment market. 

The fourth chapter – Existing Solutions in Sweden explains the bank owned solutions Swish and BART, 

followed by operator owned solution WyWallet, the independent solution SEQR, and Other Solutions.    

The fifth chapter – Theoretical framework reviews the theoretical concepts used for analysis in this 

report. The theories covered are Dominant design, Network Externalities, Business collaboration, 

Trust, and Service branding together with Co-branding. The chapter ends with a gap analysis and 

description of the report’s contribution to research. 

The sixth chapter – Empirical findings presents the findings from the interviews and follows a 

structure, which covers The Swedish Payment Market, Emerging of a Dominant Design, Effect of 

Network Externalities in Mobile Payments, Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments, Trust 

in Mobile Payment Collaborations, Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments. 

The seventh chapter – Discussion uses the theoretical framework to analyze the empirical findings 

according to the same structure as the previous chapter. 

The eighth chapter – Conclusions answers the initial research questions by presenting the conclusions 

drawn from the discussion based on empirical findings and the theoretical framework. It follows the 

same structure as the previous two chapters. The end of the chapter contains a summary of the 

answers to the initial research questions. 

The ninth, and last, chapter – Future research presents the proposed future research areas identified 

in the report. 
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2 Methodology 
This chapter starts with a discussion about the choice between conducting a (2.1) quantitative or 
qualitative research. It then continues to describe the choice of (2.2) interview method and (2.3) data 
collection. After that the choice of (2.4) interviewees is explained before a discussion on the (2.5) 
reliability, validity, and bias factors of the report. 

 

2.1 Quantitative and Qualitative Research 
As data collection is one of the most important aspects of research, it is vital to understand the 

different methods available. The two most widely used methodological approaches for this kind of 

research are qualitative and quantitative research. They differ in their view on how data is collected 

and analyzed, and it is therefore important to understand the advantages and disadvantages 

associated with each method in order to achieve the best possible outcome. 

The quantitative research method is used to verify theories, principles, and other pre-stated theses 

through testing and analysis of quantified data. This method requires large amounts of data in order 

to be reliable and to create a generic solution. (Eriksson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 2006) This study was 

not built on testing a pre-stated thesis but instead it focused on creating an understanding by 

discussing the subject with relevant sources. Qualitative research is performed by collecting 

qualitative data, which provides in-depth information, making it possible to describe a complex 

phenomenon in its context (Collis & Hussey, 2009). The qualitative research method has the 

advantage of being dynamic, meaning it is possible for the researcher to change focus at any time of 

the study, which has been important as new areas were explored and the scope changed during the 

course of the project. As Colin and Hussey (2009) state, the pre-defined research questions might 

have to be adjusted during the study as important findings might point out other areas worth 

investigating. The research questions in this study were continuously reevaluated to ensure their 

relevance and validity to the market’s conditions. Due to the nature of the data collected in 

qualitative research, such as in-depth interviews, the findings are difficult to repeat and the 

conclusions are not always generalizable (Burke Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). However, because 

of the complexity of the topic investigated in this report, applying a qualitative method was still more 

suitable since a deeper understanding is required when drawing conclusions. 

 

2.2 Interviews 
There are various ways of collecting qualitative data for a study, most notably through interviews. 

There were many indicators early on in the project which illustrated that the market was biased and 

that the different actors identified themselves and their solutions as more important for the future 

development of the market. Therefore the semi-structured interview process proposed by Collis & 

Hussey (2009) was used in order to understand and grasp the interviewee’s world in a subject which 

is conceived as confidential or commercially sensitive. Furthermore, semi-structured interviews were 

useful since the matters and questions that were raised during the interviews were sometimes 

changed from one interview session to another as different aspects of the topic were revealed. The 

semi-structured interview method gave the interviewees the freedom to explore the topics in greater 

detail, which is one of the greater advantages of using this approach. However, the openness of the 

questions made the process of data analysis and drawing conclusions more difficult. Despite the 
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difficulties associated with the semi-structured interview method, neither the structured, nor the 

unstructured methods would have produced a result with the same focused depth. 

 

2.3 Data Collection 
Primary sources for data collection in this study were through interviews. The interviews were semi-

structured and therefore contained prepared questions with the intention to cover the relevant 

topics which would help to answer the research questions. Most questions were of an open 

character to allow the interviewees to explain the topic in their own words. (Collis & Hussey, 2009) 

Depending on which side of the market the interviewee belonged to some questions were tailored 

specifically to their role as representatives for merchants or banks, while other questions were the 

same for all interviewees. This was done since the interviewees had expertise in different areas and 

they represented different opinions. Personal interviews were used, which Kothari (2004) proposes 

as a mean to reach greater depth by leaving room for restructuring of the interview questions during 

the session. Each interview was conducted during one hour. The questions were sent to the 

interviewees at least one day before the interview sessions in order to give them time to prepare. 

According to Padgett (2004), sending the questionnaire beforehand allowed the interviewees to 

provide better and more concise answers. All sessions were recorded in audio as permission was 

given by the interviewees, and the interviews were also documented through notes. The recorded 

quotes were transcribed and verified by the interviewee when they were used in the report. 

Collection of secondary sources for data in this study was conducted through literature reviews 

within the investigated area. Finding theories relevant to the topic was vital as it provided a 

foundation that supports the drawn conclusions. The literature review consists of books, scientific 

articles, white papers and other consultancy reports. Since the mobile payment market is constantly 

facing changes and new events are taking place as rapidly as every week, some information was 

collected by reading press releases, newspaper articles, and websites. This process has been 

necessary to update the information about the Swedish payment market, where several changes to 

the positions and solutions of actors have occurred since the start of the project. The first collection 

of theories used a wide scope which included a vast number of theories before a few were chosen 

and deeper analyzed. Even though these theories acted as the basis when forming the interview 

questions, the theoretical framework was expanded when new and relevant theoretical concepts 

were found during the interview process. The five theories used to create the final theoretical 

framework in this report are: (1) Dominant design, (2) Network Externalities, (3) Business 

Collaboration, (4) Trust, and (5) Co-branding. 

The framework was developed using these five theories as they all provided the theoretical aspects 

which were useful when analyzing the results from the interviews. Dominant design is relevant as the 

market is currently in the pre-standard stage and no dominant design has been set. The theory helps 

explain what the banks and other actors can do in order to work for the creation of a dominant 

design. Network externalities explain how many of the effects which are present at a new market 

work and how the actors in the market can benefit from them. Business collaboration helps 

understanding the different collaboration methods as well as how collaboration between different 

companies could be handled. The theory is relevant for this study in order to evaluate if there is an 

emerging need for collaboration in today’s market, and what challenges exist. The theory about trust 
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is vital when studying mobile payments as trust appears to be a great concern in the development 

and maintaining of payment solutions. Finally, co-branding is an interesting theory since the 

interviewed actors are all concerned with the brand name and brand equity of their company in 

collaborations with other actors.  

All interviews were conducted following the same structure in order to avoid bias from the 

interviewers. Statements made by interviewees during interview sessions were validated, and the 

data collected from primary sources was analyzed with the help of the theoretical body of knowledge 

collected from the secondary sources. 

 

2.4 Interviewees 
The interviewees were chosen because of their knowledge, experience, and vital positions in the 

current mobile payment market in Sweden. Several stakeholders, as well as people with great insight 

into the market were interviewed and are listed below in different categories. Consumers were not 

interviewed in this study since performing consumer would be very time consuming, and individual 

consumers would provide little input for the aim of this study. 

The banks were included in the empirical study as their point of view plays a central role for the 

report. Swedbank is in the forefront of mobile payments research and provided the insights and 

perspective of the initiating bank. The other bank, Nordea, was interviewed as they are one of the 

collaboration partners of Swedbank and their opinions were important in order to determine what 

kind of collaboration is appropriate for other involved banks. Swedish Bankers’ Association 

(Bankföreningen) provided the opinion and perspective of the financial sector as a whole. 

Axfood was included as they are a current partner of Swedbank for a POS mobile payment solution 

currently in the rollout phase, and they are an important representative of the merchant side. The 

Swedish Trade Federation (Svensk Handel) and the Swedish grocery merchants’ association 

(Livsmedelshandlarna) provided the opinion and perspective of the Swedish merchants as a whole. 

An academic perspective was included with the aim of providing a broader and more neutral 

perspective of the market. Researchers in academics are knowledgeable, have a good insight into the 

past events in a market, and a greater understanding of the reasons behind. 

2.4.1 Banks 

Name Position Date of interview 

Jesper Ahrgren 
Mobile Payments Group at 

Swedbank 
2013-04-10 

Leif Trogen 
Head of Banking Infrastructure 
at Swedish Bankers’ Association 

2013-04-16 

Torbjörn Furubjelke 
Senior Product Manager, 

Mobile & Emerging Payments 
at Nordea 

2013-04-15 

Table 1 Interviewed bank representatives 
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2.4.2 Trade and Commerce 

Name Position Date of interview 

Bengt Nilervall 
Head of Payments at Svensk 

Handel (Swedish Trade 
Federation) 

2013-04-18 

John Svensson Business Developer at Axfood 2013-04-11 

Pär Bygdeson 
CEO at Livsmedelshandlarna 
(Swedish grocery merchants’ 

association) 
2013-05-03 

Table 2 Interviewed merchant representatives 

 

2.4.3 Academics 

Name Position Date of interview 

Per Andersson 
Professor at the department of 

marketing and strategy at 
Stockholm School of Economics 

2013-03-26 

Table 3 Interviewed academics 

 

2.5 Reliability, Validity, and Bias Factors 
When using a qualitative research method it is important to reduce the collected data first before 

restructuring it in order to get rid of out-of-context information. The valid data is then categorized to 

reach a verifiable conclusion. (Collis & Hussey, 2009) Since the primary sources of data used in this 

study came from interviews, it was important to treat the data objectively in order to avoid letting 

personal opinions and bias influence the analysis. As there are different purposes with studies 

conducted in a qualitative or a quantitative way, it was important to always consider that the study 

had its own environment, and that qualitative studies are used to create an understanding of the 

phenomenon, and not just explain it. The context is also important when reviewing the literature in 

order to give validity to the research (Stenbacka, 2001). 

In order to avoid bias from individual companies, several representatives for larger interest groups, 

such as the Swedish trade federation and Swedish bankers’ association were interviewed. Another 

motivation to the choice of interviewees was to ensure that this report is not only based on people 

with the same opinions. As previously mentioned; the interviews were done in a semi-structured 

fashion which creates difficulty when recreating the research, interviewees might answer differently 

when asked the same questions at a later time. However, in order to allow for replication the 

interview questions are included at the end of the report. The reliability of the secondary sources 

was ensured by only gathering information from trusted sources. Since the mobile payment research 

area is volatile and constantly changing, the circumstances of the market may have changed since 

the report was written. 
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3 Swedish Payment Market 
This chapter explains the (3.1) Cash and Card Payments in Sweden. The chapter further describes the 
(3.2) Mobile Payments in Sweden and follows by the (3.2.1) The Banks’ Motivation, (3.2.2) Mobile 
Operators’ Motivation, (3.2.3) Merchants’ Motivation and Influence along with (3.2.4) Third Party 
Providers’ Motivation. In (3.2.5) Consumers, the users’ incentives in mobile payments are presented.   

 

3.1 Cash and Card Payments in Sweden 
In order to analyze the future development of the mobile payment market in Sweden there has to be 

an understanding of the current situation of the payment market. The following section will describe 

the two most prominent payment options available today as well as their advantages and drawbacks. 

Sweden has two general payment options, cash payments and card payments. Cash payments are 

performed at the point of sale by the payer handing over the money directly to the receiver. Card 

payments are carried out through electronic transactions where money is sent between the two 

parties’ bank accounts. The banks act as intermediaries by receiving information about the amount 

of money to be transferred and then carrying out the transaction for a fee, without any further 

involvement of the two original transacting parties. Cash payments require a lot of work, where the 

different involved actors have to handle the money manually. The actors for which there are costs 

associated with cash payments are the Swedish federal bank, value transport companies, banks, 

merchants, and consumers. However, only the three last categories have costs associated with card 

payment. (Segendorf & Jansson, 2012) The card based payments also require little manual labor, as 

they are handled via electronic transactions. However, in order to carry out the electronic payments, 

there has to be a financial infrastructure in place, which consists of various types of IT systems, 

online banking systems, card terminals, and clearing platforms. The infrastructure is built and owned 

by the banks and card companies, and is financed by using annual and transaction fees charged to 

consumers and merchants that are connected to the network. The card issuing bank charges an 

annual fee from the card users, and for each transaction they receive a fee from the acquiring bank, 

which then charges a service fee from the merchant. The total cost of card payments in Sweden is 

over 7 billion SEK each year, and the costs are divided between merchant and consumers, where 

consumers only see the 40% paid by them through annual fees, and the 60% paid by merchants are 

invisible to them. According to a report on the competition in the Swedish market, network 

externalities create willingness for merchants to offer card payments as an alternative to their 

customers, while consumers are not forced to use card payments. Hortlund and Svensson (2012) 

emphasize that this has been used as a motive by banks for the decision to disfavor merchants and 

let them carry more of the costs. 

Both payment options are costly but Segendorf & Jansson (2012) state that once there is an 

infrastructure in place, the cost of payments tends to decrease as the number of payments increases. 

However, Hortlund & Svensson (2012) argue that the lowered costs from increased efficiency in the 

payment infrastructure only benefit the infrastructure provider, and that it should also benefit the 

merchants by lowering their costs instead of just adding to the profits of the financial institutes. They 

further state that the revenues and profits must therefore be made visible to those that pay the fees, 

and that banks should present their revenues. The two payment options each have their own 

benefits and drawbacks. Cash payments do not require a special infrastructure in place, so it is 

practical for payments between individuals. During a cash payment, the money is also transferred 
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instantly to the receiving party. Cash can therefore be considered very quick and easy, especially for 

smaller payments. There is a risk of counterfeiting when dealing with cash in a business, and a buyer 

is always limited to the amount of cash they normally carry with them and cannot purchase anything 

which is more expensive than that. Card payments on the other hand give the buyer access to more 

cash than they carry with them, which is preferable for most people, and often more convenient 

when transacting large amounts of money. In the study by Hortlund & Svensson (2012) on whether 

card payments or cash was preferred by merchants shows that 92% percent of merchants prefer card 

payments based on convenience, and 77% prefer it based on time consumption. 95% of the 

merchants said that they preferred card payments based on the factor of customer satisfaction. 

However, cash was preferred by 59% when cost was the deciding factor. Figure 1, Preferred payment 

method by merchants illustrates the results of the findings. 

 

Figure 1 Preferred payment method by merchants 

Two potential drawbacks of card payments is that it may not be an accepted payment option if the 

required infrastructure is not in place, and there is a risk for fraud. This means that the two payment 

options are suitable for different situations, and it is often up to the buyer to decide on which 

method they prefer, since most merchants in Sweden provide both options. (Segendorf & Jansson, 

2012) 

The time necessary for cash payments increases with the size of the payment, whereas the time used 

for a card payment is the same, regardless of its size. According to Segendorf & Jansson (2012) a 

study conducted in 2009 shows that the average time required for a card payment in stores was 25 

seconds and the time required for a cash payment was 26 seconds. However, they state that for 

smaller amounts, cash payments would probably be less time consuming, especially if the even sum 

was available. Large and irregular sums on the other hand would be more time consuming due to the 

time it would take to find the correct amount or hand back change to the buyer. Cash also increase 

the time needed for merchants to count the tills at the end of the day, and buyers may have to wait 

in line at an ATM in order to withdraw cash. (Segendorf & Jansson, 2012) 
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The study by Segendorf & Jansson (2012) also shows that Swedish consumers are very price-sensitive. 

When checks were priced in Sweden the usage declined rapidly. Another situation where the 

Swedish consumers’ price-sensitivity is illustrated is in the low level of interest in handling banking 

matters over the counter in banking offices, as there are fees associated with those services. Not 

wanting to pay for transactions has given consumers incentives to switch to online banking. A survey 

by the Swedish federal bank also shows that differences in habits between the different consumer 

segments influence their choice of payment method. Elderly people prefer cash while the younger 

generations are more inclined to use card payments. (Nyberg, 2011) 

What makes Sweden unique as a market it the high usage of card payments at 70%, which means to 

a low usage of cash (Hortlund & Svensson, 2012). The usage of card payments in Sweden has 

increased lately. In 2002, card payments surpassed the number of cash withdrawals from ATMs, and 

in 2009 the average Swedish person made 182 card payments, but only about 30 cash withdraws 

(Nyberg, 2008; Nyberg, 2011). This increase in card payments compared to cash payments is still 

growing (Svenska Bankföreningen, 2013). However, cash is not disappearing completely, and one of 

the main reasons for why cash is still used in Sweden is that there are not always suitable substitutes 

available, for example in the secondary markets in Sweden, such as Blocket or flea markets. In such 

situations, transactions between bank account may be more time consuming than paying with cash. 

(Nyberg, 2011) 

From the description of the Swedish payment market it is obvious that card payments is the 

dominant payment method in Sweden, and cash keeps playing an important role since there is still a 

need for it in certain situations. However, the rapid development of technology has led to the 

introduction of new and innovative payment alternatives such as mobile payments entering the 

market and becoming a viable optional payment method. 

 

3.2 Mobile Payments in Sweden 
”The mobile phone is already a natural part of our everyday lives. Mobile payments will therefore 

most likely be a natural payment instrument.” (Svensk Handel, 2011) 

The last couple of years have seen many similar statements about mobile payments. It is a hot topic, 

and there have been many speculations about it being the next step within the field of payments. 

Despite the hype and enthusiasm in the market, no mobile payment service has yet managed to 

successfully establish itself as a real alternative payment method. One market in which mobile 

payments is very topical is Sweden. Swedish Bankers association explains the reason as the fact that 

people in Sweden are used to handling their banking through the internet. 76% of all bill payments 

are handled through internet banking, a number which rises to 96% for the younger generations. The 

consumers’ contact with their banks is happening more and more through the use of smart phones 

and tablets via applications provided by the banks. (Svenska Bankföreningen, 2013) Precise numbers 

of users for the banks’ applications are hard to find, but one quarter of Swedbank’s customer 

contacts in 2012 were handled via mobile applications (Swedbank AB, 2012). Other statistics verifies 

the notion of Sweden being a mobile nation. The total population of Sweden is 9.5 million, but the 

number of mobile subscriptions is 13.7 million, giving Sweden an average of more than 1.4 mobile 

phone subscriptions per capita. Furthermore, the market has a smart phone penetration of 51% and 

76% of all mobile subscriptions use 3G technology or higher. The inclusion of high speed mobile data 
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is making the population increasingly connected to the internet through their mobile phones, and 

75% of all users in a survey by Google said that they use their phone to access internet every day. 

Between 2011 and 2012, the total mobile data traffic in the Swedish market increased by 73% from 

42.3 Tbyte to 73.3 Tbyte, and it is still rising. (Google, 2012; Post- och telestyrelsen, 2012) 

When seeing how the mobile phone has become such a vital part of the consumers’ everyday life, it 

is clear that Sweden is an interesting market to investigate the introduction of a mobile payment 

solution in. There are many actors that are interested in investing in mobile payments and they all 

have their own motivations for becoming a part of the market. There are several possible outcomes 

of the mobile payments market, ranging from a single victor to an all-out war between the actors of 

the different involved industries. The outcome on a global level may differ from the situation in local 

markets, and it is difficult to predict how it will all end. However, the following section provides an 

analysis of the different Swedish actors’ motivation for investing in mobile payments. 

 

3.2.1 The Banks’ Motivation 

While financial institutions in other countries are unsure on what technology to invest in, the 

Swedish banks are more eager to take place in the forefront of mobile payments development. The 

banks have always been a vital part of payments, and with the introduction of this new alternative 

they want to make sure they protect that business (SWIFT, 2012). There is increased competitive 

pressure in all markets, and Sweden is no exception, which forces the banks to be responsive in order 

to defend their market share. Just because banks have had a strong position in payments before 

does not mean they are certain to play an important part in mobile payments (Ciber, 2012; 

Accenture, 2012). Banks are not necessary to realize mobile payments, as seen in countries where an 

MNO-centric model is dominating the market. SWIFT (2012) states that if banks are not alert and stay 

in the forefront they may risk being pushed aside by other actors. By taking an active role and 

protecting their reputation as trustworthy, banks may be able to deter new actors from entering the 

market. The banks want to keep their customers, and the increased usage of mobile banking shows 

that they need to offer that mobility in order to stay competitive. As less of consumers’ contact today 

with banks is carried out at banking offices the contact must instead happen through digital mediums. 

(Svenska Bankföreningen, 2013) Since the phone is such an important part of the consumers’ 

everyday life banks can use the opportunity to connect closer with their customers. The mobile 

payments open up new channels, which can also help banks attract new customer, both consumers 

and merchants, and they are thus able to capture many of the new revenue streams which emerge. 

Svenska Bankföreningen (2013) also states that cash displacement is a priority in countries such as 

Sweden where human capital is expensive. A cashless society would mean lower costs for banks in 

handling the money and mobile payments are a very promising solution to the problem, if they can 

replace much of the cash payments used today. 

 

3.2.2 Mobile Operators’ Motivation 

For the mobile operators, mobile payments are about finding new revenue streams. MNOs have 

lately had diminishing profits from their voice services and unexpected low revenues from data 

traffic. (Ciber, 2012) However, the MNOs have long been a part of the mobile content business, 

where premium SMS services have allowed consumers to purchase digital content for their phones 
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which then is charged to their carrier bill. They have also had much experience with SMS-ticketing in 

Swedish public transportation. For example, travelers in Stockholm are able to send an SMS with a 

short 2-4 letter code and receive a ticket in their phone, and at the start of 2013, SMS-ticketing was 

used 30 000 times each day as an alternative to using travel passes or one way tickets which had to 

be purchased beforehand (SvD, 2013). Using the mobile phone to purchase tickets has been 

successful in most of the country, and it has accustomed consumers to paying with their mobile 

phone. The success with previous ventures has shown that there is great potential for MNOs to profit 

from mobile payments, and since they already possess the necessary infrastructure for purchasing 

and billing, the step to fully providing a mobile payment solution is not far away. However, changes 

in the Swedish payment service law have forced them to reinvent their solution and they are now 

hoping to provide the customers with a full mobile payment solution. 

”With their 13 million mobile subscriptions and substantial marketing-muscles the four [Swedish] 

operators hope for a bigger success.” (NyTeknik, 2012) 

By offering mobile payments, MNOs are able to utilize their user base and help service providers 

personalize services. The MNOs can then collect additional service fees from the usage, while at the 

same time provide increased value services to their customers, which could increase loyalty and 

reduce customer turnover. (Svensk Handel, 2011) They have an advantage in that they can charge 

consumers directly on their carrier bill, and there is a whole generation who are more familiar with 

the brand of their MNOs than their bank (Ciber, 2012). The MNOs want to reap the benefits of having 

such a large user base, but they are somewhat limited due to financial legislations and the increased 

risks when the values of the transactions grow larger. 

The MNOs have become increasingly active and important in mobile payments in other countries, 

and they are interested in getting back the investments in infrastructure through added services and 

increased data traffic. A study conducted by BearingPoint (2012) shows that the MNOs are actively 

trying to create various business models and exclude their competitors by replacing banks with 

Internet intermediaries. The study presents a few examples where MNOs have taken a stronger 

position in mobile payments such as NTT DoCoMo (Japan), Mobipay (Spain), Mpass (Germany), and 

Mobikom (Austria). 

The Mpass solution in Germany is a joint venture between Vodafone Germany, Deutche Telekom, 

and Telefónica (O2) Germany. The service is free of charge and allow users to use their mobile phone 

to pay for online shopping, by providing their mobile phone number and replying to a confirmation 

SMS. The MNOs face various challenges with this business model; such as offering the right set of 

products and making sure the solution is perceived as secure and reliable. The concerns in the 

market about risk, consumer integrity, and fraud are obstacles for the mass adoption by consumers 

and merchants, and the MNOs currently lack a strong business relationship with the merchants. 

There are also challenges with deploying the necessary POS equipment at merchants, and the MNOs 

must be able to handle the new requirements on billing and customer service. (BearingPoint, 2012) 

One of the extreme cases in mobile payments is Japan, where the situation is very different from 

other countries because of the MNOs’ extremely strong influence. Giodobaldi (2011) uses the 

example of the Japanese MNO NTT DoCoMo that secured support for their mobile payment service 

by purchasing a bank. They also ensured there was a significant amount of acceptation points at 

merchants by integrating with a large retail chain. The service is called Mobile Suica, or ‘Mobile 
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wallet’ and uses NFC technology, which is widespread in Japan. Edgar, Dunn & Company (2011) 

describes NTT DoCoMo and a few other MNOs’ system, which allows users to make a purchase and 

then use a two-dimensional QR barcode sent to their phone to identify and finalize the sale at the 

store. The QR-code is thus used as a digital receipt for the transaction. This system bears some 

resemblance to the BART system in Sweden, explained later in the chapter, which also uses QR-codes 

to identify transactions via the phone’s display and a scanner at the checkout. Despite the success of 

the Japanese MNOs’ solution, the spread to Sweden and many other countries has been hindered by 

incompatibility between the systems, standards, and regulations in the markets. 

 

3.2.3 Merchants’ Motivation and Influence 

There is a high penetration of smart phones in the Swedish market, and various studies show that 

more people are using their mobile phone for shopping. This has opened the merchants’ eyes to the 

question of how they can benefit from mobile payments. (Google, 2012; Cluckey, 2011) 

Handelsbarometern, which is a monthly publication from the Swedish trade federation, states that 8 

out of 10 merchants are interested in new technical payment solutions, such as allowing consumers 

to pay with their mobile phone. Among the merchant segments Svensk Handel (2013) identifies 

grocery merchants as the most enthusiastic market segment for adopting mobile payments. They 

further state that customers of grocery merchants are more interested in using mobile payments. 

The underlying reasons for different merchants’ interest in mobile payments vary between the 

segments. Deloitte (2011) states that some merchant globally do not accept card payments for lower 

amounts since the fees are too high, which Svensk Handel (2011) verifies for the Swedish market as 

well. This motivates the merchants’ interest in looking into alternative payment options that can 

replace cash. Svensk Handel (2011) says that mobile payments show great potential for lowering the 

cash usage and shortening the processing time for purchases for street vendors, convenience stores, 

and public transportation companies. Other places that benefit from a simplified payment and 

reduced processing time for purchases are bars, restaurants, and fast food establishments. They 

further state that these are places where the usage of cash can be lowered even more, and thus 

mobile payments would be a suitable alternative. Retail merchants, such as clothing and electronic 

stores, mostly handle card payments and have less pressure of providing fast checkouts, so Svensk 

Handel (2011) instead mentions their incentives for investing in mobile payments to lie in added 

value services. According to a study by First Data Corporation (2012), large merchant chains are more 

interested in marketing and loyalty aspects of mobile payments, and identify them as a new channel 

to reach consumers with offers and promotions, loyalty programs with real-time rewards, 

automatically balanced gift cards, and much more. All of the above mentioned reasons can enhance 

the merchants’ image in the eyes of the consumers. A study by Ciber (2012) implies that if Swedish 

merchants were offered a solution which could realize these ambitions, they were likely to offer it as 

a payment option to their consumers.  

An interesting market studied by Ondrus et al. (2008) is Switzerland where the payment service 

provider PostFinance managed to meet most conditions through its dominant position in the market 

and the involvement of major retailers in its solution. However, it did not manage to provide any 

additional values and therefore failed to provide incentives for merchants and consumers to join in. A 

report by Accenture (2012) further explains that merchants are hesitant to adopt a solution unless 
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the benefits are clears. The reason for this is that they do not want to risk adopting a solution which 

is not supported by their consumers and does not have a working infrastructure in place. 

Merchants have enormous power over the customer data and can see in detail what consumers have 

bought, information which give them valuable insight into the consumers’ buying habits and what 

they might be interested in buying later. One case which really exemplifies the power of the 

merchants’ access to consumers’ buying habits is when the large American retail store, Target, 

managed to find out that a woman was pregnant before she knew it herself (Duhigg, 2012). The 

merchants’ customer data carries huge value when creating additional services for mobile payments. 

However, sharing the customer data is associated with additional costs for merchants and so far 

there have not been enough incentives for merchants to share the data. (True, 2013) 

The loyalty and marketing opportunities, which mobile payments offer, create significant incentives 

for merchants to be interested in mobile payments. However, another important aspect is the 

possibility of reduced costs. Right now looking at the Swedish market, card payment is a service, 

which is offered only by a few providers, and the competition in the market is low. Hortlund & 

Svensson (2012) claims that the low level of competition has led to high costs for card payments, and 

the costs are still rising. The study further shows that 90 percent of merchants now rank card 

payments as one of their top ten costs of business. 

 

Figure 2 Not profitable card payments 

According to the survey illustrated in Figure 2, Not profitable card payemts, Hortlund & Svensson 

(2012) find that a majority of merchant do not see card payments as a profitable payment option for 

low value payments. 28% said that card payments were no longer profitable for payments between 

1-49 SEK. 31% said that they were not profitable for payments between 50-99 SEK and the same 

number stated 100-149 SEK as the range where it was not profitable. 10% stated that card payments 

were not profitable even for payments over 150 SEK. This shows that merchants are not satisfied 

with the costs for card payments for low values. Hortlund & Svensson (2012) propose to make the 

costs associated with payments transparent. They claim that transparency would allow the 

companies who pay the fees to make rational decisions and allow other actors to compete with the 
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incumbent companies on price in order to win the favor of consumers. Transparency would also 

mean that those who indirectly pay the fees are aware of it, and that banks would be forced to show 

their revenues from card payments. 

Both Hortlund & Svensson (2012) and Segendorf & Jansson agree that there are costs associated with 

operating a transaction infrastructure, which means that fees are unavoidable, but Hortlund & 

Svensson (2012) say that these costs must be presented in order to make pricing fair. Right now 

there is an oligopoly situation in the market, which allows the banks and card companies to charge 

high fees. If the level of competition is increased, it can lead to lower prices. They also add that an 

increased number of actors may increase the financial stability of the Swedish market. 

 

3.2.4 Third Party Providers’ Motivation 

There are a number of independent third party providers available, both globally and locally. They 

are sometimes called independent providers and some have not been involved in the payment 

ecosystem before. However, with the introduction of mobile payments, third party providers have 

the opportunity to seize market shares from the incumbent companies. KPMG (2009) states that the 

payment processing business is very lucrative and a company that manages to take the role from 

banks or other payment companies can reap huge profits. 

Globally there are many companies, which are entering the mobile payments market, such as 

handset manufacturers. They have the opportunity to incorporate payment solutions in their 

handsets and potentially set standards in technology and services, which are then distributed to the 

market through their normal distribution channels. Karnouskos & Fokus (2004) state that handset 

manufacturers tend to have open systems and rely on cooperation with other actors. Technology 

companies are also potential third party providers of mobile payments, and companies like Google, 

Apple, and even Facebook are already important actors in the mobile area. KPMG (2011) says in its 

study that these companies have knowledge about using customer data and are known for disrupting 

existing industries through new business models. However, they also state that these companies lack 

the local presence. Card companies such as VISA and Master Card are also trying out several mobile 

payment solutions. These include VISAs V.me and their open wallet, and Master Card’s Paypass in 

collaboration with SEB and Swedbank. Even the online retailer eBay and with their payment solution 

PayPal, is moving from online purchasing and money transfer to a mobile solution. 

Locally in Sweden there are a number of different independent providers who are aiming to find a 

place in the payment market. These include Seamless Distribution AB with their solution SEQR, Payair 

a Swedish company with international partners in several markets, PayEx, EasyPark, and iZettle. 

According to Karnouskos & Fokus (2004) third party providers are often quick to bring their service to 

the market and can through using the first mover’s advantage take the role, which banks and MNOs 

would otherwise have. However, they further state that independent providers often lack the 

infrastructure and must either build their own or base their solution on existing infrastructures. They 

also often lack a customer base to begin with. One of the third party providers that will be reviewed 

in greater detail is Seamless Distribution AB since they provide a similar service to those of banks and 

they are also currently in collaboration with Axfood. 
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3.2.5 Consumers 

Consumers are important stakeholders in mobile payments, and the adoption of the consumers is 

what will determine the fate of the different actors’ solutions. If a solution is not appealing to 

consumers, there is a great chance that the solution will not succeed. Accenture (2012) states that 

providing the technology necessary to realize mobile payments is important, but consumers are 

more concerned with the aspects of security, privacy, convenience, and value of mobile payments, 

and that the actors will need to satisfy these needs in order to convince consumers to use the mobile 

payments. When consumers’ behaviors were studied in North America, Accenture (2012) found that 

41% of the smart phone users knew that their smart phones could be used for mobile payments in 

stores, but only 16% had ever tested it. The majority of consumers resist switching to mobile 

payments at first and the study shows that from the above stated reasons, 45% out of the non-users 

of mobile payments did not use it due to security concerns, while 37% mentioned privacy worries as 

the reason. 37% said that they did not make mobile payments since their current payment method 

was convenient already. However, consumers were convinced once they finally switched and realized 

the benefits they gained from using mobile payments. Accenture (2012) found that 60% percent of 

mobile payment users said that receiving instant coupons from using mobile payments would 

incentivize them to use mobile payments more. 46% of the respondents said that they would use it 

more if they were offered short-term coupons based on their location, such as in stores. 36% even 

said that they would hand over personal information in order to receive such rewards. Furthermore 

the study mentions reward points from stores, special pricing, dedicated payment lines, and being 

prioritized in customer service as features which consumers strongly supported. 

BearingPoint (2012) states in their study that in developed markets, such as Sweden, emphasis must 

be on the transaction speed, convenience to consumers, and value since basic payment services are 

already available to consumers. One benefit that was also presented as important in a study by 

KPMG (2011) was speed, but they further identify simplicity, security, low cost, user experience, 

availability, and brand trust.  
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Actor 
 

Motivation 

Banks 

 
Maintain strong position in the payment markets, connect closer 

with current customers and attract new, find new revenue 
streams, promote cash displacement 

 

Mobile operators 

 
Finding new revenue streams, utilize current customer base, offer 

more personalized services, increase customer loyalty, reduce 
customer turnover 

 

Merchants 

 
Lower fees for payment transactions, faster transaction times, 
new channels for marketing and loyalty, enhance image, offer 
consumers a new payment option, new ways to benefit from 

customer data 
 

Third party providers 

 
Take a part in the payment processing business, take market 

shares from banks and MNOs 
 

 
Consumers 

 

 
Having a service which provides speed, convenience, value, 

simplicity, lower costs, and availability 
 

Table 4 Actors' motivation 
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4 Existing Solutions in Sweden  
Existing Solutions in Sweden explains the bank owned solutions (4.1) Swish and (4.2) BART, followed 
by operator owned solution (4.3) WyWallet, the independent solution (4.4) SEQR, and  (4.5) Other 
Solutions 

 

There are many solutions that are currently available in the Swedish market. Some of the solutions 

are rolled out in stores but no solution has yet taken a dominant position in the market. In order to 

understand the situation in the market a description of some of the solutions currently available is 

provided below. First the applications produced by banks are presented. Then other solutions on the 

market are described in order to create and understanding of what these mobile payment solutions 

offer to consumers and merchants. This is done in order to be used as benchmarking with the banks’ 

solutions and understand what is necessary to attract merchants to collaboration. All information 

and images used in the descriptions has been taken from each provider’s web page unless indicated 

in the text. 

There are constantly new solutions being developed and released both in Sweden and globally, but 

these are the solutions that appear most prominent in the Swedish market today. Since the area of 

mobile payment is very dynamic and new solutions are put into trial or are introduced to customers 

frequently, some features may change since the study was conducted. 

 

4.1 Swish (Bank Owned Solution) 

Swish is the product of the collaboration between six of the major Swedish banks. Danske Bank, 

Handelsbanken, Länsförsäkringar, Nordea, SEB, and Swedbank own the service, but it is open for 

other banks to join the collaboration. Swish is a mobile money transfer solutions for person-to-

person purposes. Consumers attach a Swedish bank account to the application and then send money 

using only the receiver’s phone number, thus omitting the need to remember bank account numbers. 

Hence the user is required to have both a Swedish mobile phone subscription and a Swedish bank 

account. The solution is available for iOS and Android devices. However, if a mobile phone does not 

use one of the above-mentioned platforms the user could still use the service but only receive 

payments via Swish. The users see the receiver’s full name and the sum of the transfer before 

sending, and the receiver then gets a notification that there has been a new transaction. The money 

is transferred in real time, and each transaction is secured with mobile BankID in order to make it as 

safe as normal bank transactions. The banks differ in their pricing of Swish, with some banks charging 

a monthly fee, while other banks charge per transaction. Some banks choose to do both. The average 

cost of a transaction after the introduction phase is about 1 SEK, and the monthly fee is around 5 SEK. 
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Figure 3 Illustration of activation and money transfer process with Swish 

 

The service is connected to the user’s bank account, which means there is no need to transfer money 

to a separate account or settle the balance by invoice. The service is only offered to consumers, who 

are able to send money to any user of an affiliated bank. The solution requires each user to be 

connected to the internet in order to carry out transactions, which means that it indirectly relies on 

the infrastructure of the MNOs. The service is currently not integrated in each bank’s own mobile 

applications, but instead provided as a separate and bank-mutual application in order to keep control 

of development and release of the application separately from the other applications. However, each 

bank is still the owner of their respective users’ customer data, and the information is not shared 

between the banks. The main attributes of the banks’ mutual money transfer solution are their vast 

customer base and their existing infrastructure to handle mini and macro payments. 

 

4.2 BART (Bank Owned Solution) 

BART is a mobile payment service that is developed from collaboration between Swedbank and 

Axfood. The service allows users to pay with their mobile phone in grocery stores. The payment is 

initiated when the user enters their PIN-number and then the sum of the purchase in the application. 

The application then displays a QR-code on the screen, which is scanned at the register. The 

purchased amount is then charged from the consumer’s bank account and the consumer receives a 

quittance of the purchase. There is no extra fee for the consumers. In order to use the solution the 

user needs to connect a payment card such as Visa or Mastercard to the application. This provides 

the user with the same level of security as normal card payment methods; it allows merchants and 

banks to reuse the existing card payment infrastructure and pricing model. The solution has gone 

through the initial pilot testing in selected stores, and is now being introduced in all of Axfood’s 

stores, such as Hemköp, PrisXtra, Willys. The solution can currently only be used by Swedbank’s 
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customer at Axfood stores. There is no purchase data transmitted from the cash register to the 

application, and thus no receipt is stored in the application. According to the service providers, more 

features are being developed for later introduction. 

 

Figure 4 Illustration of payment process in BART 

 

4.3 WyWallet (Operator Owned Solution) 
WyWallet is a collaborative service between Telia, Telenor, Tele2, Hi3G, Comviq, and Halebop under 

the mutual company called 4T, which is also registered as a financial institute. It was developed as a 

result of the introduction of the new payment service law in Sweden and as a way to meet future 

consumer need, and PayEx delivered the technical solution. According to the Swedish MNOs, the 

service is available to 97% of all mobile users in Sweden. The available payment methods in 

WyWallet are web purchasing, SMS-purchasing, purchasing through an application, and person-to-

person money transfer. The methods can be used for physical POS payments, payments in online 

stores, for top-ups of prepaid mobile cards, and purchases at vending machines. All Swedish mobile 

numbers connected to WyWallet can receive money, even if the user does not use a smart phone. 

Consumers have a separate account connected to the service and a range of payment methods to 

use for that account, such as prepaid, through a payment card, or by invoice. Users who are not yet 

connected to the service and receive a payment must download the application in order to access 

the money. Money can be withdrawn from the mobile account via a wire transfer performed through 

the solutions web interface. After the introduction period there will be a transaction fee on person-

to-person money transfers of 1 SEK and withdrawing the money from the mobile account will have a 

fee of 3% of the withdrawn value. 

In the future WyWallet is planned to provide an in-store NFC purchasing alternative as well. Since not 

all phones are equipped with NFC technology, WyWallet will provide users with a NFC-sticker, which 

allows the users to swipe their phone at checkout and enter a PIN code for confirmation. One benefit 

of using WyWallet is that users with a work phone can now make SMS-purchases since there is a 

choice to not charge the user’s carrier bill. WyWallet uses Internet cookies to track consumers’ 

internet behavior, but the data is not used to gather consumer data. They also provide their users 

with discounts and special offers through collaborations with many service- and consumer goods 

providers, such as magazines and newspapers. WyWallet has focused less on attracting grocery and 

retail merchants, and more on e-commerce. 
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Figure 5 Illustration of payment transaction process in WyWallet 

 

4.4 SEQR (Independent Solution) 
SEQR is an independent mobile payment solution by Seamless Distribution AB, an international 

company present in more than 30 countries. The service provides consumers with the option of 

paying at POS in stores and P2P transactions. The process of POS purchasing starts when all items 

have been scanned and the cash register sends the information to a SEQR transaction switch. The 

consumer then scans a unique QR-code to identify the transaction and receives a list of the items and 

the sum of the purchase, which they approve by entering their PIN-number. The transaction is 

processed and verified by the bank, and the SEQR transaction switch sends a confirmation to the 

cash register. After the transaction, the user receives a receipt, which is stored in the phone. The 

transaction is supposed to be quicker than normal card payments and the whole process is encrypted 

in order to provide security, and it allows SEQR to bypass the normal card fees. The solution requires 

an Internet connection and that the user has a phone that uses the iOS or Android platform. 

For person-to-person transactions the sender uses the phone number of the receiver. SEQR 

collaborated with SBAB Bank that allowed users’ purchases to be charged directly from a personal 

account. The collaboration was successful and the customer base grew rapidly. However, both 

parties decided to cancel the partnership. SBAB decided to concentrate on broadening its banking 

offerings, and resources were limited. Seamless Distribution AB on the other hand noticed an 

increased interest in users for an invoice based credit account. (Seamless Distribution AB, 2012) Now 

all transactions are collected and the credit is set through an invoice at the end of each month. 

Furthermore, the system builds on a new transaction infrastructure developed by Seamless 

Distribution AB, and only requires low investments by merchants adopting it. SEQR is currently being 

adopted in many places, such as Axfood stores and McDonald’s restaurants and more trials are going 

on. SEQR currently has a merchant base, but must build a user base from start. 
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Figure 6 Illustration of payment initiation in SEQR 

 

Service Provider Features Advantages Disadvantages Provided value 

Swish 

 
Collaboration 

of major 
Swedish banks 

 

Person-to-person 
money transfer 

 
Large user base, 

requires no 
separate 
account 

 

Only available 
to consumers, 
requires smart 
phone with a 

Swedish 
phone number 

and bank 
account 

Real-time 
transaction 

Bart 

 
Swedbank  

and Axfood 
 

POS payments in 
stores 

Same security 
level as card 
payments, 
requires no 

separate 
account 

Limited to 
Swedbank’s 
customers, 

requires smart 
phone 

Digital 
quittances 

WyWall
et 

 
4T 

 

 
Web-purchasing, 
SMS-purchasing, 
app-purchasing, 

person-to-person 
money transfer 

 

Large user base, 
does not 

require smart 
phone, fast POS 
payment with 

NFC 

Requires 
separate 
account 

Offers 
discounts and 
promotions to 

users, one 
service for 

multiple uses 

SEQR 

 
Seamless 

Distribution 
AB 

 

POS payments in 
stores, person-to-

person money 
transfer 

Offers credit 
through invoice, 
low investments 

required for 
adoption 

Small user 
base, not 

connected to a 
bank account 

Less time 
consuming 
than card 
payments 

Table 5 Existing Solutions in Sweden 
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4.5 Other Solutions 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, there are other solutions available by third party providers in 

the Swedish market, such as Payair, which operates on a credit card based model and allows 

payments through QR-code scanning and with digital receipts. Another solution is from PayEx, 

developed by the same company, which delivered the technological solution for WyWallet. It can be 

used for vending machine purchases, online purchases, and POS payments using NFC technology. 

EasyPark is a service for purchasing parking tickets available for Android and iOS, where consumers 

are billed to a payment card-account. Finally, iZettle is a technical device that connects to a users’ 

mobile phone and acts as a card reader, allowing consumers to pay and receive card payments. This 

report has focused on collaboration between banks and merchants, and these solutions have 

therefore not been described as thoroughly. 

Globally there are many more solutions, such as PayPal, Visa Paywave, and Mastercard Paypass. 

However, these solutions have not yet gotten enough traction in the Swedish market and are 

therefore not as relevant to this study.  
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5 Theoretical Framework 
This chapter goes over the theoretical concepts used for analysis in this report. The theories covered 
are (5.1) Dominant design, (5.2) Network Externalities, (5.3) Business collaboration, (5.4) Trust, and 
(5.5) Co-branding. The chapter ends with a (5.6) gap analysis and description of the report’s 
contribution to research. 

 

5.1 Dominant Design  
When a new product or technology is introduced several different players often enter the market, 

which grows around the new innovation. At this stage, none of the players have yet achieved a 

completed product and the consumers have not yet decided on what features or functions are the 

most desired ones. Both the producers and the consumers are still finding themselves in a stage of 

learning and experimenting. As time passes by, the innovation gets more and more recognized by the 

users and the market starts to get a hold of what to expect from the technology. This is referred to as 

a dominant design being formed, which also defines the standard specification for an entire product 

category. As the market becomes more crowded and standard emerges it changes the terms of 

competition for the entire industry. The involved players are put to tests that very few survive. Hence, 

a dominant design is not always the design that has the most extreme technical performance, it is 

the design that has succeeded in capturing the attention of the market and becoming the industry 

standard. A dominant design is interplay of technical options and market selections instead of only 

being an optimizer for a few users. (Utterback, 1996) Even though a standard appears from a battle 

between several different technical alternatives there are other affecting factors as well such as 

collateral assets, industry regulation and government intervention, strategic maneuvering by 

individual firms, and communication between producers and users. (Utterback, 1996) 

Collateral assets of a firm could be market channels, brand image, and customer switching costs. This 

gives the firm in possession of collateral assets a bigger advantage compared to its competitors, as it 

increases the chances of the firm’s product becoming the dominant design on the market. 

Industry regulation and government intervention has the power to decide on a standard and define a 

dominant design for the market. Through times, there have been many different examples where a 

government’s approval of a certain standard has worked to the advantage of a certain firm and 

successfully led them towards creating a dominant design.  

Strategic maneuvering by individual firms is vital as it will determine which firm’s product design will 

finally become the dominant one. One example often discussed by researchers within this field is the 

case of VHS system backed by JVC in competition with Sony´s Betamax for market dominance.  These 

two firms had very different strategies for establishing themselves on the market. JVC followed what 

is called a “humbled” strategy, where it started off by building strategic alliances in Japan first and 

later move on to Europe and United States, meanwhile Sony chose a more aggressive, go-it-alone 

strategy where it refused to build any strategic alliances that would intrude on their vertical 

integration for the important new markets. It was primary JVC’s strategy that made them successful 

against their rival and not the technology they possess as a firm.  

Finally, Communication between Producers and Users has a great impact on the ability to impose a 

dominant design. By keeping a very close relation with users the producers have the opportunity to 

truly observe how the product is actually being used, whether or not the firm is succeeding or failing 
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to meet the customer’s need, and if changes in design can close the gap between product capabilities 

and user requirements. Throughout history, there have been many products with great technical 

specifications which did not manage to meet a specific need in consumers, and therefore failed to 

get a foothold in the market. When the market is lacking a dominant design, the customers have a 

tendency to postpone their purchases as they are expecting a dominant design to emerge first. 

During this experimentation stage, the producer can benefit from keeping a close contact with the 

user, as it will help them dig deeper into what product features are the most important for the users. 

Once the market has settled around a dominant design, effective competition can finally take place 

and differentiation in products can happen on the terms of cost as well as product performance.  

 

5.2 Network Externalities 
Most people occasionally face situation where they have to make a decision about how and if to join 

interactions such as computer networks and telecommunications systems. These situations have 

certainly happened to anyone who has had to choose between Microsoft Windows and Mac OS X for 

the operating system. The majority of people would automatically start thinking about what others 

around them are choosing or will likely choose before making a permanent decision. This shows that 

the majority of choices that are made have some network dimension involved. When making 

decisions like this, it is inevitable for anyone to not consider how such a participation will affect 

others around them as well as how others participation would affect themselves. Economist have 

taken these ideas and developed a term “network externality” in order to describe the phenomenon 

more briefly (Katz & Shapiro, 1985). Network externalities have been identified as an important 

source of business value.  

Network externalities; also known as network effect, is the concept where the benefits of a product 

increases with the usage by others (Katz & Shapiro, 1986). The value of the product is affected by 

how large the user base is, how large consumers think the user base will become, the availability of 

complement products to it, and the size and experience of the service network. Markets affected by 

network externalities are called network markets. These include high-technology markets in which 

factors other than price and regulations determine which solution becomes the dominant design. 

(Gowrisankaran & Stavins, 2002) The VCR standard is one of the most common illustrative cases 

describing the effects of network externalities. The two standards that were competing for dominant 

design on the market were beta and VHS. The standards were not compatible with each other, and 

thus the consumers had to choose which technology to purchase. The value of each technology 

depended on the variety of videocassettes available to consumers, meaning an owner of a VHS 

player would benefit from more VHS videocassettes being produced. An increased availability of VHS 

videocassettes would then boost the sales of VHS players resulting in a positive feedback loop. (Katz 

& Shapiro, 1986) Eventually, the VHS technology became the de facto standard as the user base of 

the technology reached critical mass, tipping the scale in favor of that technology (Arroyo-Barrigüete, 

et al., 2010). The critical mass is defined by Oren et al. (1982) as “the minimum size of the network 

for it to be worthwhile for potential users to enter, that is, the minimum size required for the 

adoption process to maintain itself. “ 

There are sometimes products where a consumer receives increased benefits from the good when 

the number of user of that product grows. Firstly, the level of usability that a product carries to a 
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consumer is generated as a direct effect by the number of users of that product. One scenario is 

when firms decide on whether to buy a fax machine or not, the decision is influenced by how many 

other firms still use fax machines as a communication tool. Secondly, there are indirect effects which 

can increase the value of products. One such effect is the availability of complement products, where 

the number of complements increases with the number of users of a product. A higher number of 

users increase the incentives to create other complementary products such as added value services 

for mobile payments. One up-to-date example is when developers choose whether to design 

applications for Android or iOS. The value of a smartphone increases with the availability of 

applications for that platform, and the motivation to develop products for that platform increases 

with the number of users. Thirdly, the value of a product increases with the size and experience of 

the service network available to consumers. For example, sales of new car brand may be lower when 

consumers are aware that the brand has a thinner and less experienced service network available 

than established brands. (Katz & Shapiro, 1985) 

According to Katz & Shapiro (1985) the actual user base is not the only important aspect in network 

externalities, but also consumers’ expectation of how large the user base will become. If the 

consumer expects a product to become dominant in the market, the consumer is more likely to buy 

that product, as the benefits will be greater. If a company has a strong reputation for being a market 

share leader, consumers are influenced to purchase their products.  

Multiple conditions can influence the success of a product. Sponsorship by a powerful player can 

result in a technology dominating the market, even when all consumers agree that there is a better 

technology available. A frequently cited example of network externalities is the design of the 

typewriter keyboard. The previous typewriters were having major problems with jamming, thus the 

QWERTY keyboard was designed with the intention of slowing down the typing speed. The speed-

reducing QWERTY keyboard became the market leader, as it was mainly associated with the world’s 

only touch typists. Although other competing designs that were more compelling in the sense of 

speed and easiness to learn such as Dvorak keyboard were introduced to the market, there were too 

few samples to convert the users. Despite all the benefits Dvorak keyboards offered to users, there 

were few typewriters that were familiar with its layout. The market was finally stuck with the ”wrong” 

standard. 

It is therefore evident that the most appropriate technology does not always become the standard in 

a market, and such a technology might stay as the standard, even when superior technologies are 

introduced. (Katz & Shapiro, 1986) Another reason for standards to stay in place is high switching 

costs, according to Milne (2005). The cost of re-training and re-investing can sometimes be higher 

than the visible benefits of a new technology, and therefore discourage or delay changes of 

standards. 

Parker & Van Alstyne (2005) discuss another interesting aspect of network externalities, where so-

called “platform” intermediaries exist in two-sided networks. The two-sided networks sometimes 

called multi-sided networks are in short terms defined as markets in which one or multiple platforms 

enable and facilitate interaction between end-users. The purposes of such platforms are to get the 

two sides or multiple sides of the market “on board” by charging each side properly. These platform 

intermediaries supply both content creators and consumers with tools. For example, Apple supports 

both the software developers and the buyers of their system. An example related to services is Visa, 
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who coordinates both merchants and the cardholders. The intermediaries have one foot in each 

camp and are therefore able to set lower prices or even give away products for free on one side with 

the intention of creating growth on both sides. The discount attracts a larger user base or provider 

base, making the other side become more attractive as well. The increased demand of the 

complementary products then covers the costs of the investment in the other side of the market. 

Payment cards are the standard example of a two-sided payment platform. Here the intermediaries 

have to determine the appropriate charging fees, in order to appeal to retailers and merchants. The 

charging fees play an important role in attracting a user base to the platform, especially when there 

is competition between different platforms. If there is a low usage volume or lack of participation the 

platform’s viability and attractiveness might be jeopardized. Milne (2005) describes this as an 

important factor in overcoming what he refers to as the ‘chicken and egg’ problem, where merchants 

are hesitant to invest resources in a solution, until there is a large enough user base. At the same 

time, cardholders are not interested in adopting the solution until a large number of merchants 

accept it. According to KPMG (2011) Consumers will not fully adopt a new mobile payment solution 

as long as they have to wonder whether they can use that payment solution when they come across 

a new merchant. Therefore, creating positive network externalities for users is crucial in order to 

accumulate critical mass needed, which is very important for mobile payment solution providers to 

consider if they want to avoid a market failure.  

 

5.3 Business Collaboration 
Business collaborations have been around for a long time, even if the actors themselves have not 

realized that they work together. A product or a service is often the outcome of a long line of actors’ 

activities, which have all contributed with resources and competence to create value for the 

consumer. A CD player manufactured by a technology company plays a CD, which is made by another 

company. A record label releases a record on the CD and an artist records the songs while a 

composer writes the music. All of these actors have in some way together contributed to the 

creation of the consumer’s experience.  

It is difficult to pin down a unified definition for Collaboration, since the term is hard to grasp.  

According Business Dictionary (u.d.) collaboration is “a cooperative arrangement in which two or 

more parties (which may or may not have a previous relationship) work jointly towards a common 

goal.” Collins English Dictionary (u.d.) defines collaboration as “something created by working jointly 

with another or others” and Oxford Dictionaries (u.d.) define it simply as “something produced in 

collaboration with someone”. These definitions give an understanding of collaboration as when 

different groups work together to achieve a common goal, such as creating a product or adding value 

to customers’ experiences. The definition in this report is consistent with this understanding. The 

broad definition of collaboration means that it can occur in many forms, for example between 

different groups within an organization, so called intra-organizational collaborations, or between one 

organization and one or more other groups, which is called inter-organizational collaborations. 

Intra-organizational collaboration is a way for companies to introduce new eyes to a project by 

putting different parts of the company together with the intention of creating more value and reach 

better results. The groups reside within the same company, but because of their different 

backgrounds they can have different views on the project. Ford & Randolph (1992) and Lindkvist 
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(2008) discuss many of the benefits of intra-organizational collaboration, such as flexible structures 

and a positive influence on motivation and other job satisfaction related factors. They also discuss 

disadvantages such as ambiguity about authority, prioritization issues, and costs associated with 

having an organizational structure that allows collaboration. 

 

Business is nowadays transforming from companies working on their own, only adding value at their 

stage, one after the other like in the case of the CD player. Companies are now coming together with 

the intention of creating value together through different kinds of collaborations. Consumers today 

are more educated, have a sharper sense of identity, and are changing perspective on how their time 

and resources should be spent. Consumers also have easy access to information about what is 

available on the market, and if a company is unable to meet the consumers’ demands and enrich 

their time, the consumers are then likely to look elsewhere for a better solution. Norman & Ramirez 

(1994 states that companies have to start collaborating and invest in the relationship building with 

other companies since they themselves do not possess all the competences and resources needed to 

fulfill the consumers’ demands. Inter-organizational collaboration is therefore an important aspect 

for companies to consider. 

 

5.3.1 Inter-organizational Collaborations 

As opposed to intra-organizational collaborations, inter-organizational collaborations occur when an 

organization works with groups outside of the organization in order to achieve a common goal. The 

aim of such collaborations is often to more effectively tackle issues that the company cannot tackle 

on its own. This can be the case when two companies collaborate to create a new product, or when 

companies work with environmental organizations to lower CO-emissions and create a green image. 

Organizing such collaborations can be even more difficult than those inside the company, as they are 

no longer entirely within the company’s control. (Jinsong & Renyan, 2011)  

 

The benefits of inter-organizational collaborations are plenty, but they are not always visible in short 

term, which is why these collaborations are often a commitment made with a long-term perspective 

in mind. Todeva & Knoke (2005) find many benefits, and the most prominent benefits involve 

resources, for example how a company can through collaboration gain access to resources that are 

scarce or non-existing in the own organization. They can also find partners with complementing 

resources to those of the company, such as software and hardware companies teaming up, where 

they each have certain resources, skills, and sets of knowledge. Companies are also able to save on 

resources through better allocation and utilization of the combined resources, so that all involved 

organizations enjoy a scale effect. The company involved in an inter-organizational collaboration can 

also use the opportunity to develop their resources and learn from the other organizations involved. 

This also allows the companies to increase their research and development abilities through mutual 

learning. (Jinsong & Renyan, 2011) According to Jüttner & Maklan (2011), risks and uncertainties can 

also be lowered or avoided through collaborations between different companies. They state that 

collaboration between different levels of a supply chain can for example reduce the risk of 

interruptions and increase resilience while at the same time improving the firms’ performances. 

 

Despite the many advantages with inter-organizational collaboration, there are also disadvantages 

involving issues of trust, knowledge sharing, and conflicts, stemming from the organizations’ 
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different backgrounds and intentions. Companies may be unable to work with other companies due 

to their own unwillingness to share knowledge or a lack of trust between the parties. Todeva & 

Knoke (2005) state that misunderstandings and conflicts are also unavoidable, since the clear lines of 

command that exist within an organization are supplemented by additional parallel systems to report 

to. The question of who is in charge can be confusing to individuals in the projects, and to the 

companies can become unsure of which company has the power of decision. The question requires 

extensive discussion and mutual agreement in order to not hinder the project. Through inter-

organizational collaborations companies can be exposed to new risks, as the collaborations combine 

the assets and capabilities, as well as the uncertainties and liabilities of all partners in the 

collaboration. If one part fails, the collaboration may not be able to continue. Collaborating across 

organizational border puts huge demands on the involved actors, and the likelihood of disappointing 

outputs and failure is high, which is why most companies are hesitant to this kind of collaboration. 

However Jinsong & Renyan (2011) state that the shared risk may still mean a reduced level of risk in 

some cases, meaning companies can take greater chances for greater returns. Also, if a company 

does not collaborate with others they risk missing out on an opportunity in the market since they 

lack the resources needed to create a successful product. 

 

There are many different types of inter-organizational collaboration types, classified depending on 

how they are owned and executed. For instance Harrigan (1988) defines joint ventures as business 

agreements whereby two or more owners create a separate entity. Pooling resources from the 

involved companies into a new company that will work standalone does this. Some benefits of having 

a standalone company are that it does not have to abide by the different companies hierarchies or 

roll out schedules. One famous example of this type of collaboration is Sony Ericsson, where both 

Sony and Ericsson joined their mobile phone manufacturing operations into a new company. Another 

type of collaboration is strategic alliances, which is when companies share resources for a specific 

mutually beneficial project. This is less permanent than a joint venture, as no new company is 

created for the task. An example of a strategic alliance is when Starbucks teamed up with the 

bookstore Barnes & Nobles to become the in-house coffee shop (Larson, 2009). There are also so 

called cooperative agreements, which are joint activities that do not involve shared equity. These 

collaborations are often easier to terminate as no equity is shared, which also mean they lack certain 

benefits, such as scale effect. (Harrigan, 1988; Jinsong & Renyan, 2011) One type of cooperative 

agreement is supply chain collaborations. After the March 11, 2011 earthquake and tsunami 

catastrophe in Japan, Toyota and other automobile manufacturers increased their collaboration with 

the supplier Renesas in order to ensure better resilience in the supply chain (Toyota, 2012). 

 

Mobile payments have triggered new opportunities for collaboration between disparate actors in the 

world. Several banks and MNOs in India have launched collaborations around mobile payments 

services, and in Kenya MNOs have joined together in their efforts to make it possible for consumers 

to perform person-to-person transactions via the mobile phone. These collaborations allow the 

MNOs to reach into the financial industry with the help of the banks, while the banks in their turn get 

a closer connection to the mobile consumers of the market. The opportunities created for companies 

in collaboration show that collaborative efforts are more likely to result in success than a go-it-alone 

strategy. This indicates that a single company is unlikely to control the entire market and that 

collaboration may be the way to go. Since all the actors view market and its opportunities differently, 

it is important to collaborate around a common definition of what need should be fulfilled. This need 
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is different in different countries’ markets such as the cash economies like Kenya, where mobile 

payments provide more efficiency, enables remote payments, and opens up for new possibilities to 

pay. While in low cash societies such as USA, mobile payments instead have to satisfy a yet 

undefined need from highly demanding consumers. (KPMG, 2011)  

 

Companies must be aware of the benefits and risks associated with each collaboration type. In order 

to achieve the best possible outcome of collaboration, companies must be careful when choosing 

their collaboration partners and collaboration structure. There must also be mutual benefits and 

advantages presents in order to create a successful business relationship. To create those advantages, 

the actors need to engage in a continuous process of nurturing their collaborative processes. One key 

issue, which appears vital in nurturing such processes, is trust. 

 

5.4 Trust 
The growing interest in trust building can be derived from the general belief that trust enhances 

performance in business collaborations. The concept is often a discussed topic in social interactions 

and collaborations between different individuals. The definitions vary depending on the context and 

the situation of the involved parties. Trust has been defined by Bialaszewski & Giallourakis (1985) as 

‘an attitude displayed in situations where […] a person is relying on another person, a person is risking 

something of value, and/or a person is attempting to achieve a desired goal.’ This definition gives a 

broad view of trust in P2P relationships. However, trust is defined differently when the involved 

parties consist of groups of individuals or organizations. Anderson & Weitz (1989) define trust as ‘one 

party’s belief that its needs will be fulfilled in the future by actions undertaken by the other party’, 

while Schurr and Ozanne (1985) extend this definition to specify the use of trust in an exchange 

relationship as ‘the belief that a party’s word or promise is reliable and that a party will fulfill [their] 

obligations in an exchange relationship.’ Blois (1999) states that it is sometimes difficult to make 

sense of how organizations can build trust, as there is no single individual who can provide the trust. 

Instead, he claims that the trust of an organization can be interpreted as shorthand for the trust 

provided by the individuals of an organization. This then extends to the term of inter-organizational 

trust as a set of individuals who trust another organization. Trust can also be unidirectional or mutual 

between the involved parties, which create a need to extend the definition. Unidirectional trust 

between companies is when a group in one organization trusts another organization, but the trust is 

not necessarily reciprocal, i.e. Organization A trusts Organization B, which does not necessarily trust 

the Organization A in return. This may be the case when Organization B is supposed to deliver a 

product or service, while the Organization A has no obligations to deliver anything back and 

therefore does not need to be trusted. Mutual trust between companies is when different sets of 

individuals have trust in the organization, which the other group is a part of i.e. Organization A, and 

Organization B trust each other. This can be the case if Organization A and Organization B has 

entered collaboration where both are obligated to deliver their part of the agreement. Figure 7 

Unidirectional or mutual trust between organizations illustrates the two situations. 
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Figure 7 Unidirectional or mutual trust between organizations 

 

 

Blois (1999) states that trust and reliance are often used as synonymous words, which follow the 

everyday usage of ‘to trust’ and ‘to rely’ as interchangeable terms. However, he argues for their 

differences and holds the most prominent reasons for this to be that reliance depends on proven 

capabilities and uphold promises while trust is only dependent on stated commitment. Reliance thus 

focuses on the dependable habits of the other party and trust is placed if one party believes that the 

other will fulfill its commitments even if unforeseen events occur and the dependable habits are no 

longer possible.  

 

According to Zaheer, et al. (1998), communication is a vital part of creating trust. They claim that 

repeated ties through communication and mutual projects could evolve the collaborations between 

two organizations into deeper and more stable agreements. Vangen & Huxham (2003) identify trust 

as an important catalyst for relationship development and it can upgrade short-term exchanges into 

long-term collaborations, making investments in trust building an effective use of resources. They 

describe building trust as a cyclic process, and each time organizations collaborate they take a risk 

and form expectations about the way others will contribute to the collaboration. Each time the 

expectations are met the organizations’ trust in each other are reinforced, creating a history of 

successful situations between the organizations. Vangen & Huxham (2003) further state that a good 

history increases the chance that the collaboration partners will have positive expectations about 

future joined actions and a reduced sense of risk. However, getting started in the cyclic process of 

trust nurturing when no previous history of trust exists means that all involved will have to take risks 

and become vulnerable to the actions of the other collaboration partners. They mention that to start, 

organizations may have to take the ‘small wins approach’, meaning they start small and gradually 

increase project size and risk when there is a higher level of trust available. The organizations have to 

agree on expectations about the outcomes, risks, the purpose of the collaboration, as well as be clear 

and open about the investments and level of commitment in the collaboration and what they expect 

in return. 
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According to Gulati (1995), whether the trust is based on a history of mutual successful situations or 

on stated commitments it is important for the involved parties to engage in understanding each 

other’s expectations in the forming of partnerships. There is often a risk or fear that a collaboration 

partner will act opportunistic which ties in with the vulnerability that an organization displays to their 

partners when they trust them to deliver their part of the deal. There are also issues concerned with 

power distribution between collaborators, such as questions of who will control the mutual project 

and access to territories such as customer data. These issues have the potential to create mistrust or 

prevent the building of trust. However, if a high level of mutual trust is reached between the 

collaboration partners, both parties’ needs can be fulfilled, even if one party is dominant in the 

relationship or one has to allow others into their territory. 

 

5.5 Service Branding 
Historically, brands have functioned as tools to identify and differentiate products on the market 

(Keller, 1998). Since early timers, the value of a strong brand was already well understood by both 

customers and merchants. Customers would show their appreciation to their supplier or merchant by 

being loyal and purchase more. Suppliers understood that the reputation of their brand was what 

kept their business valuable and encouraged customers to come back. (Blackett & Boad, 1999) 

 

Brands are no different today and during the past decade services, organizations, sports, art, ideas, 

people and places have all become branded. According to Keller (1998), brand name has become a 

valuable asset to companies to consider, and is a way to communicate meaning and defines the 

identity of a firm. There are many different interpretations and various definitions of brands 

presented in the literature. A study presented by de Chernatony and Dall’Olmo Riley (1998) has 

summarized these different definitions and concluded that brands are ‘value systems’ which are 

characterized and communicated by symbols and designs.  

 

Creating customer value has always been an essential part of any business. Previously, companies 

have been able to provide customer value through their products. However, most companies have 

recently shifted their focus to provide service differentiation, as products today often lack physical 

differences. It is not possible in the service business to package and display entertainment or 

transportation services in the same way as product-oriented companies do since these services are 

intangible. Therefore, the company becomes the primary brand and its services play a definitive role 

in creating customer value and connecting with the customers on an emotional level. Strong service 

brands are most of the times associated with trust and have a better chance of retaining and 

attracting new customers. (Berry, 2000) 

 

Furthermore, Berry (2000) states that a strong service brand is based on several different 

components; the presented brand, brand meaning brand awareness, customer experience, external 

brand communications, and brand equity. The presented brand is the image that a company presents 

through controlled communication channels. It consists of the name, logo, the visual presentation, 

symbolic associations and other company properties. Brand meaning is the first impression made by 

customers about the brand. Brand awareness is when customers are able to recognize a brand by 

only encountering a part of that brand. Brand meaning along with brand awareness contributes to 
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brand equity for customers, which according to Keller (1993) can be defined as the impact of brand 

awareness and brand meaning together with customer response of marketing activities. Customer 

experience is the most powerful ingredient of a strong service brand as it can generate further brand 

awareness and brand meaning. External brand communication is important in convincing new 

customers who have no previous experience of the company’s service. It is often outside of the 

company’s controlled channels where word of mouth has a strong effect. Berry (2000) explains that 

service companies build a strong brand by making sure they are able to perform their core services 

on an excellent level. These companies have a ‘mind share’ with their targeted customer, which helps 

them gain more market share. These companies gain a competitive advantage by connecting a 

positive customer experience with the brand. Berry (2000) further explains that there are four 

different approaches to take when building a strong brand; dare to be different, determine your own 

fame, make an emotional connection, and internalize the brand. The approaches are illustrated in 

figure 8, Cultivation of brand equity. 

 

 
Figure 8 Cultivation of brand equity 

 

 Dare to be different – strong brands have a desire to be different than their competitors and 

have the desire to create more personality for the brand. These types of companies look for 

new ways to serve and please their customers and reach new ones.  The strategy is called 

invention rather than imitation. 

 

 Determine your own fame – A company with a strong brand stands for something that is 

perceived valuable in the eyes of the customers and differentiates itself from other 

competitive brands.  The brand emphasizes what the company wishes to be remembered 

for. Service companies try to satisfy underserved market needs and in this way improve 

customer experience, which intensifies the brand equity. The aim is not only to satisfy a need 

but to be excellent at it compared to competitors. This is considered to be a powerful brand-

building combination. Service companies with strong brand equity have services that 

customers truly appreciate. They execute it better than competitors and are great at 

communicating their story to customers in order to create more customer awareness.  These 
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companies tend to be famous through word-of-mouth communication and a reputation of 

superior customer experience. 

 

 Make an emotional connection – Strong brands always make sure to create an emotional 

connection with the targeted customers. They simply understand the impact that emotions 

have on customers’ decisions. These companies go beyond the traditional ways of bonding 

with customers and try to create a feeling of closeness, affection, and trust. The company 

surpasses specific product features and benefit in order to penetrate people’s emotions. 

 

 Internalize the brand - Service performers are important when building a strong brand 

meaning and brand equity. The way that they treat customers converts the brand vision to 

brand reality. The service performers therefore have the power to embrace or break a brand. 

Their on-the-job performance transforms a marketed brand into a customer-experienced 

brand. Hence, a negative customer experience is almost impossible for companies to 

overcome no matter what communication tools are used to try and repair the reputation. 

However, a superior customer experience is hard for competitors to imitate. Brand 

cultivation is important for services and strong brands improve customers’ trust towards 

them. It helps customers appreciate the invisible products and understand and associate 

them better with the brand. 

 

5.5.1 Co-branding and Co-branding Strategies 

A company’s brand is associated with certain values, which give them brand equity. While brand 

value helps the company achieve its objectives, it can sometimes hinder the company from changing 

or expanding their business, since such changes may damage the brand equity. (Balmer, 2001) Co-

branding is a branding strategy, which can help a firm expand its capabilities and strengthen its 

current brand values by transferring brand equity from one brand to another (Leuthesser, et al., 

2003). Blanckett and Boad (1999 p.7) define co-branding as “a form of cooperation between two or 

more brands with significant customer recognition, in which all participants’ brand names are 

retained”. Leuthesser et al. (2003) states that co-branding provides a ‘best of the world’ synergy, 

which builds on the strengths of both contributing brands and signals the customers that both brands 

are committed to a long-term relationship. 

 

Co-branding is becoming more common in today’s business and Blanckett and Boad (1999) says that 

if firms manage to handle it properly, it results in a win-win scenario for both involved parties. If the 

partners are well matched, the results are more likely to be attractive and desirable to customers 

and both brands will become highly valued. According to Lassar et al. (1995), brands that are highly 

valued by customers gain more competitive advantage. This competitive advantage appears from the 

fact that customers create a greater confidence in the brand when compared to competitors. Thus, 

co-branding has a great influence on brand equity. According to Leuthesser et al. (2003) can co-

branding be either symmetrical or asymmetrical. It is called symmetrical when the brands are both 

equally influential to the offering and asymmetrical when partnership between two brands contains 

one leader brand and one or more partner brands. In the latter case, the leader brand is the 

dominant one and the partner brand is contributing with its brand equity and associations to the 

leader brand.  
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According to Aaker (1996), co-branding can minimize the risk of failure for a product or service, 

which is recently introduced into the market. A weaker brand may reduce the risk of failure by using 

the brand equity of a stronger brand in order to help gain acknowledgement in the eyes of 

consumers and avoid a situation where consumers may question the firm’s expertise in that certain 

field. A co-branding strategy connects the most powerful attributes of two brands together, which 

can create increased enthusiasm in customers about a co-branded product. It is the brand 

association that helps consumers process information, differentiates and positions brands, gives 

them reasons to purchase, and builds a positive attitude. It also offers a basis for extension by 

providing a sense of fit between the brand and the new product or service on the market. 

 

Motion, et al. (2003) explain that despite the many benefits that co-branding offers, there are also 

great risks involved when using such a strategy. Co-branding can damage a brand’s position and its 

strong brand equity if the consumers have had negative experiences with the other brand in the 

partnership. This means that the customer might punish and blame the wrong brand for their 

previous dissatisfaction. Leuthesser, et al. (2003) also discuss the disadvantages with co-branding. It 

can place differential advantage in the hands of another partner and create a potential competitor. 

Co-branding also places power over some product characteristics, such as the image of the product 

or service in the hands of the other partner. It is therefore important to be careful when choosing a 

co-branding partner. Each partner has its own core values, and the challenge is to align the core 

values of the partners in order to maximize the opportunity to attain the values, which the brand 

lacks, but wishes to have. The study by Motion, et al. (2003) further states that successful co-

branding may lead to a clear and consistent communication of the co-brand promise, a 

differentiation of the co-brand from its competition, and enhance the confidence and loyalty of its 

customer. An appropriate Co-branding should result in a synergistic alliance in which the 

achievements become greater that what each brand could achieve on it own.  

 

Co-branding Strategies 

There are other questions that need to be considered regarding a co-branding partnership, such as 

who owns the end product or service. One or both of the brands can own the product, but this needs 

to be specified by the partners at a very beginning of the partnership. Leuthesser, et al. (2003) state 

that when two brands successfully deliver core benefits to a co-branded product it is referred to as 

‘core’ complementarity. In a core complementary, the attributes of each brand are necessary and 

determinant for the functioning of the end product, e.g. Dell computers with ‘Intel inside’. 

 

Leuthesser, et al. (2003) describe several different co-branding strategies, which are presented in 

figure 9, Co-branding strategies. 
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Figure 9 Co-branding Strategies 

 

Reaching in occurs when a brand chooses a partner with the intention of gaining more market 

penetration in the brand’s current market. Thus, it is important that the new partner successfully 

manages to strengthen and add value to the brand’s core bundle of benefits. For example when a PC 

manufacturer desires to co-brand with Intel, it is mainly because customers value the performance 

and reliability, which is associated with Intel’s microprocessors. However, a risk which companies 

reaching in must consider is that the brands may end up as competitors 

 

Reaching out occurs when a brand is aiming to enter new market by selecting a partner that 

successfully manages to strengthen and add value to the brands core bundle of benefits but at the 

same time brings new customers base. Reaching out can be a way for retail merchants to combine 

their offerings with other merchants in order to reach new customers without investing heavily.  

 

Reaching up is applied when the purpose is to gain greater market penetration by choosing a partner 

with a well-recognized and positive image and association. One example of where this strategy is 

commonly applied is when motor vehicle manufacturers which use “designer” labels on high-class 

versions of their models. Reaching up is an image enhancement strategy in which the collaboration 

partner is chosen specifically because they contribute to creating a positive association rather than 

by providing product attributes. 

 

Reaching beyond is recommended whenever the purpose is to bring both strong image and reach a 

new customer base. A common example is credit card co-branding; around 40-50 percent of all credit 

cards issued around the globe are co-branded, and MasterCard and Visa together have more than 20 

000 co-branded programs. The co-branded cards connect the credit card issuers with the market 

segment served by the partner brand. This type of co-branding aims to create a closer relationship 

with customers by offering them discounts and points which encourages the cardholder to purchase 

more. Furthermore, it provides the credit card company with more detailed information about the 

customers, which helps them to create more appealing products in the future. 
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5.6 Gap Analysis and Contribution 
There are many studies on the subject of network externalities and mobile payments, which draw 

parallels to the case of the card payments market. There is also much research on the disruptiveness 

of this innovation, and the emerging of dominant designs in new technology. Since the two 

theoretical concepts are so closely interlinked, both are included in the theoretical framework of this 

study and provide an understanding of the needs for industrial standards and how these can be 

achieved. 

Collaboration in mobile payments has been extensively investigated from various perspectives 

globally, but there is a gap in the Swedish market about how banks and merchants can collaborate 

within this area. The literature has identified Sweden as an interesting market for mobile payments, 

with several collaborations currently in testing and available in the market. It is therefore important 

to increase the number of report on the subject for the Swedish market in order to expand the body 

of knowledge. 

Trust has also been researched greatly in connection to mobile payments and has been identified as 

a key factor for the success of a mobile payment solution. However, most literature focuses on the 

trust from consumers in a service or a service provider, whereas this study focuses on the trust 

between collaboration partners, and their handling of sensitive data. The reason for this is that while 

the trust of consumers in solution is important, the issues in collaboration revolve around the trust 

that a collaboration partner can keep the valuable assets of consumer data secure, if these are 

shared between the two companies. 

There is also a gap in what strategies are available to banks and merchants to use when developing 

and enhancing mobile payment business, and this report investigates and provides the collaboration 

alternative of co-branding. 
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6 Empirical Findings 
This chapter presents the empirical findings and follows a structure which covers (6.1) The Swedish 
Payment Market, (6.2) Emerging of a Dominant Design, (6.3) Effect of Network Externalities in 
Mobile Payments, (6.4) Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments, (6.5) Trust in Mobile 
Payment Collaborations, and (6.6) Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments. 

 

6.1 The Swedish Payment Market  
In order to investigate how a bank can collaborate with other actors in order to strengthen their 

brand in the mobile payment business one must investigate if Sweden is a suitable market to invest 

in. All those who participated in the interviews for this study agreed that Sweden is a suitable market 

for mobile payments. The main reasons given were the high penetration of smart phones, good 

mobile broadband coverage, mobile banking, the advanced usage and development of mobile 

services, and the general enthusiasm for technology.  

According to Svensson (2013) the low level of cash usage and the high number of card payments in 

the Swedish society speaks for the acceptance of alternative methods of payment. However, the 

Swedish market’s maturity in card payments was also the most quoted hindrance for the mass 

adoption of mobile payments. The card payment infrastructure is well-functioning, there are no 

added costs for consumers, and the consumers are comfortable with using cards, which means that 

there is not much to persuade consumers with in order to make them switch payment method. 

Andersson (2013) states that card payments have a strong foothold in the market. Paying with credit- 

and debit-cards is fast, convenient, reliable, and it can be used almost everywhere as the terminals in 

most stores are adapted for card payments, but not mobile or contactless payments. Ahrgren (2013) 

agrees and adds that card payments currently fulfill their purpose, and that there is no urgent need 

for cash displacement. Therefore, the banks do not see a problem that needs to be solved. 

Nilervall (2013) states that there is a high level of interest from the merchant side of the market that 

can drive the introduction of mobile payments, but so far there have not been any attractive enough 

alternatives presented for the merchants. Svensson (2013) says that cash and card payments are a 

‘dead transaction’ but mobile payments gives the merchant the opportunity to better communicate 

with the consumers, which further explains their interest. 

On the question whether mobile payments is a threat to the banks’ current business the general 

response was that mobile payments in itself was not a threat, but it creates an opportunity for 

competition (Furubjelke, 2013). Trogen (2013) believes that mobile payments will not be a threat as 

long as banks are the ones providing it. Ahrgren (2013) agrees and says that if the banks do not act it 

will be a threat but otherwise it should be seen as an opportunity.  

When asked if mobile payments was to be seen as a substitute or a complement to the current 

payment solutions in the market most interviewees agreed that it will become a complement initially, 

but over time it may end up as a substitute to today’s cash payments and low value payments, unless 

the trend of diminishing cash usage pans out (Trogen, 2013). Bygdeson (2013) on the other hand says 

that mobile payments might instead replace cards in the future, leaving cash and mobile payments as 

the remaining alternatives. However, factors such as battery time and mobile data coverage then 

raise issues about 24-hour availability, which card payments provide today. Nilervall (2013) further 
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adds that some segments do not use cash to a high degree, and consumers in younger segments may 

not have a payment card so for them mobile payments can act as a substitute. 

 

 

Sweden is a suitable market for mobile payment; There is a high smart phone penetration and 
acceptance of alternative payment methods. However, a mature card payments infrastructure 
and lack of attractive business model are slowing down the adoption of mobile payments. There 
are currently not many incentives for consumers to switch from card payments. Mobile payments 
are considered an opportunity for banks rather than a threat, and mobile payments are generally 
identified as a complement to current payment solutions. 

Table 6 Summary of The Swedish Payment Market 

 

6.2 Emerging of a Dominant Design 
Most interviewees stated that banks and financial institutes have the greatest impact on the 

development of the payment market and Bygdeson (2013) adds that banks are the ones with the 

muscles to pull it off. However, Andersson (2013) and Ahrgren (2013) mention that the decisions 

about the payment market are partly influenced by the decisions made on a European level, and not 

only locally by banks. The interviewees agreed that the banks and financial institutes also have the 

most influence on the mobile payment market. Accordin to Ahrgren (2013), infrastructure providers 

VISA and MasterCard will also influence the development. Svensson (2013), Andersson (2013) and 

Nilervall (2013) add other actors such as the telecom sector, major retailers, and merchants as having 

influence on the development of the mobile payments market. Svensson (2013) and Ahrgren (2013) 

also mention some new third party actors; Seamless Distribution AB in particular, and other non-

traditional actors such as Google, PayPal, and Apple. Nilervall (2013) and Ahrgren (2013) also 

mention public transportation and consumers to play a role in the development of mobile payments.  

The market is going through a phase in which the consumers are immature and the actors are 

uncertain, and are therefore waiting to see what happens before forming a business model to enter 

the market with. The major success factor is consumer acceptance. If a service does not appeal to 

consumers, the merchants will not be interested in investing. Since business models are difficult to 

change, and creating a business model which later turns out to be unsuitable is expensive, banks are 

not willing to take the risk. (Ahrgren, 2013) Trogen (2013) points out that right now card payments 

are functioning well, so in order to be successful mobile payments have to be at least as good as card 

payments, and there has to be some added value, which Ahrgren (2013) states that mobile payment 

on its own does not carry. Bygdeson (2013) believes that if mobile payments offered superior 

performance or lower pricing compared to card payments it would already have had its break 

through, but right now mobile payments are just one more option on the same level as the card 

payments. 

According to Svensson (2013) it is important for actors to collaborate in order to create an industry 

standard which they can work with, but he passes on answering what would be necessary in order 

for such collaborations to be possible. Before there is a dominant design in the market actors will 

keep waiting, as it is still too early to predict which solution will be widely adopted. He says that 

merchants cannot implement ten different solutions and see which gets adopted as a market 



41 
 

standard. So far there has not been an agreement among the actors, except for Swish where six of 

the major Swedish banks have been able to collaborate. Bygdeson (2013) says that all actors are 

currently observing Axfood and their experiments to see what happens. He says that ICA will 

probably be the next actor to respond to the development, and that it will be interesting to see what 

IKEA, H&M, and other major retailers with inventing muscles will do. 

Nilervall (2013) says that the banks’ strong position could be used to exclude new actors from the 

mobile payment ecosystem by utilizing their collateral assets, such as their many market channels 

and strong brand image. Their many years of experience as financial institutes have made them 

capable of affecting and adapting to industry regulations, which could be difficult for new actors to 

adhere to. Ahrgren (2013) says that banks are slow but persevering, and that it is important when 

building payment infrastructures. He mentions the example of electronic invoicing, which took the 

banks ten years to make profitable, but now the competitors are gone. He also states that if the 

banks are not present in mobile payments, the infrastructure will not be as strong. 

Understanding merchants’ and consumers’ needs is important when creating a dominant design. 

Since merchants will express their needs they are important to continue having a dialogue with 

(Nilervall, 2013). However, Ahrgren (2013) states that it is more difficult to define consumers’ needs, 

as they do not express them in the same clear way. Instead, the consumers’ needs are discovered 

through close interactions and relations. He also says that consumers are the end users and the 

solutions are made to solve their needs. Mobile solutions, which have successfully solved such a 

consumer need, are found in public transportation and television voting. The interviewees believe 

that usability and ease of use, as well as speed and added services will matter to consumers, but 

Andersson (2013) mentions that different consumer segments differently prioritize these factors. 

Nilervall (2013) further states that security and dependability are vital factors to consumers; if they 

are not present then factors such as speed, price, and added values are irrelevant. 

According to Ahrgren (2013), the most important things are that consumers see the benefits and 

comfort of using mobile payments instead of currently existing methods. Bygdeson (2013) continues 

on the same track and says that if consumers are unable to see the value in a service, that solution 

will not win, but if they see the value the solution has the potential to outgrow its competition. 

Ahgren (2013) continues on the previous statement and says that the consumers want to have 

efficiency and flexibility in their everyday lives, and Svensson (2013) claims that this is also the 

ambition from the merchant side and that they want to provide consumers with more payment 

choices at POS. 

Ahgren (2013) believes there will be a dominant standard for mobile payments in the Swedish 

market, which Trogen (2013) agrees with. However, he believes that there will not be a ‘winner takes 

it all’ situation where one actor alone is successful. Nilervall (2013) from the merchants’ side is 

positive to such a situation in order to create competition in the market, drive development forward, 

and push prices down. He is backed up by Bygdeson (2013) who believes there will be many 

competitive solutions in the nearby future, but the market will eventually decide on 2-3 global 

standards in the same way the market has converged on card standards. He also believes that the 

same actors that are currently leaders in the payment industry will own these standards. Svensson 

(2013) is certain that the banks will come out as final victors. He says, “It is not sure the banks will 

own the mobile wallet, but they will probably still own the actual payment. There are incredible 
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revenue streams for banks to guard, so I am convinced they will secure those streams. They may not 

be the leaders at first, but they will be the winners in the end. Maybe one or two new players will own 

a part of the market.” Having the same actors in the future would mean less competition and higher 

prices, but Bygdeson (2013) says that since security is such an important factor, it might be worth it. 

Svensson (2013) agrees with Bygdeson (2013) and says that there will be a few different standards, 

but these will probably use a mutual system solution in the stores. Previous experiences with the 

development of payment alternatives show that it takes time before such a service can take off, and 

one can never know beforehand what will happen. “If the security of mobile payments is 

compromised there may be a dent in the curve”, says Nilervall (2013) but he still believes mobile 

payments will make its way into the market. 

 

 
The market is currently in a wait-and-see state. Actors must together decide on an industry 
standard before added value services can be developed. Close interactions with merchants and 
consumers will help create a standard, which is accepted in the market. Consumers must see the 
benefits of a mobile payment solution, and merchants can help in understanding the consumers’ 
needs. There will not be a ‘winner-takes-it-all’ situation in the market, but the market will 
eventually decide on a few standards, in the same way the market has converged on card 
payment standards. 

Table 7 Summary of Emerging of a Dominant Design 

 

6.3 Effect of Network Externalities in Mobile Payments 
One service that has emerged in mobile payments is the ability for consumers to instantaneously 

transfer money between each other. However, in order for such a transaction to be possible both 

consumers’ must use solutions, which abide by the same standards and provide the same 

possibilities. Swish is an example of such a service, which is currently provided by six of the major 

banks and Trogen (2013) hopes that more banks will join in so that the consumer base grows. There 

are similar solutions available in the market, but Furubjelke (2013) says that since the banks already 

own the consumers’ salary account they have an advantage when attracting more users. Having a 

payment solution connected to the salary account means that consumers do not have to transfer 

their money to separate accounts, which would add extra steps to the process and mean a loss in 

convenience. 

Furubjelke (2013) says that banks have an advantage in attracting users to mobile payments since 

they can use their existing card payment systems. A card based mobile payment would mean that 

consumers get the same level of security as card payments offer today. By using their advantages, 

banks can create a larger customer base and reap the benefits of network externalities, i.e. when 

more actors join a solution more incentives are created for other actors to join as well. Right now 

many actors are waiting to see which services will succeed, and Ahgren (2013) believes the banks can 

use their consumer base from mobile banking and card payments as leverage to get more actors to 

join. From the merchants’ side many of the actors are waiting for the major merchant chains to 

decide before choosing what service to invest in (Nilervall, 2013). When the major brands have 

decided the necessary infrastructure needed will be available in the market and there will be 

incentives for smaller brands to join the solution (Bygdeson, 2013). 
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Ahrgen (2013) hopes that the banks will be able to reuse the business model from how the card 

payments work today, where consumers are subsidized and merchants pay a larger part of the 

transaction fees. However, Nilervall (2013) says that the merchants’ side is not as positive to this 

solution for mobile payments. He says, ‘Consumers should realize that there are costs associated with 

payments, […] point (loyalty) systems included in credit cards do not benefit us merchants, so we do 

not think that we should have to pay for them. They should realize that some things costs, they are 

not free’. He therefore wants to rebalance the scale to let consumers carry more of the transaction 

costs instead of the merchants. Bygdeson (2013) says that using the same business model as before 

means there would not be much development in the market and it would lower the value of the 

offerings from a new service. Competition is important in order to push the development further. He 

further says that there is currently an oligopoly with limited competition in the payment market and 

that merchants have sometimes chosen to work with new actors for the purpose of creating rivalry in 

the market. One of the adverse effects from a lack of competition is floating. It currently takes a few 

days for the money to be transferred from the consumer’s account to the merchant. During that time 

it becomes a ‘free loan’ from the merchants to the banks and according to Bygdeson (2013) this 

procedure was previously necessary for the verification and security of the systems, but is today 

obsolete and payments could happen in real time. He says that it is just a question of willingness 

from the banks’ side. The technology is available, but since it is still common practice no one has 

incentives to change. 

Trogen (2013) points out that banks currently own the infrastructure and network to carry out card 

payments. They also possess the knowledge about card payments, and it is therefore natural for 

them to see the mobile card payments as the preferred mobile payment method. According to 

Ahrgren (2013) success in mobile payments requires that the banks drive a change in the behavior of 

users by optimally using the resources they have, such as cards. He says that banks can start by 

offering mobile payments based on cards, and then phase out the card payments until they are no 

longer necessary. 

 

 
Banks intend to use their advantage of having a large customer base as leverage to reap the 
benefits of network externalities and make more actors join. Significant network externalities will 
occur when the major merchant chains decide on a payment solution. This will incentivize other 
smaller merchants to join as well. Banks want to reuse the existing card payment infrastructure 
and business model in order to gain additional network externalities but merchant are less 
positive to such a solution. 

Table 8 Summary of Effect of Network Externalities in Mobile Payments 

 

6.4 Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments 
All interviewees agree on the importance of collaboration in mobile payments. Merchants are 

actively participating in discussions, and Nilervall (2013) says that they do so because they want to 

influence the development of mobile payments in order to have a say in pricing and features. 

Bygdeson (2013) states that there is a risk that individual merchants get limited influence in 

collaborations for the development of mobile payments, so such collaborations should be done 

within the framework of a larger merchant chain like Axfood. Nilervall (2013) further continues that 
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for merchants it is about creating faster solutions, keeping the price down on at least the same level 

as card payments, and creating added value services connected with the payments. He adds however 

that which of these features is most important to a merchant depends on their segment, size, and 

market position.  

Svensson (2013) says that for Axfood, it is about what the consumer wants. They have to create 

values for the customer, and the solution has to be fast since every millisecond counts. Axfood is 

currently testing out both BART, in collaboration with Swedbank, and SEQR by Seamless Distribution 

AB. They have noticed that customers who try BART for the first time are nervous, and that SEQR has 

proven to be fast, but has a limited user base. Svensson (2013) adds that it is important for them to 

influence the development of services in order to make sure they suit their stores and industry. He 

believes this is accomplished by close collaboration with other actors. Axfood is in the forefront 

among the Swedish grocery chains to actively test and shape mobile payments, which he believes will 

give them an advantage over their competitors. Bygdeson (2013) agrees that while being first is 

costly it can also be a great advantage, but he cautions that the investment could be all for nothing if 

the solution is not appealing to consumers. 

On the topic of what merchants can offer in collaboration about mobile payments Nilervall (2013) 

says that even if merchants lack the competence in terms of technology, they have a great influence 

on the introduction of mobile payments and should be included in discussions. Bygdeson (2013) 

states that merchants can provide banks and other collaborators with the consumer contact, the 

knowledge about consumer behavior, and most importantly the payment flow. Trogen (2013) adds 

that collaboration partners can provide the actors such as banks with quality, innovativeness, and 

complement their technological skills. 

According to Trogen (2013), the rapid technological development means that a single actor cannot 

succeed as an innovator in this market. Ahrgren (2013) agrees and states that collaboration is 

important to Swedbank since it is difficult to learn what is required to create added values when 

working alone. Adding value is necessary since mobile payments do not hold any intrinsic value. He 

says that mobile payments must be put in a context, which the banks currently lack. According to 

Ahrgren (2013), banks have an opportunity to integrate closely with each individual’s private finance 

by gathering all payment kinds in one place and offer the consumers an overview. 

Nilervall (2013) states that adding value is done by creating added value services, such as digital 

receipts and coupons. Swedbank already collaborates with Axfood in BART, but the collaboration 

could be expanded to cover more payment environments and integrate with other products. 

Andersson (2013) agrees with Ahrgren (2013) that mobile payments do not hold any value on its own 

and says that the involved actors should see it as a part of an assembled package of services, where 

different actors contribute with different parts of those services. He further mentions the telecom 

sector and merchants to be important collaboration partners for banks to consider for this purpose. 

He also believes that mobile payments will be more connected to the public sector in the future, and 

that they should therefore also be considered for collaborations. Trogen (2013) says that by meeting 

and communicating effectively with different actors, it is possible to build knowledge and 

competence. According to Ahrgren (2013), banks currently have no mutual strategy for mobile 

payments but that they hold a continuous dialogue with each other to promote knowledge building. 
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According to Ahrgren (2013), it is not uncommon for banks to collaborate outside the financial 

industry. Swedbank has continuously worked with the communities through their affiliation with the 

local savings banks. They have also collaborated with the Swedish National Sports Association 

(Riksidrottsförbundet), the Institute for Private Finance (Privatekonomiska Institutet) which has an 

educational role in the market, and the Employment Services’ Young Workers Enterprise (Unga Jobb). 

Svensson (2013) also speaks about the inter-industrial collaborations of the merchant Axfood and 

brings up examples of their work with the Swedish Postal Services (Posten) and Svenska Spel. These 

collaborations have been outside of Axfood’s core business, but the primary aim of them has been to 

attract consumers to the stores, and by gathering these services at the same location they intend to 

create a one-stop shopping experience for the consumers. He further states that even though the 

collaborations contribute to a better shopping experience for the consumers it is important to not 

lose focus on the core business.  

There have been many ideas for collaborations in the field of mobile payments as well, and all 

interviewed are positive to using collaboration for enhancing their business. However, so far most 

actors have been unable to find an appropriate business model that would suit all involved and get 

past obstacles such as customer data issues, which is a big concern for many actors in the industry. 

Svensson (2013), Nilervall (2013), and Bygdeson (2013) all explain that the merchants are very 

restrictive when it comes to sharing their customer data and so far many of the collaborations 

revolve around dialogue and knowledge sharing instead. Furthermore, Bygdeson (2013) refers to 

consumer data and purchasing behavior as the merchants’ core business, and says that the 

merchants own that information. The merchants have entered agreements with the consumers to 

not share their data, and protecting it is absolutely critical in order to maintain a trusting relationship 

with the consumers. He says that therefore, sharing consumer data is not the problem, but more a 

question of ethics and finding an appropriate business model. 

 

 
Since mobile payments do not hold any intrinsic value, collaboration is necessary to provide 
context and add value. Merchants can provide banks with consumer contact, the knowledge 
about consumer behavior, and the payment flow. By collaborating with banks, merchants can 
actively take part in the testing and shaping of mobile payment solutions to fit their needs, which 
gives them an advantage over their competitors. In the end, collaboration may enhance both the 
actors’ business. The major issue for merchants is the sharing of customer data. 

Table 9 Summary of Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments 

 

6.5 Trust in Mobile Payment Collaborations 
All interviewees identify trust as one of the most important factors for collaborations in mobile 

payments today. Banks have invested greatly in their brands and in the trust associated with it. 

Trogen (2013) points out that the financial sector’s entire system, which has taken 3-4 decades to 

build is primarily based on trust. He says that building trust takes a long time, but can quickly be 

destroyed. He believes that the most vital factor in competition in the mobile payments market will 

be based on the trust-perspective. There are many actors capable of delivering the technology itself, 

but trust will give the banks their competitive advantage. Ahrgren (2013) agrees and adds that the 

banks have the customers’ trust, both from the buyer and seller sides of the market. 
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The consumers’ integrity and vulnerability are critical question when considering mobile payments. 

Svensson (2013) says that both Axfood and the banks have built up the trust that the consumers’ 

data is secure, and neither company wants to break that trust. Bygdeson (2013) says that the 

consumers’ integrity is very highly prioritized now because consumers are less loyal to their 

merchants, meaning that the company that fails to keep that integrity ruins it for the whole industry. 

He further says that it is important to be open towards the consumers about what connecting loyalty 

systems with purchasing behavior and everyday finances will mean from an integrity perspective. He 

also states that these issues should be communicated to the customers together with the potential 

benefits. Andersson (2013) adds that transparency with cost is important since consumers are 

getting less tolerant to hidden fees, and states that this has so far not been the banks’ strong side. 

Nilervall (2013) says that the MNOs also enjoy trust from the customers; however, their trust record 

is not as cemented as the banks’, especially not when it concerns payment services.  

Andersson (2013) states that in order to create a partnership there has to be trust between the 

companies. There has to be some kind of give and take and a building of a trusting relationship, 

which ensures that both partners benefit from the collaboration. Both Andersson (2013) and Trogen 

(2013) emphasize the importance of being open, transparent, receptive, and have mutual trust and 

understanding for the value creation in collaboration with others. Partners need to agree on where 

to compete and what values they want to provide to their customers.  

 

 
Trust is one of the most important factors in collaboration about mobile payments. The banks 
financial system is built over a long time and is trusted by both buyer and seller sides of the 
market. While many actors are capable of providing a mobile payment system, trust will give 
banks a competitive advantage. It is very important for merchant to keep their consumers’ 
integrity, since consumers are less loyal to merchants. 

Table 10 Summary of Trust in Mobile Payment Collaborations 

 

6.6 Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments 
The trust in banks is strongly associated with their brand name. From the consumers’ perspective, 

banks and card providers are reliable financial actors, and if something goes wrong they trust the 

banks to handle it. Such security is vital when the customers’ money is at stake and few other actors 

in the market enjoy the same level of trust, but it may still be interesting for banks to consider them 

for a co-branding partnership in a mobile payment service. (Andersson, 2013) 

According to Ahrgren (2013) MNOs have a high level of trust from consumers, and they have a 

natural role in mobile payments, as they are a major player in the mobile ecosystem. Svensson 

(2013) adds that MNOs have a relationship with every consumer who owns a mobile phone and 

therefore have an opportunity to integrate their payment service from the start of the chain. They 

also operate in a segment where the banks are currently not present. However, Ahrgren (2013) adds 

that the MNOs have no merchant relations and no payment competence, and Bygdeson (2013) says 

that the MNOs lack the necessary solidity and credibility needed. The merchants wanted the MNOs 

to come in and provide competition for the banks, but right now they are not as prevalent as the 

merchants had hoped. 
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The interviewees have all identified Seamless Distribution AB (SEQR) as a major third party 

competitor in mobile payments in Sweden, making it an interesting actor to investigate co-branding 

with. Nilervall (2013) says that Seamless Distribution AB’s greatest advantage is that they can charge 

a lower price for transactions since they go outside the normal payment infrastructure. Ahrgren 

(2013) also adds that the company is a fast mover, while banks have another time to market, 

especially when collaborating. He further says that Seamless Distribution AB is focused and possesses 

the necessary competence in the payments market from their previous work with payment 

infrastructure. They are also owned by Kinnevik, which gives them ‘deep pockets’ and they have 

been able to connect to strong brands, such as McDonalds, Max, and Axfood. With this strategy they 

are able to create trust around their mobile payment solution by using the merchants’ own 

distribution system to expand. However, Ahrgren (2013) believes that they will experience difficulties 

later when they expand, since they currently do not have their own payment acquiring system. 

Having such a system would involve the same costs as banks are currently paying and Svensson 

(2013) thinks SEQR will struggle to keep the low prices when this happens. 

Bygdeson (2013) says that merchants have a customer base, a strong customer connection, and that 

they want to be a visible brand. However, he states that merchants probably do not want to have co-

branding around mobile payment services. He believes that the merchants want to be the brand 

visible to consumers, and instead have system providers in the background, which can be replaced 

when necessary in order to create competition. This is similar to how store brand goods work today, 

where the consumers only see the store’s image, but the manufacturers can change from year to 

year. Svensson (2013) claims that the actual payment is irrelevant anyway and the consumers will 

only see the possible functions, which can be integrated. Bygdeson (2013) further states that the 

situation can be different in the startup phase, where co-branding can help drive development, but 

in the long run merchants are not interested in sharing the consumers’ attention unless they have 

something to gain from it, such as more total attention or financial compensation. International third 

party actors were also mentioned during the interviews, but those actors are not yet actively 

invested in the Swedish market and were therefore not discussed as deeply.  

 

 
MNOs have a natural position in the mobile ecosystem and a close relationship with every mobile 
phone owner, which gives them an opportunity to integrate their solution at the start of the 
chain. Seamless Distribution AB was identified as a fast mover with a distribution strategy which 
builds on connecting with strong brands. Merchants have a customer base and a strong customer 
connection to offer a co-branding partner. 

Table 11 Summary of Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments 
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7 Discussion 
This chapter uses the theoretical framework to analyze the empirical findings according to the same 
structure which covers (7.1) The Swedish Payment Market, (7.2) Emerging of a Dominant Design, 
(7.3) Effect of Network Externalities in Mobile Payments, (7.4) Utilizing Business Collaboration in 
Mobile Payments, (7.5) Trust in Mobile Payment Collaborations, and (7.6) Co-branding Strategy in 
Mobile Payments. 

 

7.1 The Swedish Payment Market 
Both the literature and the interviewees in this study agree that mobile payments will be the next 

step in payments, even if they are not sure of what mobile payments will look like. The literature 

identifies Sweden as one of the most suitable markets to introduce mobile payments on. The high 

penetration of smart phones, the interest in technology, and the experience with using alternative 

payment methods are identified as factors that speak for Sweden’s advantage. These are the same 

factors identified in the empirical study; however, the interviewees recognized the advanced card 

payment infrastructure in Sweden as an obstacle, which slows down the technology adoption. It is 

possible to see that in a market like Sweden, consumers are spoiled by the convenience of the 

existing payment methods and are therefore hesitant to change. 

There is a high interest in mobile payment from merchants. One reason is the opportunity for 

merchants to enhance their image in the consumers’ eyes. This can be achieved through new loyalty 

and marketing opportunities, and was mostly identified as important to major merchants. Empirical 

findings show that Axfood has a strong drive to be in the forefront of the changes in the market and 

the available solutions. In that way they can offer more payment options to their consumers, which is 

why they have introduced both BART and SEQR in their stores. Convenience stores are instead 

generally interested in the possibility of reducing time consumption with mobile payments. A card 

payment today takes about 25 seconds, and while mobile payments currently have a similar 

processing time, they show great potential for improvements in transaction speeds. As recalled from 

the empirical findings, merchants consider every minute in the checkout important, and a lower 

payment processing time means more customers can shop. For smaller merchants reduced costs are 

considered as the strongest incentive for them to be interested in mobile payments. All merchants 

due to the high transaction fees do not accept card payments, and mobile payments present an 

opportunity for lowering such costs. When offering payment solutions to merchants, banks should 

also consider what attributes attract merchants to card payments. According to the literature card 

payments scored high in customer satisfaction, time consumption, and convenience. Since both 

literature and the empirical findings claim that mobile payment must offer more than card payments 

for a switch to happen, mobile payments must perform better in these attributes 

According to the empirical study, banks did not identify mobile payments as a threat since they 

presupposed that they would play an important part in the payment market in the future as well. 

However, the literature and empirical findings from the merchants’ side indicate that there is 

dissatisfaction in the Swedish market regarding the current payment business models. With new 

actors constantly entering the market there is only a matter of time before a business model which 

does not require banks to participate and can increase the benefits for merchants and consumers is 

found. Since SEQR has been considered both simpler and faster to use in stores banks must be realize 

that there is already substantial competition in the market. Mobile payments can therefore be 
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considered a threat and banks must be more accommodating in collaboration with merchants and be 

ready to consider the requirements which merchants present. 

Most interviewees identified mobile payments as a complement to existing payment methods. 

However, literature indicates that mobile payments have a great potential for substituting cash 

payments. If banks reprioritize cash displacement on their agenda and use that motivation to design 

mobile payment services which offers the convenience currently found in cash payments they may 

be able to services which help fulfill their objectives; finding new revenue streams, attract new 

customers, and connect closer with the current customers. However, banks do not seem to trust in 

substituting cash as a method for making mobile payments successful, since there is still some belief 

that the reducing of cash in the society is a waning trend, and that cash will always have a place in 

the payment market. 

 

7.2 Emerging of a Dominant Design 
The literature states that when a new technology is introduced to a market, many actors enter with it. 

This means that there are currently many new actors in the Swedish payment market that can 

influence the emerging of a dominant design within mobile payments. The empirical data indicates 

that which actor is perceived as having the most influence on the dominant design depends on the 

position of the interviewee and their position in relation to the rest of the value chain. Interviewees 

in the empirical study identified a whole range of actors, from banks and financial institutes, to 

consumers and new third party actors. According to literature however, there are certain factors, 

which affect an actor’s ability to influence the dominant design such as the presence of collateral 

assets and regulations in the market, which create different conditions for all the involved actors. 

Among the collateral assets identified in the literature are brand image, customer switching costs, 

and market channels. Looking at the young competitor Seamless Distribution AB, they obviously lack 

the well-recognized brand image that the banks possess, since a trusted reputation in the payment 

business takes time to create. The MNOs, unlike the new third party providers, have many of the 

necessary collateral assets, such as the presence in the minds of young consumer segments, but they 

have not been able to fully utilize them. If MNOs want to work towards influencing the dominant 

design they must clarify their services towards merchants. According to the empirical findings 

merchants want MNOs to have a strong position in mobile payments, in order to increase 

competition and lower costs. However, right now merchants do not identify MNOs as a strong actor. 

Furthermore, these two competitors also face great challenges with the regulations of the financial 

industry, an industry in which the banks have much experience. Banks also have access to the 

consumers’ salary accounts, meaning there are higher switching costs for consumers who want to 

adopt another solution. As pointed out in the empirical findings, banks possess the necessary 

prerequisites and the muscles to affect the market in such a way, and are therefore likely to heavily 

influence the setting of a dominant design in the Swedish mobile payments market. 

Literature indicates that the market is currently in an experimenting phase where none of the 

providers have yet achieved a complete product and consumers have not decided on exactly what 

featured are the most desired ones. The whole market is still learning which is why the features of 

mobile payments are not yet completely defined. The findings from the empirical study identify this 

as an obstacle for actors in the market to overcome before mobile payments can become more 
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successful in the market. As long as there are no set standards in the Swedish mobile payment 

market, actors will wait to see what happens before investing in a solution. This is corresponds with 

the literature which states that while the market is lacking a dominant design, there is a tendency to 

postpone investments and waiting for a dominant design to emerge first. The merchant side in the 

empirical study stated that they cannot invest in ten different solutions and see which gets adopted 

as the market standard. Another interesting finding is that only six of the Swedish banks are active in 

mobile payments while the rest are standing passively by. This may indicate that these banks do not 

consider mobile payments a threat to their business, or that they think they already provide enough 

services and it may be outside of their core business. The reasons have not been thoroughly 

investigated in this study, but the lack of action does create attention and may leave them behind in 

the market, meaning a loss of customers to competitors such as MNOs, third party providers, or 

other banks. 

Actors must together decide on an industry standard before the mobile payment market can move 

on. Before an industry standard is set it is very difficult to create added value services which can offer 

differentiation between solutions in the market. It is therefore important that the different actors in 

the Swedish market collaborate through discussion and knowledge sharing in order to create an 

industry standard. So far there have been few initiatives for agreements around standards, but Swish 

was identified in the literature review as a successful attempt where banks have agreed on the 

standard for their P2P money transfer. The service also sparked interest with the merchant 

representatives as an interesting service to expand into more areas. 

The theory continues to state that once the market has settled around a dominant design, effective 

competition can finally take place and differentiation in products can happen on the terms of cost as 

well as product performance. It also states that communication between producers and users has a 

great impact on the ability to impose a dominant design. With this said, banks need closer interaction 

with users can help them observe how the product or service is actually being used, and if the banks 

are succeeding or failing to meet the users’ needs. This helps reach a solution which users can 

actually benefit from, and which is therefore accepted in the market. The acceptance of consumers 

was identified in the empirical study as vital for the success of a mobile payment solution. Consumers 

must see the benefits of a mobile payment solution; otherwise that solution will not gain traction, no 

matter how strong the support from providers. The literature identifies many products and services 

with great technological specifications, but which did not manage to meet a specific need in 

consumers and could therefore not gain a foothold in the market. One example is the case with 

PostFinance in Switzerland which had the support of many important stakeholders, but since they 

did not manage to solve a specific consumer need the solution failed in the market. However, the 

cases in Kenya and India show that if a need in consumers is met the solution may have immense 

success. 

Both literature and empirical results identify the same general requirements from consumers as 

important aspects when designing mobile payment services. These requirements include usability, 

ease of use, speed, price, and added services. However, the prioritization of the different 

requirements differs between different segments of users and actors must therefore choose their 

core segment where they want to be available, and focus on meeting the needs of those consumers 

specifically. Merchants can help providers such as banks to connect with consumers, and they thus 

become an important collaboration partner for the banks to attract. However, as with consumers, 
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the banks should choose one segment to work with, and then choose a merchant within that 

segment. In this way banks are able to start off with a foothold in one segment of the market before 

taking on the rest. These situations also require merchants, and not only consumers, to see the 

benefits of a service in order to later adopt it. 

According to the empirical findings, there will not be a ‘winner-takes-it-all’ situation in the market, 

but the market will eventually decide on a few standards, in the same way the market has converged 

on a few card payment standards. There are several indicators from theories and literature which 

also point towards that mobile payments will develop in the same fashion as card payments, where 

there are a few global standards used side by side. 

 

7.3 Effect of Network Externalities in Mobile Payments 
The banks have a large customer base in their Swish solution, which includes customers of Sweden’s 

six major banks. The literature states that the level of usability that a product carries to a consumer is 

generated as a direct effect of the number of users of that product. Thus banks can use their already 

large user base to attract new customers. 

Many merchants are currently waiting to see what the major merchant chains will choose, before 

they make any investments in mobile payments themselves. If banks are able to attract the major 

chains in collaboration it would increase the user base significantly allowing it to reach critical mass 

leading to more merchants possibly joining. The literature then states that the value of a product 

increase with the size and experience of a service network available to consumers and this would 

further increase the incentives to join the network. BART is one of the solutions with a limited user 

base, since it is currently only supported by one bank, but which has a high number of acceptation 

points, and therefore utilizes those to create network externalities. However, BART could increase its 

user base if more banks would join the solution. 

Banks claim that they want to create a context around their solution, but when scanning the market 

it appears that their competition have come farther in this. MNOs seem to focus on creating network 

externalities by collaborating with each other and creating a context through collaboration with 

consumer goods providers in e-commerce. This results in a large user base and a great number of 

acceptation points, which will only increase looking at the adoption rate of e-commerce during the 

last years. Seamless Distribution AB also creates network externalities by providing many acceptation 

points, but instead aims to become established in highly visible brands such as McDonald’s and Max 

hamburger restaurants. Their rapid spread also allows them to gain network externalities based on 

the perceived future usefulness of the application, if they become associated with being introduced 

in new establishments frequently. According to the theory, consumers may believe that increase in 

acceptation points means more will use the service and the consumer base will grow in the future, 

thus become more inclined to join themselves. By focusing on connecting with establishments that 

have an image where speed is important, such as fast food restaurants, they become visible to a 

large number of potential users who fit the profile of their solution. 

Payment markets are standard examples of two-sided markets, and banks can use different levels of 

charging on the two sides in order to overcome the ‘chicken-and-egg’ problem where merchants are 

hesitant to invest resources in a solution, until there is a large enough user base, and users are not 
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interested in adopting the solution until a large number of merchants accept it. This has been 

successful previously in the card payment market, and banks want to reuse the current card payment 

infrastructure and business model because of the network externalities they carry with them. 

However, merchants are not as positive to this solution since they want to see change from the 

current situation. The major issues that merchants have with the current situation are costs, the lack 

of transparency in the banks’ pricing, revenues, and profits of payment handling, and annoyances 

such as floating. Banks should therefore consider revising the business models in order to 

accommodate some of the merchants’ demands in order to make merchants more inclined to join. 

However, as seen in the literature, Swedish consumers are very price sensitive and other payment 

alternatives that were priced have almost disappeared from the market today. If banks rebalance the 

fees from payment handling to let consumers carry more of the costs they may risk losing the 

consumer support. 

If banks cannot provide merchants with a change in offerings from their current model, other 

solutions, such as SEQR may take market shares from the banks and increase their establishment in 

the market, becoming an even more real competitive alternative. Since SEQR is not card based they 

can circumvent the normal fees and cut costs. However, even if card based solutions are poorly 

ranked by merchants based on costs they build on the already existing card payment systems 

available at merchants. Building on card payment systems may allow the infrastructure to be open 

and let more actors enter and compete on price, which merchants have expressed great interest for 

in the empirical study. Literature claims that card payments are also very secure, which means banks 

have an opportunity to collaborate around the existing BART solution and offer a service which is 

perceived as secure. Their joint venture with Swish has already proven its potential, and 

collaboration around a POS payment alternative would create a large customer base to an already 

tested application. Merchants in the empirical study expressed interest in the Swish solution as well, 

meaning there is also a possibility to combine the two current bank-owned solutions BART and Swish 

through a mutual collaboration, and thus provide even more features to consumers and merchants 

in the same application. 

 

7.4 Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments 
Since mobile payments do not hold any intrinsic value, collaboration is necessary to provide context 

and add value. If the banks want to further expand their payment services they need to create a 

context, which can be achieved through collaborations. Banks can collaborate with merchants, as 

they are an important link to consumers. The empirical findings show that merchants can provide 

banks with consumer contact, knowledge about consumer behavior, and payment flows. Thus, 

merchants are essential collaboration partners in order for the banks to succeed with their payment 

solutions. However, choosing a collaboration partner among merchants is difficult since different 

merchants have different needs depending on their segment, size, and market position. It is 

recommended that banks choose which segment’s needs to concentrate on, and after that choose 

collaboration partners accordingly. 

By collaborating with banks, merchants can actively take part in the testing and shaping of mobile 

payment solutions to fit their needs, which according to the empirical data gives them an advantage 

over their competitors. Collaboration with banks is also useful to merchants as the outcome of such 
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collaboration can allow merchants to move past ‘dead transactions’ and have an improved 

communication tool with their consumers. This communication tool is immensely powerful, and can 

be used to increase their sales by combining it with their vast amounts of customer data to create 

new marketing opportunities. 

In the end, collaboration may enhance both the actors’ businesses. Collaborations are important 

tools to improve consumer experience and gain network effects. They act as opportunities for the 

involved actors to increase their knowledge, and gain access to resources that are scarce or non-

existing in the own organization. Even though many actors are hesitant to undertake major 

collaborations they can still take a step in the right direction by opening up to dialogue with other 

actors, since even collaboration through continuous discussions is stated in the literature to be 

helpful. 

Right now there is some level of collaboration in the market, but it is not sufficient to reach the next 

level of mobile payments and the actors have not yet found a solution which they can both benefit to 

a bigger extent from. There need to be clearly defined lines about what is expected by all participants 

and both actors should allow for some trial-and-error approach as sometimes knowing what does 

not work can give more experience and knowledge when trying to create a successful collaboration. 

According to empirical findings, it is important for both actors to be open, transparent, and receptive 

when working with others in the development of mobile payments. Since the banks will still own the 

payments in their current collaborations for mobile payments, the chances are high that the banks 

gain more benefits out of the collaborations than the merchants. It is therefore important to be clear 

about the expected benefits of the collaboration and find a solution in which both actors come out as 

winners, so no party feels they are taken advantage of. 

The theory states that there will always be risks, uncertainties, and challenges involved with inter-

organizational collaboration. In the case of collaboration in mobile payments between banks and 

merchants, the sharing of customer data will be the biggest challenge to overcome. Agreeing on the 

usage areas of customer data is crucial in mobile payments, and the subject requires extensive 

discussion with the involved actors. With customer data being as important to business as it is today, 

merchants want to keep the data to themselves and may even be contractually unable to share the 

information. In order to solve this problem and provide consumers with added value services, such as 

connecting the loyalty aspect to mobile payments, the banks and merchants need to find a mutual 

business model in which merchants still benefit from owning the data, and consumers could be 

incentivized to allow sharing of their information, while still respecting the individual consumers’ 

integrity concerns. The literature shows that consumers have privacy and integrity concerns, and 

they must therefore be educated on what the new services will mean for these issues. 

 

7.5 Trust in Mobile Payment Collaboration 
Trust is one of the most critical building blocks in the development of payment services, and banks 

have through their long experience in the financial sector built up their trusted network which both 

consumers and merchants recognize as a safe and dependable actor. While many actors are capable 

of providing a mobile payment system, trust will give banks a competitive advantage, and therefore, 

trust is the banks’ most valuable asset in attracting users. Merchants lack trust in many of the other 

actors, since they do not have previous experience working with them around payment deliveries. 
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Therefore, trust should be the banks strongest selling point when talking with potential collaboration 

partners from the merchant side. According to the empirical findings, the customers of merchants 

are behaving less loyal than before, leading to the trust issue becoming an even more important 

topic to address for merchants if they want to keep their customers in the future. Banks have built up 

a similar kind of trust with their customers about their integrity and security, and are therefore able 

to understand the importance of keeping the customers’ integrity secure. However, it is still a 

delicate situation since the collaboration might confuse the mutual customer about the level of trust 

they have for both actors, separately and together. The customers may be uncertain what part of 

their information is shared and how. Therefore banks and merchants who want to collaborate must 

be open with the consumers about what collaboration will mean so that the appropriate level of 

trust is maintained, since trust can be easily broken and technology which is not delivered with trust 

will not be successful.  

The theory describes two types of trust which can occur between two involved parties. In the 

payment system previously, the trust has been unidirectional from the merchants to the banks. The 

merchants have trusted banks to provide safe and secure transactions. However, for deeper 

collaboration in mobile payments to be possible, the empirical findings suggest that the companies 

have to trust each other, thus moving toward mutual trust. This kind of trust is not built overnight, 

banks and merchants should focus on building trust through the ‘small wins’ approach and 

communication according to the literature. Mutual trust must be present in order to create the right 

circumstances which may in the future transform short-term collaborations into long-term 

collaboration and allow for sharing of customer data. It is thus important to build mutual trust as the 

previous section identified sharing of such data as the major issue to overcome in collaboration. 

 

7.6 Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments  
By making their brand more attractive to merchants, banks may create incentives for merchants to 

enter collaboration with them. Theory suggests that through co-branding with different actors in the 

market, companies can enhance their brand image. They can also gain access to the segments where 

other actors have their core competence, and those actors will in their turn get a positive association 

with their brand regarding trust to a level they could perhaps not create themselves. According to 

the literature, can co-branding also enable new actors to enter the payment space in mobile 

payments, which could be of value to both merchants and consumers. The theory states that co-

branding provides a ‘best of the worlds’ synergy, which builds on the strengths of the two 

contributing brands, and if handled correctly will result in a win-win situation. The result is that both 

brands become highly valued and more attractive to consumers, and it helps create differentiation 

from competitors. Theory also states that if co-branding is successful it can lead to a clear and 

consistent communication of the co-brand promise and it may also increase network externalities for 

both brands if they are able to attract new customers as a result. This makes co-branding a suitable 

method for banks to use when trying to attract merchants in collaboration and there are a number of 

different co-branding methods and actors for banks to consider. 

MNOs were identified in the empirical study as they have a natural position in the mobile ecosystem 

and a close relationship with every mobile phone owner. This gives them an opportunity to integrate 

their solution at the start of the chain. They are active in a segment where the banks are currently 
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not present and by using the reaching out strategy described in the theory, banks can find consumer 

who have a mobile phone account, but not a banks account. While the literature states that this is 

much more common in under-banked markets, there may still be a number of users in the Swedish 

market for which this applies, such as younger generations. However, they enjoy a lower level of 

trust than banks, and the core values and purposes of the two industries are very different separate 

and can therefore be difficult to align according to the literature. Furthermore, MNOs lack merchant 

relations and would therefore not help enhance the bank’s brand value with the merchants, but they 

may still increase the brand awareness in some consumer segments, and the increased user base can 

then add to the attraction to merchants. 

Seamless Distribution AB was identified in the empirical study as a fast mover, with a distribution 

channel which builds on creating trust for the brand by connecting with other strong brands in retail 

and service. With their investment and development within mobile payments they are also seen as 

innovative actors, which is an image that banks are not commonly associated with. The theory 

suggests reaching up as an appropriate co-branding method, as they rather than provide technical 

attributes to a service can enhance the bank’s brand with a positive association to their innovative 

fast mover-image. However, the empirical findings suggest that Seamless Distribution AB may 

experience difficulties later with their solution SEQR since they do not own a payment acquiring 

infrastructure themselves. Although, this would probably not affect the co-branding with a bank, 

since the two payment solutions would not rely on the same technical platforms, and it would still 

only be the positive brand image of the company which was utilized. 

Merchants may also be useful for co-branding partnerships and can have a customer base and a 

strong customer relation to offer a co-branding partner. Reaching beyond with merchants could 

include a branded service with loyalty aspects included, like the theory exemplifies with the current 

card market. The branded applications can through coupons create incentives for consumers to 

purchase more. The merchants’ interest lies in finding new ways to serve and please their customers 

but the empirical findings show that they are not interested in sharing the consumers’ attention 

unless they benefit from it through increased total attention or financial compensation. The co-

branding attitude may however be different in the beginning, and banks should therefore consider if 

short-term co-branding with merchants is an appropriate way to enter a market. The literature also 

finds that short-term co-branding which allows consumers to receive coupons through the payment 

solution would benefit both merchants with an increased number of consumers in their stores and 

an increased customer contact and satisfaction. Banks would in their turn enhance the awareness in 

consumers. 

Another example from the empirical study where reaching beyond can also be used is at sports 

events, where a mobile application can create incentives for consumers to buy more through 

prioritized checkout lines or by allowing consumers to buy hotdogs during the game and picking 

them up at halftime. Other brands that could present opportunities for co-branding are the Swedish 

retailers H&M and IKEA, both with large customer bases. Both brands have a ‘fun’ image and were 

identified as innovative brands. 

According to theory, there are risks associated with co-branding as well. It can risk damaging a 

brand’s position or its strong brand equity if the partner’s brand has unwanted characteristics or 

customer experiences associated with it. Different actors also have different core values associated 



56 
 

with their brand, and the challenge is therefore to align the core values of the two partners in co-

branding in order attain the values which each brand lacks but wishes gain. It is also vital in co-

branding partnerships to be clear on which of the involved parties owns the product or service that is 

being co-branded. Banks must see mobile payments as a service, and therefore make sure that they 

meet the undefined service need in consumers. They should therefore focus on co-branding which 

differentiates them from other services. The theory identifies the benefits of daring to be different 

and making an emotional connection with consumers, and banks can use this to strengthen their 

relation to consumers and understand how they perceive mobile payments. 
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8 Conclusions 
This chapter presents the conclusions drawn from the discussion based on empirical findings and the 
theoretical framework. It follows the same structure as the previous two chapters: (8.1) the Swedish 
payment market, (8.2) emerging of Dominant Design, (8.3) Effect of Network Externalities in Mobile 
Payments, (8.4) Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments, (8.5) Trust in Mobile Payments, 
and (8.6) Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments. The end of the chapter contains a summary of 
the answers to the initial research questions, called (8.7) The Problem Formulation and Research 
Questions Revisited. 

 

8.1 The Swedish Payment Market 
The suitability of a market for the introduction of mobile payments is dependent on the country’s 

existing payment infrastructure and attitude towards technology. Sweden is a suitable market to 

introduce mobile payments to, due to the high penetration and usage of smart phones and 

acceptance of alternative payment methods. However, the high level of card payments is a hindrance 

for the adoption of mobile payments since consumers are satisfied with the performance of card 

payments. There is a high level of interest in mobile payments from Swedish merchants due to the 

opportunities they bring in terms of possibly reduced costs, increased convenience, and added value. 

Finally, the banks in the Swedish market have a good starting point in the mobile payment market, 

due to their long history in the payment market.  

 

8.2 Emerging of a Dominant Design 
The industry standard in mobile payments has not yet been set and there are several actors, such as 

banks, merchants, MNOs, third party providers, and consumers who will influence what will 

eventually become the dominant design. The market is currently in a wait-and-see mode, and actors 

must agree on an industry standard in order to further drive development forward and be able to 

create around mobile payments. In order to have support for a mobile payments standard in the 

market, the consumers must see the benefits of the solution, and their requirements must be met. 

Among the requirements which have been identified as important for consumers are usability, ease 

of use, speed, price, and added services. The prioritization of these requirements differs depending 

on what segment the users belong to. 

 

8.3 Effect of Network Externalities in Mobile Payments 
Network externalities have a strong influence on the emerging of the dominant design in technology 

intensive network markets. They influence consumers when deciding on which technology and 

service to adopt. The banks benefit from the network externalities; they have a large user base and 

the ability to offer convenience to their customers by connecting their salary account with the banks’ 

solution. Most of the Swedish merchants are currently waiting to see which solution the large 

merchant chains will decide to adopt before investing in mobile payments. Through collaboration 

with the large merchant chains, it is possible to reach critical mass in the user base and thus create 

incentives for more merchants to join a solution. In order to attract the larger chains, banks should 

look into meeting some of the merchants’ requirements such as instant money transactions and a 

renewed business model where the transaction fees are visible and rebalanced. 
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8.4 Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments 
Since mobile payments do not hold any intrinsic value, collaboration is necessary to provide context 

and add value. Merchants are essential collaboration partners, and an important link to consumers 

for banks. They can provide banks with consumer contact, knowledge about consumer behavior, and 

payment flows. However, choosing a business partner among merchants may be difficult as they 

have different needs depending on their segment, size, and market position. 

By collaborating with banks, merchants have an opportunity to shape mobile payment solutions to fit 

their needs, which gives them an advantage over their competitors. Collaboration with banks in 

mobile payments can also allow merchants to move past ‘dead transactions’ such as cash and card 

payments, which gives merchants an improved communication tool with consumers. Collaboration 

can also help both actors improve consumer experience and gain network effects through an 

increased consumer base. 

Right now there is some collaboration in the market, but not sufficient to reach the next level of 

mobile payments. Deeper collaboration must be created, but this requires openness, transparency, 

and receptiveness from both actors and it is important to be clear about the expected outcomes of 

the collaboration. 

Handling customer data will be the biggest challenge in mobile payments and there has to be a 

business model where all actors can benefit from owning the customer data, and consumers can 

choose to benefit from their data being shared between actors, while individual consumers’ integrity 

remains intact. 

 

8.5 Trust in Mobile Payments 
Trust is one of the most critical building blocks in the development of payment services. Banks have a 

long experience in the financial sector, and their network has been built largely on trust during the 

last decades. While many actors are able to provide a mobile payment solution, trust will give banks 

their competitive advantage. Consumers are behaving less loyal to merchants than before, which 

means that it is important for merchants to keep the trust of the consumers by protecting their 

integrity. Banks should there use trust as their strongest selling point when attracting merchants for 

collaboration. Previously, trust in the payment business has been unidirectional, from merchants to 

banks. However, collaboration in mobile payments now require mutual trust to be built between 

banks and merchants in order to turn short-turn collaborations into long-term collaborations and 

overcome issues such as sharing of consumer data. 

 

8.6 Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments 
Co-branding can help companies enhance their brand image, by aligning the core values of two co-

branding partners correctly. This creates a win-win situation where both brands become highly 

valued and more attractive to customers. It can also help companies gain network externalities if the 
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co-branding allows them to reach new customers and thus increase their customer base. However, 

co-branding can also risk damaging a brands position or strong equity. 

Banks may use co-branding to enhance their brand image, and thus attract merchants to 

collaboration. MNOs have a natural position in the mobile ecosystem and are able to integrate their 

solution at the start of the chain, which make them an interesting co-branding partner for banks to 

consider. The third party provider Seamless Distribution AB is considered to be an innovative fast 

mover, and through co-branding with them banks may enhance their brand image through positive 

associations. Merchants can be useful for banks when reaching into new market segments. However, 

merchants are not interested in sharing the attention of consumers in the long run, but short-term 

co-branding may still be possibility. 

 

8.7 The Problem Formulation and Research Questions Revisited 
There were five research questions set in the introduction of the report. These questions together 

solve the problem formulation of the report. The problem formulation was: 

Finding how a bank can use collaboration in order to strengthen their brand in the mobile payment 

business. 

The research questions are presented below together with the answers found in the conclusions of 

the report. 

 

RQ1 – What kind of circumstances would allow banks to create more value around their services and 

how can these circumstances be realized? 

If an industry standard was set, banks would be able to create more value around their services. Until 

there is a dominant design in the market actors will keep hesitating to make investments and actors 

must therefore agree on an industry standard in order to drive development further. A dominant 

design can be created through discussion and knowledge sharing between the involved actors and a 

close contact with consumers and merchants in order to ensure the solution is supported in the 

market. 

 

RQ2 – How can collaboration help increase the customer base in mobile payment? 

Most Swedish merchants are currently waiting to see which solution the large merchant chains will 

decide to adopt before investing in mobile payments. Through collaboration with the large merchant 

chains it is possible to reach critical mass in the user base. This creates incentives for more merchants 

to join a solution, which further increases acceptation points and user base. 

 

RQ3 – How can banks and merchants benefit from collaboration with each other and what is the 

biggest challenge to overcome? 
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Merchants can provide banks with consumer contact, knowledge about consumer behavior, and 

payment flows, as well as a context for mobile payments. Banks give merchants an opportunity to 

shape mobile payment solutions to fit their needs, which gives them an advantage over their 

competitors and a new powerful communication channel to their consumers. 

Handling customer data will be the biggest challenge in mobile payments and there has to be a 

business model where all actors can benefit from owning the customer data, and consumers can 

choose to benefit from their data being shared between actors while individual consumers’ integrity 

remains intact. 

 

RQ4 – Which is the most valuable assets for banks in order to attract merchants in collaboration 

about mobile payments? 

Trust is the banks’ most valuable asset in attracting collaboration partners. The banks should make 

trust their strongest selling point and make use of the demand for security in the payment industry. 

 

RQ5 – Can co-branding be used as a strategy to strengthen a brand in mobile payments?  

Co-branding can help companies enhance their brand image, and even sometimes gain network 

externalities. Banks may use co-branding in order to attract merchants to collaboration and increase 

consumer awareness. Co-branding with MNO’s, third party providers, and merchants may help banks 

strengthen their brand in mobile payments.  
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9 Future Research 
This chapter presents the proposed future research areas identified in the report. 

This study has investigated how banks, through collaboration can enhance their brand in the market 

of mobile payments and suggested areas of importance for banks to consider when developing 

future mobile payment services. However, the field of mobile payments is vast and is hard to fully 

review. Thus this report is not entirely inclusive, and there are many more areas to explore.  

Firstly, the study focuses solely on the Swedish mobile payment market. If mobile payments are to 

succeed it is inevitable to investigate the Swedish market from an international perspective in order 

to find how local actors can adapt to a global market and the competition it brings. Questions about 

interoperability, roaming, legislations, and the collaboration with international actors such as card 

providers and technology providers become increasingly important to investigate in greater details. 

Secondly, since this report is written for the benefit of a bank it carries a bank-centric point of view. 

Future research should try to capture the perspectives of other actors, such as MNOs, merchant 

chains, third party actors, and the governmental institutes. It is also suggested that the impact and 

reception of the added value services mentioned in this report, such as coupons, digital receipts, 

loyalty rewards are investigated in greater details. The investigation should take place before, during, 

and after a roll out of such a service and include consumer surveys in order to find how they actually 

perceive these value added services, in order to complement the statements made by the 

interviewees in this report. 

One of the most prominent issues raised in the report is the sharing of consumer data, which is a 

critical problem to solve if actors are to collaborate closely and develop added value services. The 

problem area is very complex and requires further investigation considering aspects such as 

legislation, consumer integrity, and business models that benefits all those involved. 

Finally, it is suggested that co-branding strategy should be explored as an alternative and relevance 

of other concepts such as Gamification are determined. The future studies should also investigate on 

how mobile payments have affected business for merchants and banks. The reputation, position in 

the market, usage, and profitability of the services should be investigated after roll out of a complete 

service in order to see how the business model has developed, compared to what was expected 

beforehand. 

Sweden is an important and interesting market for mobile payments due to its unique status, and 

mobile payments will continue to develop rapidly, making additional studies in the subject a priority. 
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Appendix A: Interview Framework  
 

Payment Market in Sweden  

 Is Sweden a market suitable to introduce mobile payments to? (What is there to be said for / 
against that mobile payments will be next step for payments in Sweden?) 

 Who are the players that have the greatest impact on payment market development in 
Sweden? 

 Are they the same actors that are currently influencing the development of mobile payments 
in Sweden? 

 Why have mobile payments not yet had a major breakthrough at retailers in Sweden yet? 
(What is required for that to happen?) 

 Are mobile payments intended as a substitute or a complement to existing forms of 
payment? 

 

Emerging of a Dominant Design 

 Can you identify any actor taking a clear leadership role in the development of mobile 
payments in Sweden? (Why?) 

 How much impact do consumers have on the development of Swedish mobile payment 
market? 

 What are consumers currently asking for in mobile payments?  

 Will there be an industry standard for mobile payments, or will there be a generic term for 
different opportunities? 

 Which are the solution on the market that can compete with the banks, and what are their 
advantages / disadvantages? 

 What possible outcomes do you see from the current market situation? (Who will win?) 
 

Effect of Network Externalities in Mobile Payments 

 How substantial should the market support be before merchants start investing (heavily) in 
mobile payments? (What actors must have joined the solution? Certain 
merchants/banks/the government?)  

 What is the merchants’ opinion about a possible solution where banks reuse the same 
business model as in card payments for mobile payments? 

 How can merchant use their position to affect the mobile payment market in Sweden? 
 

Utilizing Business Collaboration in Mobile Payments 

 How do you communicate/work with other actors in the market about mobile payments? 

 What are the obvious benefits for merchants to be incentivized into collaboration about 
mobile payments? 

 What are your previous experiences with collaborations outside your own industry? 

 What are the risks and benefits of working outside your own industry? 
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 Can you name any major obstacles for collaboration with other actors? (Is there any solution 
to the problem?) 

 How can banks attract merchant in collaborations around mobile payments? (What are the 
most important qualities that merchants are looking for in collaborative partners?) 

 

Trust in Mobile Payments 

 How do you think your relationship with your customers are affected if added value service 
such as control of purchasing behavior, loyalty systems and everyday finances are all linked 
together? 

 What are the advantages / disadvantages of having such integrated solution?  
 

Co-branding Strategy in Mobile Payments 

 What kind of cooperation in mobile payments could help your business to enhance its 
brand? 

 Are there any particular actors who would be suitable to work with? (How does consumers' 
view of these partners affect the selection process?) 

 What can merchant contribute with if they would be considered in such cooperation? 
 

General 

 What will happen next with mobile payments in Sweden? 

 Is there any potential technology or service that could render mobile payments as they are 
today uninteresting?  

 Can a Swedish national service still stay competitive against an international solution such as 
Google, Apple, Visa or MasterCard? 

 

 


