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Abstract
Since the global financial crisis of 2008, a new economic phenomenon began to rise: The sharing
economy. This Sharing Economy Phenomenon (SEP) has already been analysed, but no unambiguous
framework has yet been conducted. The goal of this BSc thesis is to conduct a framework of a sharing
economy. Creating a framework of the sharing economy is considered as not possible, because of the
broad range of activities that the whole SEP accounts for. The presented framework is based on an
extensive literature study, containing the most important articles about the sharing economy. From this
literature study, it could be concluded that there are three drivers for a sharing economy: A social, an
economic and a technological one. Besides this, activities within the SEP can be divided in five main
business models, namely: redistribution markets, products-service systems, service exchange,
collaborative lifestyles and peer-to-peer lending. The business models differ on aspects as core
activities, whether they are product or service oriented and the way of connecting to consumers and
delivery. They could be considered the same on aspects as value proposition, infrastructure and roles
of consumer, companies and government. For good implementation of the SEP, legislation has to be
created for it, since the current regulations are not suitable. Further research could be conducted to
clarify which business model is chosen for which reason (economic or social), to determine which
type of governance (transactional or transformational) fits best which business model. Lastly,
longitudinal research could point out social, environmental and economic effects of a sharing economy
on society on the long term.

Keywords: Sharing economy, collaborative consumption, business model, role stakeholders,
legislation.
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Section 1
1.1 Introduction
In the beginning of mankind, products and services were exchanged by barter; lots of berries
for one pelt of a deer-like animal. In hundreds years of time, this barter became more professional and
eventually transformed in a money using-system. Abstract markets of supply and demand arose and
developed to the nowadays global market (Ritter, 1995). Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton and
Rouwmaat (2013) captured a sober definition of the traditional market in the following: “In traditional
markets, consumers buy products and gain ownership”. This market form is also referred to as ‘the
current market’.
Barter, however, never left the stage of exchanging products and services completely. This
became clear when the traditional market proved to be in need of consumer trust in the corporate
world: In 2008, this consumer trust dropped because of the financial and economic crisis that hit the
global market, which resulted in decreasing house prices in the USA, the high unemployment rate and
the decreased purchasing power of consumers. With lower purchasing power and reduced consumer
trust, demand for buying products and services decreased too. However, consumers still needed to get
their products and services. So, they looked for other ways to earn and safe money. That made most of
them more willing to pay for temporary access to a product or service, instead of owning them
(Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013; Puschmann & Alt, 2016). Nowadays,
more and more consumers turn to peer-to-peer business models that are focussed on consumer needs.
This phenomenon is called the Sharing Economy, a peer-to-peer system with customers both as buyer
and supplier (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013; Puschmann & Alt, 2016;
Schor, 2014). It is defined by Matofska (2016) as: “A socio-economic ecosystem built around the
sharing of human, physical and intellectual resources, which includes a shared creation, production,
distribution, trade and consumption of goods and services by different people and organisations”. In
this BSc thesis, to this growing phenomenon will referred be as the Sharing Economy Phenomenon,
the SEP. Well known initiatives are Uber and Airbnb, both founded in 2008.
Besides that most sharing economy initiatives are cheaper than their alternatives in the
traditional market, the increasing popularity of a sharing economy can also be dedicated to the fact that
sharing products and services is made easy. Thanks to the broad connectivity that came with the
internet, the abstract market of supply and demand for sharing resources, has been – and still is –
growing enormously (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013).
Above mentioned aspects are only a few of a sharing economy. Besides these, there are many
more. Within the literature, many articles are written about forms, success factors and the feasibility of
the SEP. However, very few articles are written about what the or a sharing economy exactly is; There
is even no universal definition of the sharing economy. As will be discussed in 1.2, the goal of this
research is to bring together literature that is written about a sharing economy, in order to create a
framework of it. Then, sharing economies could be analysed by this framework.
This thesis will focus on the new development ‘the sharing economy’. A cooperative tends to
have a business model that matches with the idea of the SEP, namely the one of collaborating
participants of the market. However, this collaboration is executed “through a jointly-owned and
democratically-controlled enterprise” (Sevananda, 2016). So, the collaboration results in an enterprise,
which will then try to meet the common goal. Besides that as well as sharing economy initiatives as
cooperatives are initially founded for and by participants of the market, the two differ on any other
aspect. Sharing economy initiatives do not have, for example, enterprises to meet a common goal, only
companies that facilitate a way for consumers to meet their own goals by collaboration with other
consumers. Because of the considerable differences between a sharing economy and a cooperative
business model, this business model and other cooperative-like-business-models will be left out the
spectrum of this research.
Lastly, a clarification has to be made. Some might call a sharing economy a share(d) economy.
Although it sounds almost the same as sharing, the different between the two systems is considerably
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big. What the sharing economy is, is already slightly touched and aspects of a sharing economy will be
discussed in more detail through the rest of this BSc thesis. In a system as the share(d) economy, an
approach for improving efficiency and productivity is implemented in traditional market business
models. This approach is implemented in order to make a company more profitable. The share(d)
economy is first mentioned by Martin Weitzman (1984), and further explained by Nordhaus (1986).
To get a better idea of what a share(d) economy is, it is recommended to read their articles.

1.2 Goal of the Thesis
There has already been written a lot about the sharing economy, but no unambiguous
framework has been defined with which the sharing economy can be analysed. A reason for this gap in
the literature could be that, according to Schor (2014), it is difficult to come up with a solid definition
of the sharing economy. The great diversity of activities that are assigned to be part of the sharing
economy, can be designated as a reason for this difficulty. This is underlined by the finding that when
innovators of big sharing platforms were asked about a framework of the sharing economy, their
definitions lacked analytical insight (Schor, 2014).
Since there is no consistent framework in literature, the goal of this thesis is to create a
framework of the sharing economy. Then, sharing economy initiatives could be analysed on a same
basis. However, because of the difficulty of including all possible activities that are considered to be
part of the sharing economy, the goal is more nuanced: The goal of this BSc thesis is to create a
framework of a sharing economy, including the most important aspects of this system, which
distinguish a sharing economy from the traditional market. The aspects that will be discussed, are
products and services that lend themselves for sharing economy initiatives, business models that occur
in the SEP, stakeholders of a sharing economy and legislation that is needed in a sharing economy.

1.3 Research Questions
Main question
In order to come to a framework as defined in 1.2, the following main question is to be
answered: “What identifying aspects does a sharing economy consist of and how can these aspects be
implemented in the current system?”.


Identifying aspects: Components that distinguish the sharing economy from any other kind of
economy.
Sharing economy: “A socio-economic ecosystem built around the sharing of human, physical
and intellectual resources, which includes a shared creation, production, distribution, trade and
consumption of goods and services by different people and organisations” (Matofska, 2016)1.
Implemented: Applying it [the sharing economy] to the current system in order to bring
opportunities to the current market or fulfil new demands in it.
The current system: The traditional market that consists of consumers, who demand and buy
products through a defined monetary currency and gain ownership, and suppliers, who supply
the demand.






Sub questions
To come to a conclusion, answers to the following sub questions have to be found.
I.
II.
III.

Which definitions for the sharing economy can already be found in literature?
i.
Which conditions need to be met in a sharing economy?
In a sharing economy, which characteristics should products and services possess?
Which business models are used in a sharing economy?

1

Since part of this thesis will contribute to a definition for a sharing economy, this definition is only a
temporary one.
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IV.
V.

i.
What kind of infrastructure is needed for a sharing economy?
Which roles of which stakeholders in the current system should change for a sharing
economy?
What legislation is to be thought of for complementing the current system for a sharing
economy, in the European Union?

Business models: “Includes all the activities associated with making something: designing it,
purchasing raw materials, manufacturing, and so on. It also includes all the activities associated with
selling something: finding and reaching customers, transacting a sale, distributing the product, or
delivering the service” (Magretta, 2002).
Characteristics: “A typical or noticeable quality of something” (Cambridge Dictionairy, 2016).
Infrastructure: “The basic systems and services, such as transport and power supplies, that a
country or organization uses in order to work effectively” (Cambridge Dictionairy, 2016).
Role: “The position or purpose that someone or something has in a situation, organization, society,
or relationship” (Cambridge Dictionairy, 2016).
Stakeholders: “A person such as an employee, customer, or citizen who is involved with an
organization (….)” (Cambridge Dictionairy, 2016) and therefore “cares about how it turns out” (Your
Dictionairy, 2016).

1.4 Research Methodology
The research methodology is connected to the goal of the research. Since the goal of the thesis
is to come up with an unambiguous framework of a sharing economy, based on the literature that is
already written about it, the research method of this research is solely an extensive literature study.
With answering sub question I, special attention will be given to descriptions and definitions of the or
a sharing economy. Also, attention will be given to critical aspects of a sharing economy that are
mentioned in literature, in order to major the conditions of a sharing economy. Literature that will be
used for chapter two, is mostly about products. For chapter three, multiple subjects will be focussed
on. These are divisions of core activities within a sharing economy, that overlap and differ between
articles. Also, a value proposition will be made, using multiple definitions of a value proposition in a
sharing economy. Much attention will be given to articles that are written about the information and
communication technology (ICT) infrastructure that is needed. Special attention will be given to
differentiations between different core activities concerning value propositions. Sources about
consumers, organizations and companies and governments will be used in order to answer sub
question IV. Lastly, official documents of the European Commission and pieces written by EU
experts, will be used for the legislative chapter.
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Section 2
2.1 Chapter 1 Definitions of the sharing economy
Since there is no framework of a sharing economy spelled out in the literature to refer to, it is
difficult to start off a piece about the Sharing Economy Phenomenon (SEP). Some writers, here called
the ‘definers’, start their article by mentioning the definition they will follow during their research.
Most writers, however, assume their readers already know what it is, or at least have an idea. These
writers can be defined as the ‘assumptive writers’. There are also writers who give some examples of a
sharing economy (“Have you ever shared an audio CD with a friend? If you did so, without knowing,
you had actually engaged in a 'collaborative consumption’” (The Financial Express, 2013)), without
really defining it: The ‘exemplars’. The explanations of a sharing economy from ‘assumptive writers’
and ‘exemplars’ will not be discussed. Definitions given by the ‘definers’ will be used to create a
description of a sharing economy.
To begin with, the definition of Matofska (2016) is used to define ‘sharing economy’ in the
main research question. Benita Matofska is the Chief Sharer of The People Who Share2 and sketched
this definition on her site. It is no academic literature, but based on her expertise about a sharing
economy, she seems a trustworthy source. This is also recognized by academic writers (for example
Buczynski, 2013; Stephany, 2015; Jonas, 2015), who have cited her. Her definition was: “A socioeconomic ecosystem built around the sharing of human, physical and intellectual resources, which
includes a shared creation, production, distribution, trade and consumption of goods and services by
different people and organisations”. She recognizes the need for one, unambiguous definition, not only
for of the clarity it will bring about what a sharing economy is, but also “to provide a precise aim and
direction to those working to enable, foster and create a sharing economy” (Matofska, 2016). Lastly,
she mentions that she sees a sharing economy as a system where waste does not exist, only goods that
are misplaced. It is a definition, or rather a description, that already seems to be quite complete. Other
definitions will be mentioned in order to develop this definition into an unambiguous description, that
will be followed during this research.
A case study commissioned by the European Commission defines a sharing economy as
“companies that deploy accessibility based business models for peer-to-peer markets and its user
communities” (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). This short and narrow
definition is a paragraph later revised, when the writers recognize that the consumer role is neglected
in their initial definition. This matchmaking role of companies in a sharing economy is described as
creating value by creating a match between consumers at the right time against reasonable costs.
Among these consumers, both supply and demand need to exist. Later in the article, Dervojeda.
Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton and Rouwmaat (2013) make an important distinction between the
traditional market and a sharing economy: “Whereas in the conventional model, companies are
providing access for consumers to company owned property, in peer-to-peer models, companies are
facilitating access for consumers to consumer owned property or skills and competencies” (Dervojeda,
Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013).
Another definition is that a sharing economy consists of everything in a range of digital
platforms and offline activities, from big companies, to small initiatives (Schor, 2014). It is no specific
definition, since almost every company or initiative falls within this definition. The writer
acknowledges it is a fairly ‘big tent’, but, as she explained, many companies are eager to fit
underneath this tent. The reason why this many different kind of companies try to fit in, is because of
the benefits it would bring: “positive symbolic meaning of sharing, the magnetism of innovative
digital technologies, and the rapidly growing volume of sharing activity” (Schor, 2014). Further
benefits are discussed in 2.3.
2

The People Who Share is a non-profit organization in the United Kingdom that wants to help
companies and people to discover the sharing economy (The People Who Share, 2016). Chief Sharer
is a by this organization made up job description that can be compared with a Chief Executive Officer.
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According to Puschmann and Alt (2016), the phenomenon first got its name ‘sharing
economy’ in 2008. They see this phenomenon built around the use and share of products and services
among different consumers. Further on in their article, they describe an economic context with a more
extensive explanation than their initial definition of what a sharing economy is: “It refers to the use of
an object (a physical good or service) whose consumption is split-up into single parts” (Puschmann &
Alt, 2016). Notable about their description is the aspect that a sharing economy is between multiple
consumers, brought together by a B2C model or by an online service.
The ‘big tent’ of Schor (2014) and the peer-to-peer aspect of Puschmann and Alt (2016) come
together in the overview of Martucci (2016). In this overview, he discusses the different aspects of the
‘big tent’ called the sharing economy. It goes from crowdfunding, house and car sharing, coworking,
trading services, talent sharing and eventually peer-to-peer lending. He seems to recognize there is not
one definition that is applicable for the whole phenomenon of the sharing economy. However, the
definitions named by Martucci (2016), have something fundamentally in common: Without big
companies that get the biggest part of the profit, as it is in a traditional market, the sharing economy is
about consumers who come together and share something. The social aspect (namely, actual meeting
people) of a sharing economy is emphasized in these definitions.
A synonym that can be used for a sharing economy, is collaborative consumption. The two
terms can also be used intertwined, like Puschmann and Alt (2016) do. Their definition of sharing
economy is already mentioned, their definition of the collaborative consumption does not deviate
much from it: “The activities of sharing, exchanging and rental of resources without owning the
goods”.
Hartl, Hofmann and Kirchler (2016) emphasize the non-ownership component in a sharing
economy too, but also bring forward the part that consumers themselves “coordinate the acquisition of
a resource”. So, contrary to Puschmann and Alt (2016) and Martucci (2016), Hartl et al. (2016) do not
give companies a specific role in the system.
Lastly, Rainer, Prince and Watson (2015) highlight a new aspect of collaborative
consumption, namely a positive ecological effect. By sharing and renting products, less products need
to be produced and thus less natural sources are depleted. This supposedly green effect of the SEP,
however, lacks scientific substantiation. Schor (2014) seems to have a point asking what sharing
consumers do with the money they earn with their initiatives: In the beginning, less products will be
produced since less products are needed to serve all consumers (the positive ecological effect Rainer et
al. (2015) mention). However, money is earned by those sharing initiatives and by earning money,
purchasing power increases. This could result in buying new products, which need to be produced,
undoing the green effect a sharing economy initially had. As well as the positive ecological effect, as
the undoing of it by earning money, cannot (yet) be substantiated by academic research. This lack of
substantiation might be solved by conducting a longitudinal research. This kind of research could
probably not yet be conducted, because of the short time the SEP is large enough to be analysed.
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Almost all the above mentioned definitions contribute
to the following description of a sharing economy, which
will be used in this research. A sharing economy is “a
socio-economic ecosystem built around the sharing of
human, physical and intellectual resources, which
includes a shared creation, production, distribution, trade
and consumption of goods and services by different
people and organisations” (Matofska, 2016). The goods
and services that are exchanged, shared or rented, are
solely owned by the consumers themselves. Connecting
between consumers can result in contacts between
strangers, neighbours or acquaintances, which indicates a
social effect of the SEP. The sharing economy brings not
only consumers together in a C2C context, but possibly
also in a B2C context, since many companies want to
participate in a sharing economy. Participating as a
company in a sharing economy will only involve
facilitating a sharing economy initiative, by which
consumers are brought together. The role of companies
will be discussed in 2.4 in more detail. Sharing activities
are depicted in Table 1.1 Ways of 'sharing' in a
Sharing Economy (Owyang, 2013), as used by
Owyang (2013).

Table 1.1 Ways of 'sharing' in a Sharing
Economy (Owyang, 2013)

Conditions for a Sharing Economy
From literature becomes clear there are certain
conditions a sharing economy needs to fulfil in order to
be successful, or at least attractive. These conditions can
be divided into three drivers, namely the social, economic
and technological driver.
Social driver
As already mentioned in section 1.1, with the
economic and financial crisis in 2008, purchasing power
and consumer trust in the (traditional) markets,
decreased. A considerable segment of consumers did not
trust the way business was conducted anymore and in
combination with earning less, and a continuing need for
products, the sharing economy grew exponential:
According to Dervojeda et al. (2013) even at an annual growth exceeding 25%. This number seems to
indicate that what consumers did not find in the traditional market, they found in a sharing economy.
What these switched consumers found in a sharing economy, seems to be trust in the system. Many
articles are written with the purpose of making clear why trust is so important and how it can be
achieved.
Trust is important, since it is essential for consumers’ satisfaction. Losing consumer trust
could therefore have been one of the reasons for the global financial crisis in 2008. Following this line
of thought, consumer trust and with that consumers’ satisfaction are essential for the existence of an
economic system (Möhlmann, 2015). Without satisfaction, the system falls apart. Not only is trust in
the system important: Trust in the participants within the system is at least equally important. This is
especially important when something is organized by the community itself: People then have no other
~ 10 ~

option than to trust other participants (Belk, 2014), whereas in the traditional market, stakeholders can
turn to laws and even prosecutors when a party does not act as it is supposed to.
Whether or not a party
participates according to
expectations in a sharing economy,
depends on two things: the will to
collaborate and the will to share
(Sousa, Lamas, & Dias, 2016).
People seem to be more prepared to
participate, when they associate a
certain activity with attitudes like
willingness, predictability, honesty
and benevolence (Sousa, Lamas, &
Dias, 2016). Sousa, Lamas and Dias
captured trust in a model (figure
1.1) as a construct that is influenced
by seven individual qualities, placed
left in the model. With the model,
“the extent to which one relates to
with one’s social and technical
environment” can be derived (Sousa, Figure 1.1 A socio-technical model of trust (Sousa, Lamas, & Dias, 2016)
Lamas, & Dias, 2016). Eventually, the model can be used to consider certain qualities of trust to
determine:
 Whether someone wants to trust (motivation and willingness).
 If someone can be incentive to use and accept certain technology (competency and
predictability).
 What reason someone has to participate in the exchange or share (reciprocity, benevolence
and honesty).
The order of mentioning which qualities can be determined, corresponds to the order in which the
boxes with qualities are placed in the model. It is up to the platform of a sharing economy to include
these qualities to ensure participation, the model can only give some guidance.
Schor (2014) sees the social aspect of a sharing economy, as mentioned in the assembled
description of a sharing economy, with a slight scepticism. She calls it ‘stranger sharing’ – sharing
with total strangers. This is a rather new phenomenon, as she points out, since it is learned from
history that humans have always been limited sharers; If people shared, it was mostly only with their
own social networks. Today, platforms facilitated by the internet, broadens the range of sharing,
therefore bringing sharers outside their own social network. Since it is difficult to predict the attitude
of a stranger, and therefore the outcome of trusting the other party will participate, stranger sharing is
risky. However, upon now this risk does not seem to be a problem, since from the start of the SEP,
intimate things, for example houses and cars, have been shared on a large scale. It could maybe even
be stated that because of the sharing of these intimate things, the sharing economy seems to be such a
considerable success (Schor, 2014).
Taking the risk of stranger sharing, even with considerably private goods, seem to contradict
with the element of needing to know for certain whether the other party is trustworthy enough to be
involved in an exchange. However, when looking more closely, this contradiction does not seem to
exists, because of the second novelty Schor (2014) mentions (the first novelty is the one of sharing
outside one’s social network): The same platforms that create sizable networks, contributing in
stranger sharing, also create the ‘wisdom of crowds’. As for every click(-and-brick) company things
can be bought from, like bol.com, eBay and Fonq, reviews can be left on platforms for collaborative
consumption. When reviews are given to a product or service, new users are able to estimate the extent
~ 11 ~

to which the supplying party can be trusted (Schor, 2014). When those reviews are proved to be right,
trust in a sharing economy will be reinforced.

Economic driver
In the traditional market, goods and services have a certain value for which a corresponding,
monetary price is paid. If a price is too high or too low, it will be adapted in order to match the value
of (or willingness to pay for) the product. In a sharing economy, this is not the case. A good or service
can have a financial value, but can also have a social and environmental value. Also paying for the
(total) value of a product or service in a sharing economy can differ from the way of paying in a
traditional market. In the SEP, besides only having a monetary option, other kinds of pay methods are
also possible. Examples of alternatives for currency, are time and social capital. In other words:
Material, non-material and social rewards all suffice to be used as a method for paying in a sharing
economy (Matofska, 2016). Which method is used in a certain sharing economy, depends on the
platform, the rules that are used on that platform and the agreement the parties made with each other.
Almost any platform within the SEP, runs on the internet. This way of communication, does
not only ensure wisdom of crowds, but makes dynamic pricing also possible: It ensures transparency
and makes comparing different suppliers of (more or less) the same product of service easier. These
two aspects contribute to dynamic pricing, since not only the demand party, but also the supply party
can benchmark. However, dynamic pricing is more than only benchmarking. Algorithms are
developed that analyse multiple components to equalize demand and supply. Hereby, the algorithm
comes to a price that will incentive the users when no other service can supply. Analysing the supplydemand ratio of a certain good or service and with that its price, stops when the ratio equalizes and
stays the same (Gururaj, 2015; Zhao & Zheng, 2000). Although this aspect is also present in the
traditional market, it is also of great importance for a sharing economy.
Technological driver
For the SEP to become this well spread, technology was quite important. Because of the
technological innovations, greater connectivity between more consumers exists. This ensures a
growing critical mass, which makes matchmaking easier and more successful. This driver, critical
mass and matchmaking will be discussed in more detail in 2.3.
To summarize, a sharing economy is “a socio-economic ecosystem built around the sharing of
human, physical and intellectual resources, which includes a shared creation, production, distribution,
trade and consumption of goods and services by different people and organisations” (Matofska, 2016).
The goods and services that are exchanged, shared or rented, are solely owned by the consumers
themselves. Connecting between consumers can result in contacts between strangers, which indicates a
social effect of the SEP. The sharing economy brings not only consumers together in a C2C context,
but possibly also in a B2C context, since many companies want to participate in a sharing economy.
Participating as a company in a sharing economy will only involve facilitating a sharing economy
initiative, by which consumers are brought together.
Also, there are three important drivers, each with their own specific aspects, of a sharing economy:
 Social driver
o Trust
o Stranger sharing
 Economic driver
o (Non-)monetary pricing
o Dynamic pricing
 Technological driver
o Critical mass
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2.2 Chapter 2 Characteristics of products and services in a sharing economy
In this chapter, the kind of products and services that can be part of a sharing economy will be
discussed. First, it is defined what kind of goods and resources, including services, do exist and what
distinction can be made. Later, the characteristics of products and services in a sharing economy will
be mentioned.
The broadest distinction in the market, is the one which separates products and services. There
is not even an unambiguous word to cover both categories. To narrow this broad distinction of only
two categories down, three other divisions to divide objects3 in a sharing economy in, will be
mentioned. First, there is a distinction that is based on how exclusive objects are and on how
mentionable the rivalry between suppliers is (Lamberton & Rose, 2012). This divisions can be seen in
Appendix I. Secondly, a distinction can also be made based on the users of the product, like it is an
individual, a collective group or it is public to be used, for example a park (to be seen in Appendix II)
(Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013). Overlap between the two distinctions is also
possible, for example with public goods. The category of public goods appears in the table of
Agyeman et al. (2013), but also in the table of Lamberton and Rose (2012), in the corner of low rivarly
and exclusivity. Third, a division between objects in a sharing economy is captures in The Sharing
Spectrum, made by Agyeman et al. (2013). It comes with a distribution between tangible and
intangible goods, examples for every category and flows from materials to capabilities. Capabilities
are defined as “the fundamental things we value as humans, and that by sharing, we can best ensure all
humans can enjoy”, first by Amartya Sen (2009). This definition is very different from the usual
definition of capabilities, but is used for this spectrum and will therefore be used to discuss this
spectrum. The part “ensure all humans can enjoy” seems to indicate that capability products only can
be executed by a governmental authority. The part “all humans” can enjoy, makes easily thinking of
things as human right, reinforced by the United Nations4. In 2.4, the roles of different stakeholders,
and among them the government, will be discussed in more detail.
The sharing spectrum by Agyeman et al. (2013) is pictured in table 2.1.
Table 2.1 The sharing spectrum (Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013)

Then, there is also a distinction to be made of segments of industry in which collaborative
consumption can take place. The following eight segments are: People or skill, health, logistics,
3
4

Goods, services and other resources that are shared in a sharing economy.
A collaboration between countries, represented by their governments.
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financial service, household goods, education, transportation and accommodation. Within this
distinction of segments, also categories as handyman, groceries, commercial trucking and food &
beverage exist (Gururaj, 2015). Three segments seem to react best to the SEP, namely hospitality,
transportation and food & beverages (Gururaj, 2015). It is therefore not surprising that the most known
sharing economy companies fall within these segments: Airbnb (hospitality) and Uber (transportation).
Initiatives as cooking for more than just one’s household to sell in the neighbourhood (food &
beverage) is also not uncommon. Gururaj (2015) also gives three explanations why these segments
profit from the SEP. This first explanation relates to the fact that the exchange takes place on the terms
of the exchanging parties. This causes a de-centralized exchange, whereby the costs are reduced. The
successful segments named by Gururaj (2015) also lend themselves for the second explanation for
their success, namely the dynamic pricing condition, as discussed in 2.1. Lastly, the third explanation
for success is that the segments place resources that are not or under used, in new contexts, whereby
the resources are more efficiently used. Besides these explanations, the segments Gururaj (2015)
mentions, also lend themselves for the on-demand aspect of a sharing economy.

Products
Since the beginning of the SEP, there has been a shift from owning goods, to just using or
temporarily owning them. Besides financial reasons for this shift, Puschmann and Alt (2016) also
mention characteristics of products and services that are favourable in a sharing economy in
comparison to characteristics in a traditional market. These are the convenience (rent or share what
someone wants, whenever he wants) and the ecological sustainability of a sharing economy. The
sustainability reason seems to indicate that goods and services need to be sustainable and with that,
sharable. A Mars® bar, for example, is not a product that fits in the idea of a sharing economy, since it
can only be consumed once. Gorlenko (2013) brings other ideas of sustainable products to mind. She
states: “environmental sustainability by enabling products to live longer, reusing parts and materials,
and reducing electronic waste”. So, a product does not necessarily need to be recyclable as a whole, if
at least parts of it are. Examples of recyclable materials or parts of a product are abundantly.
Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat (2013) name another characteristic of
successful products in a sharing economy. Whether it is a crucial characteristic every product should
have in a sharing economy, is questionable. However, it is thoughtful enough to mention it here. They
state that especially items that are used on rare occasion, but are crucial for that one occasion, will be
popular to share. It is already common with farmers, who rent big machinery at companies especially
for that purpose. Those machines are expensive and mostly used only a few days a year, which makes
renting them more attractive than buying them. This renting and sharing is also becoming popular by
consumers with the development of the SEP. Schor (2014) agrees and even states that 20-30% of the
household expenditure consists of sharable goods. With platforms for connecting owners and users,
the utilization of these underutilised products could increase, while the condition of these products will
not be affected by the underutilization (like dust or rusting). Especially in the wealthy nations, this
problem of underutilization occurs, because every ones buys a lawnmower, even though one could be
shared with the neighbours (Schor, 2014). Gururaj (2015) too agrees that, to achieve environmental
sustainability, people should start using idle and underutilized resources more efficient.
At the same time, Dervojeda et al. (2013) warn for the sharing of physical goods of low added
value, especially in rural areas. These kind of products in these areas seem to be unsuitable for sharing.
A reason for this could be that, when only a little value is added, the consumer choses to do it by
himself and therefore owning the product, instead of sharing the product. Also products that decrease
in value the more they are used, earn a warning of Dervojeda et al. (2013). The use of these products
needs rules and an objective observer in order to avoid overconsumption and stimulate efficient
sharing of these kind of products. Products of which the value increases when they are used multiple
times or by many users, however, do not need rules or norms. After all, overconsumption does not
exist with these kind of products. Examples of products of which the value increases the more it is
used, are (social) networks and social capital (Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013).
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With the characteristic that a good should be sharable, another issues occurs. Products should
be made to be sharable. An example of how this can be achieved, it by plasticizing the covers of books
in a library. This way it is prevented that books have to be written off after the third time it is lend out.
Producers that are willing to adapt to a sharing economy, should think about their designs in order to
prevent wear-and-tear of their products. This goes hand in hand with the sustainable aspect, mentioned
earlier this chapter (Owyang, 2013; Gorlenko, 2013). It should also be made easy to pass on a product
(Owyang, 2013). Besides the materials, producers should also think about their design and how it can
be customized when a product is passed on to another user. When a product is someone’s, it should
also feel as it is of someone. Customization can be easily done, for example deleting all personal
information from a mobile phone when recycling, or putting stickers on a locker and removing them
when the locker becomes someone else’s. Important is not only to think about how to customize a
product and make it feel personal, but also how to undo it. In other words: how to apply repeated
customization to a product (Gorlenko, 2013). Lastly, products should not only be able to be passed on,
but also to be used by multiple users at the same time. After all, the idea of a sharing economy also
consists of stimulating “concurrent usage among different users” (Gorlenko, 2013). This characteristic
does not necessarily apply solely on soft- (like Google Drive) or hardware. Sharing a house with
multiple travellers, as in Airbnb, or car rides as in BlaBlaCar, are also initiatives suitable for multiple
usage. Today, there are only a few different services and products that can be used by multiple users at
the same time. However, the SEP is still only a few years old and considerably dynamic concerning
the velocity of new innovations. Because of this, thinking about this characteristic developing of a new
product or service or a whole sharing economy, could be profitable in the broadest sense of the word.
The shareable characteristic of goods in a sharing economy, brings also non-ownership with it.
It divides the costs of owning to multiple users. Therefore, the costs for every participant reduces, and
with that the financial uncertainty of these participants . However, for the providers the financial
uncertainty increases. Because the costs are split, the income of a provider is divided too, which
increases the uncertainty. They need to search for other ways to capitalize their assets (Ndubisi, Ehret,
& Wirtz, 2016). Non-ownership, or common ownership as Agyeman et al. (2013) call it, has also the
benefit of changing people’s view on ownership. Collectively owning goods could change the interest
of individuals from immediate consumption into a more moderate interest in the collective. This could
result in deliberative negotiation and communication on the long term, therefore considering the effect
of consumption on the future.

Services
To discuss characteristics of products and services in a sharing economy separately, might be a
bit misleading. Offering a product for sharing, lending or renting, can also be considered as a service.
Demary (2014) point this fact rather striking out: “Sharing is contrary to ownership. As a
consequence, Sharing Economy companies transform anything into a service”. She also makes a fivepoint distinction between the products that can be part of a service of sharing or lending. These are:
 Durable goods (such as car rides)
 Nondurable goods (such as meals)
 Investment goods (as farmers already have done for a long time with big machinery)
 Intangible ‘goods’ (knowledge and skill)
 ‘Pure’ services (as babysitting, moaning someone’s lawn or cleaning or repairing).
In some way, the characteristics of products as discussed before, also apply to the services,
since it is a service to rent a product that contains these characteristics. Specific characteristics of
services are hard to determine, because every service is flexible in practice, can be executed multiple
times and can be adjusted to the specific demands of the consumer. Services in a sharing economy
differ however from those in a traditional market, because of what can be executed as a service; Not
only ‘pure’ services as babysitting are provided, but also countless services containing other activities,
like peer-to-peer lending, belong to the service spectrum of the SEP.
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2.3 Chapter 3 Business models in a Sharing Economy
For this chapter, the same definition of a business model is used as mentioned in 1.3. This
definition is: A business model “includes all the activities associated with making something:
designing it, purchasing raw materials, manufacturing, and so on. It also includes all the activities
associated with selling something: finding and reaching customers, transacting a sale, distributing the
product, or delivering the service” (Magretta, 2002). Based on this definition, business models in a
sharing economy will be discussed. The making part, however, does not really exists in a sharing
economy. Instead, different core activities and the value proposition of a sharing economy will be
discussed. The selling part of the definition will be discussed following the greater part of the
mentioned activities, namely: connecting to consumers, delivery and the needed infrastructure.
Core activities within a sharing economy
Just as that there is no unambiguous description of a sharing economy, there are many
activities that fit within a sharing economy. In order to create a division of core activities within the
SEP, divisions made by other authors will be compared.
Martucci (2016) had quite a list of different activities possible in the ‘big tent’ of the sharing
economy. Since this is not a scientific substantiated source, his list will be left out. One part, however,
seems to be a category of importance, namely the peer-to-peer money lending or crowdfunding
activities.
Rainer, Prince and Watson (2015) argue there are three categories of business models in a
sharing economy.
1) Product-service systems. Services as Uber and Airbnb belong to this category.
2) Redistribution markets. These markets were already in use before the rise of a sharing economy,
and is therefore not necessarily something specific for a sharing economy. Flea markets, online
and in the daily life, will always exist.
3) Collaborative lifestyles. In these lifestyles, one party shares a product or service with one other
party on a repetitive basis. Examples of these kind of lifestyles, are sharing an office in a
coworking setting (Rainer, Prince, & Watson, 2015), or babysitting a group of baby’s and
circulate the duty among the parents. An important difference with this kind of sharing and the
sharing in the first category, is that a consumer in a product-service system, only uses the service
or product once, without the meaning of sharing something else with that same person very soon.
In the last category, however, the exchange between the same persons happens several times.
This division seems to miss the peer-to-peer lending category as is mentioned by Martucci (2015).
There is also a division that consists of four categories, developed by Schor (2014). These four
are:
1) “Marketplaces for recirculation of goods that are now firmly part of the mainstream consumer
experience” (Schor, 2014).
2) Platforms facilitating the use of durable goods and other assets more intensively.
3) Service exchange.
4) Efforts that are focused on sharing assets or space in order to enable production.
Some categories match with those of Rainer, Prince and Watson (2015). These categories are
the first of Schor (2014), the one describing the redistribution markets of Rainer et al. (2015), the
second that matches with the category of product-service systems and the fourth of Schor (2014),
which represents the same activities as the collaborative lifestyles of Rainer et al. (2015). Schor (2014)
details this fourth category a bit more than Rainer et al. (2015), since she mentions that activities in her
fourth category are mostly focussed on production, rather than on consumption. This detail matches
with the example of Rainer et al. (2015) of coworking and sharing an office. The third category of
Schor (2014) exists of service exchange, and does not have a part in the division of Rainer et al.
(2015). As with redistribution activities, this kind of sharing goes back before the crisis of 2008. It first
started with time banking, that was ‘founded’ in the USA in 1980. Time banking is as financial
banking, but with the currency of time. Moaning someone’s lawn can earn someone a value of two
~ 16 ~

time currency. This amount can be spent on something else, for example on someone who will babysit
someone’s child for an amount of two time currency. Figure 3.1 shows a circle of how it can work.

Figure 3.1 TimeBanking (Cahn, undated)

Nowadays, there are many initiatives that are developed around the idea of exchanging time and skill,
for example Economy of Hours, Task Rabbit and Zaarly. This category of service exchange seems to
be a good additive, comparing to Rainer’s et al. (2015) model, in which these activities do not seem to
be defined. One explanation could be that these activities experience difficulty to expand within a
sharing economy (Schor, 2014). However, just as in Rainer’s et al. (2015) division, Schor (2014) also
misses the financial lending activities between consumers.
Gururaj (2015) also describes a division, partly overlapping both with the one of Schor (2014),
and with the one of Rainer et al. (2015). The four categories he describes, are:
1) Recirculation of goods.
2) Increased utilization of durable assets.
3) Exchanging services.
4) Sharing of productive assets.
He does not clarify his division, but by the name of the categories, characteristics of the categories can
be extracted. Recirculation of goods seems to be the same as the redistribution market of Rainer et al.
(2015) and Schor’s (2014) first category. Increased utilization of durable goods seems to indicate a sub
category of the redistribution markets. This category, however, is especially for the durable goods,
such as a car or a house. In this specific category, Uber and Airbnb seem to fit. Exchanging services is
the exact same category as Schor’s (2014) third category. Lastly, sharing of productive assets seem to
be similar to the collaborative lifestyles of Rainer et al. (2015) and Schor’s (2014) fourth category. Not
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only does the division of Gururaj (2015) agree with the categories of the previous discussed divisions,
but it seems to do so with the missing category too, namely the one of peer-to-peer lending.
Because of the considerable overlap between the divisions of Rainer et al. (2015), Schor
(2014) and Gururaj (2015), a division out of these three is made. This division is captured in table 3.1.
Table 3.1 Business model division, based on Rainer et al. (2015), Schor (2014) and Gururaj (2015)

Value proposition and positive externalities
As with most economic systems, the most important value
proposition for a provider in a sharing economy, is to supply the
right product, service or resource, at the right time, against fair
transactional costs (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, &
Rouwmaat, 2013) in the right amount. One way of achieving this,
is by replacing un(der)used resources, products or services in a way
it is used more efficiently, especially in times that funding
resources are at risk to run out (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal,
Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). By doing this, the description of
Matofska (2016), the one about the non-existence of waste, but the
existence of misplaced resources, will be followed.
To know where to replace a certain good or service to, a
match has to be made between the ‘buyer’ and supplier (Dervojeda,
Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). This concept of
matchmaking will be discussed in more detail later this chapter.
However, before a match can be made, the suppling party needs to
have customers to supply to. As discussed in 2.1, consumers are
only willing to participate when they trust the other party will also
hold on to the bargain, especially when there is no authority to turn
to when one of the parties is conned. This trust needs to be created,
for example by following Sousa’s et al. (2016) model, as depicted
in figure 1.1, by the platform or supplier of the product or service.
Besides trust, also willingness and credibility need to be pursued
(Coleman, 2010). When these three values are created in a sharing
economy, the value of it will increase noticeably.
The general value proposition and the condition of
matchmaking holds up for the whole SEP. However, there are
some distinctions between business models. The value proposition
of redistribution markets, as TredUp5, seem to focus on saving
money, convenience and sustainable goods. Product-service
systems, as Uber, Airbnb and Drive Now, are mostly focussed on
convenience and experience, whereas service exchanges, like
TaskRabbit, are focussed on convenience and time saving.
Coworking value propositions seems to revolve around a certain
5

The value proposition of the mentioned companies, are cited in the textbox.

~ 18 ~

VALUE PROPOSITIONS
OF DIFFERENT
COMPANIES IN THE SEP
TredUp: conveniently, swap
with friends (Walker, 2010).
Uber: “Uber, the smartest way to
get around. One tap and a car
comes directly to you. Your
driver knows exactly where to
go. And payment is completely
cashless” (Uber, 2016).
Airbnb: “Book homes from local
hosts in 191+ countries and
experience a place like you live
there” (Airbnb, 2016).
Drive Now: “Find car via App,
Drive BMW & MINI, Leave car
anywhere, All included” (for
example gas)(Drive Now, 2016).
TaskRabbit: “Saves you time,
same day help, trust and safety”
(payment) (TaskRabbit, 2016).
Coworking: “The coworking
movement espouses five core
values: Community, Openness, Collaboration, Sustainability, and Accessibility”
(Coworking, 2016).
Kickstarter: “Kickstarter helps
creators find the resources and
support they need to make their
ideas a reality. Thousands of
creative have come to life with
the support of the Kickstarter
community” (Kickstarter, 2016).

value of collaboration and are focussed on community creation and sustainability. Lastly, peer-to-peer
lending platforms, for example Kickstarter, seem to be about community creation too, but also about
money saving.
To conclude, there is a general value proposition for the whole SEP, namely (re)placing
products and services at the right time, in the right amount, against the right transaction costs. There
are, however, some distinctions, concerning where they are focussed on, between the defined business
models.
Besides a value proposition with its core activities, business models could also
produce some positive externalities, or benefits. Through the literature and all over the internet are
certain benefits of a sharing economy to be found. Pursuing these benefits the best a supplier can, can
create more value for its product or service when these benefits are better executed than by
competitors. Besides the benefits that are mentioned earlier, there are also economic ones as lower
costs of products and services (Martucci, 2016; Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013) due
to a decentralized exchange (Gururaj, 2015) and extra income for providers of these goods and skills
(Martucci, 2016). Therefore, opportunity (Martucci, 2016) and jobs are created, which results in skill
development and social mobility (Gururaj, 2015). Products or resources and materials for products
will be needed less because goods are shared, which results in a much more efficient use of resources
that are depleting (Gururaj, 2015); (Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013). Whether the SEP
truly has a positive effect on the environment, should be proved or busted with a longitudinal study
(Schor, 2014). The actual activity of sharing and exchanging goods and services, outside someone’s
own social network, has also a social aspect of connecting people (Agyeman, McLaren, & SchaeferBorrego, 2013). Stranger sharing needs trust, and because of this, a sharing economy is rather
transparent, therefore accountable. Transparency is enabled by platforms that mostly operate on the
internet. For these platforms to keep operating, good infrastructure is needed. This need could have the
positive effect of building and installing internet connections in areas where it is not (easily)
accessible. Simultaneously, people will have to learn how to deal with the platforms and the network
they are operating on. This will also stimulate digital literacy (Gururaj, 2015), which (teaching it)
could decrease unemployment. The largest (categories of) benefits, are depicted in figure 3.2.

Figure 3.2 Benefits of a sharing economy (Gururaj, 2015)
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Connecting consumers
Between the providers and users of a sharing economy, even outside the boundaries of one
single platform or network, matchmaking has to take place. Matchmaking should, as said earlier, be
part of the value proposition of a company. This activity “consists of creating a match between a
consumer owning a certain resource (property or skill/competence) and a consumer in need of that
resource, at the right time and against reasonable transaction costs” (Agyeman, McLaren, & SchaeferBorrego, 2013). Timing with making a match is also of importance, since the need for a certain
product or service can be temporarily or easily fulfilled by another consumer: The need and ability to
fulfil that need should still exist at the time of making the match (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal,
Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013).
A business model needs to fit with the consumer segment the provider or company wants to
address. It is important to connect to consumers, but Dervojeda et al. (2013) warn that really
connecting to the perceived segment, might be difficult. As they state, the most targeted market
segment are youngsters and people early in their adolescents – and not only by a sharing economy, but
by the traditional market as well. And that is not surprisingly: This group of consumers seems to be
most receptive towards online communication and activities (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton,
& Rouwmaat, 2013), the way of connecting that is currently the fastest en cheapest (internet
advertisements are less expensive and more accessible than renting a billboard (Swartz, 2009;
Affordable Webdesign, 2016; Ayoub, 2013)). Besides it is a cheap way of connecting, young
adolescents are also a good audience for a sharing economy initiative. The SEP is after all partly about
reducing costs by sharing products and services, and the target group of youngsters tends to have less
money to spend than, for example, the mid-forty segment (Gourinchas & Parker, 2002).
Dervojeda et al. (2013) explain the real crux of advertising in a sharing economy: It is difficult
to convey the message the supplier wants to advertise in a short, clear way. On the other hand, it is
also difficult for the receiver to perceive whether the provider can live up to the promises the message
carries out. A possible solution for the receiver’s problem, is to compare different reviews of the
provider in order to estimate the quality of it. The problem of the supplier can maybe be solved by
advertisements that only invites the other party to look at the platform that is built by the provider.
Advertising on one’s own website or platform is, after all, for free.
On such a platform the activity of a sharing economy can be set in motion (Dervojeda, Verzijl,
Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). For the redistribution markets, a platform can function as a
shopping window, as well as for sellers as for buyers. In cases of service exchange, providers can be
introduced with a short CV about what kind of jobs they can be hired for. Besides the marketing
benefits of a platform, is has also an organizational one. With the wide spread of internet, business
models are also wide spread, not only globally, but also to different markets and industries. Business
models need to be more and more flexible and convenient because of this shift from traditional
business models to a more accessible peer-to-peer one (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, &
Rouwmaat, 2013).
Running a platform, however, it not a low-price aspect of running a sharing economy
initiative. For building the platform itself and renting servers to run the platform on, investments are
necessary. Getting investments often requires an in advanced formulated and well described plan.
Even dough the SEP is already a few years old, new start-ups and activities within the broad range of
the sharing economy, keep popping up. This makes planning ahead and describing the activity a
provider wants to carry out difficult. Most of these providers are pioneers in a niche in the ‘big tent’ of
the sharing economy, uncertain of the outcomes (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, &
Rouwmaat, 2013). Finding investments for new initiatives in a sharing economy, is therefore difficult
to get in the traditional market. Peer-to-peer lending or crowdfunding could serve as a solution.
Important, again explained by Dervojeda et al. (2013), is the critical mass actively
participating on a platform, or in any kind of network for any kind of activities. Providers and users of
products, services or even lending systems, need to be in some kind of balance: When there are too
many users on a platform, the providers cannot keep up with the demand. When there are too many
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providers, it is not profitable for a provider to stay in business due to a lack of work. The people
behind a platform should therefore not only worry about enough consumers for the activities and
goods a platform offers, but also about enough suppliers to serve the demand and to create enough
variety and alternatives: The owners of a platform or network themselves, should actively pursue
critical mass (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013).
However, companies should also be aware of where they motivate consumers to participate in
their platform. Per business model, it can differ whether the platform should, and could, be local or
global. Business models that are more region bounded, are redistribution markets, product-service
systems and collaborative lifestyles. A note has to be made here, since being local for these business
models is like a constraint, but possibly only in the beginning of the platform. Then, after all, the
critical mass is small, and consumers will only participate when the change of finding a match nearby,
is realistic. Matches in these business models could only be made on a local scale, in order to keep the
transportation costs low, because the business models are (partly) product oriented. Collaborative
lifestyles can also be service oriented, which are service exchanges and peer-to-peer lending per
definition. Being service oriented, however, does not mean the platforms should be global. Some
services, like cutting hear, require attendance of both provider and user. This means consumers should,
at least in the beginning of a platform for these kind of services, be locally motivated to participate.
Participants in money lending platforms, on the other hand, could be recruited all over the world, since
many banks feature internet banking. This service makes transferring money to another continent
possible.
Deliver
The value proposition of the right product (or service), in the right amount, at the right time to
the right consumer against reasonable costs, is rather an assignment for providers of a sharing
economy. At the right time and against reasonable costs seems to be the biggest struggle. According to
Dervojeda et al. (2013) the distance between provider and receiver cannot be too high, in order to keep
the (transportation) costs low. This statement, however, seems to undermine the idea that platforms on
the internet are worldwide and the idea of wanting to share outside one’s own social network.
However, Dervojeda et al. (2013) are not totally undermining these ideas of a sharing economy: Many
platforms, for example timebanking.org, Airbnb and Uber, only serve an idea and a platform to
connect suppliers and ‘buyers’. They present ways to set up a new timebank system in one’s region, or
offer the choice to filter to a certain region when looking for clients or suppliers. These options make
it possible to be global and regional at the same time, keeping delivery easy and (transportation) costs
low.
However, is it possible to keep the costs low when there is no vehicle nearby to ship a certain
product or person to execute the service? In less or even underdeveloped areas, mobility can be fairly
expensive, as The Financial Express (2013) explains. Luckily, there are initiatives to counter this
problem and make good mobility also possible in poor regions. In Bangladesh, for example, Panther
Social is active. This organization rents rickshaws for advertisements. After two years, the rickshaw
becomes property of the runner of that rickshaw, since the vehicle is paid off by the advertisements it
exhibited in two years. Rickshaws would not be as attractive to own in a Western country as it is in
Bangladesh. However, this kind of co-ownership could also be applicable to all sorts of kinds of
vehicles, from car to airplane. General Motors is already exploiting this idea, by offering their cars for
rent instead of only offering their cars for sale. The vice president of General Motors (from 2009 to
June this year), Stephen Girsky, would have said that the company wants to share in the need of new
mobility and leaving behind the idea that the only option for car use is owning one. (The Financial
Express, 2013).
Keeping transportation costs low, also relates to whether a business model is product or
service oriented and, therefore, local or global. Low transportation costs are, after all, in most cases
only possible when a platform is locally used. Transportation costs and either being local or global
focussed, could also depend on whether it is necessary for the provider and user to meet. With peer-to~ 21 ~

peer lending, for instance, it is not necessary for the parties to meet. Also for some collaborative
lifestyles, like an open-source platform, this is not necessary. For the other business models it is
fundamental, in most cases, for the parties to meet in order to exchange products in a redistribution
market, or to make use of someone’s service in a product-service system.

Needed infrastructure for a Sharing Economy
As mentioned with the benefits, the SEP could have a positive effect on social contacts and,
possible, on the environment. To benefit the fullest from these positive effects of a sharing economy
on society, institutions need to be effective and “be part of the essential infrastructure of urban and
virtual commons” (Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013). The civil infrastructure should be
suitable for transport, just as for the traditional market. Even more important than the physical
infrastructure, however, is the virtual infrastructure. As virtual platforms and the internet are
mentioned before and contribute to the technological driver, these aspects will be discussed in more
detail. After that, other components of the needed infrastructure will be mentioned too.
As Schor (2014) points out, the exchange of goods and services is not a new phenomenon. It
already happened before 2008, but was executed in most cases in one’s own social network, for
example in a neighbourhood. Participants knew each other well, resulting in a mutual trust, which
stimulated exchange. Because of the small scale, no match making authorities or large platforms were
needed. However, sharing and exchanging goods is not something of small scale anymore. Due to the
increased popularity and the development of the digital world, the SEP has expanded widely.
Communication and negotiating between possible parties cannot only be done while doing groceries
with a neighbour anymore. Coordinating actions and activities too became a more challenging part of
a sharing economy (Hartl, Hofmann, & Kirchler, 2016). For the communication and coordination of
the activities and for match making, the internet, digital platforms and the virtual infrastructure as a
whole can offer a solution (Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013).
Apart from the stranger sharing benefit of Schor (2014), there are also other social benefits, for
example benefits concerning creating a community: People will find other consumers with the same
interests, values or morals by which they are connected to the platform. This can create more tightly
knit communities or create new ones. Globally, this can, maybe, eventually result in a more clustered
global society (The Financial Express, 2013). With terrorist attacks over the last few years, glimpses
of this global community seem to have surfaced: Almost every attack is heavily condemned on social
media, many profile pictures were changed in the flags of the attacked countries to show solidarity and
#prayfor… were used to support the ones that needed it. Virtualization could also include members of
a society that were earlier excluded from a sharing economy. This exclusion could be deliberate or
because an individual just moved to the neighbourhood.
In the last two decades the internet is for open use, it has changed enormously. Now almost
everywhere available, new technologies keep developing, becoming better, smarter and faster. The
online platforms of sharing economies benefits from these innovations, especially from those in the
field of information and communication technology (ICT). Besides that technology keeps getting
updated, also users are getting along. More and more familiar with online activities, and with this
experienced, trust in participating in the online world grows (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton,
& Rouwmaat, 2013). Trust stimulates participation (Sousa, Lamas, & Dias, 2016), which results in
more and more consumers who are willing to share services and goods on the internet. To keep this
critical mass growing, owners of platforms need to keep investing in trust and reputation (indicated by
trust expressed in public feedback and reviews). Two options to earn trust are offering payment
functions and integrated fulfilment, which create easy and reliable compensation for sharing activities
(Puschmann & Alt, 2016). Other options for creating trust is by enabling transparent pricing,
executing background checks of providers and users and assuring delivery of the products and services
(Gururaj, 2015). All these options should set off some privacy alarms. Since more and more details
about an individual is spread on the internet, assembling background checks and recover payment
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information is not that difficult anymore for those who know where to look. An interesting rapport has
been written by Dambrine, Jerome and Ambrose (2015) about this subject. In this rapport, they
mention the following: “Nonetheless, using social media information in other contexts can present a
privacy trade-off, even as it improves trust or efficiency in peer-to-peer exchanges”. The context they
are speaking of, is the context of the original use of social media, namely the context of meeting new
people by the use of technology. It also presents the results of an ICT research about the biggest
sharing economy companies, focussing on different aspects of privacy on platforms.
Although most do not know what inventions are to come next, Agyeman et al. (2013)
encourages [cities] to keep investing in the ICT infrastructure and development. As seen in figure 3.3,
internet data is not easily accessible all over the world. Besides stimulating ICT development,
Agyeman et al. (2013), but also organizations as the Golden Frog (2014), insist on protecting internet
rights and freedom. As seen in figure 3.4, internet censoring is still an issue, even in developed
countries. Both recommendations need to be considered seriously in order to keep the idea of a sharing
economy alive, namely the one of sharing with everyone.

Figure 3.3 Map showing global Data Poverty for 2013, by nation states (Leiding, Teeuw, 2015)

Figure 3.4 Internet censorship (Golden Frog, 2014)

When everybody can participate in virtual platforms, it will also benefit platforms themselves, and
with that its users. For some platforms, after all, it is crucial to be represented on an international
market. These platforms are mostly concerned with activities where no physical contact is needed
(Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). In that case, the larger the market, the
better, in order to find the right match between provider and user: Transportation costs, as discussed
earlier, do not apply to these business models.
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In areas that are behind on internet coverage, sharing the internet there is, is extra important.
Consumers in these areas should share the internet connection in something traditional as an internet
café. By sharing, using internet will be less expensive as the costs will be divided by multiple users
(The Financial Express, 2013). The money that can by earned via that internet connection by
participating in a sharing economy, can be used for better or more internet connections. Another
option for getting better internet access, is by getting investors. As earlier mentioned, getting those
investments via traditional ways might be difficult. Sharing economies themselves, however, need to
be continue investing (Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013) in the SEP, for example by
peer-to-peer lending, in order to create and sustain a larger critical mass.
To discuss other components of the needed infrastructure for a sharing economy, the IT
architecture of Rainer, Prince and Watson (2015) will be used. Since discussing the whole architecture
will be subject of a more ICT focussed research, this chapter will only focus on the IT Infrastructure at
the bottom of the model. The bottom part of the architecture of Rainer, Prince and Watson (2015) is
pictured in figure 3.5.

Figure 3.5 IT architecture (Rainer, Prince, & Watson, 2015)

IT components are defined as all hardware, software, networks (as well as wireline as
wireless), and databases. IT personnel are employees of a company who use the IT components, to
conduct IT services as developing systems, overseeing security and risk, and managing data (Rainer,
Prince, & Watson, 2015). These components of an IT infrastructure will be discussed based on two
examples, namely Airbnb and Uber.
AIRBNB
“Founded in August of 2008 and based in San Francisco, California, Airbnb is a trusted community
marketplace for people to list, discover, and book unique accommodations around the world – online or from
a mobile phone or tablet” (Airbnb, 2016). Hosts of Airbnb are to be find in 191 countries in almost 34,000
cities. To make this global community work, Airbnb needs several infrastructural tools. To start with, Airbnb
has its headquarter in San Francisco, but also has multiple other offices, in total 17 in different countries and
even on different continents. For all these locations, personnel is needed (Airbnb, 2016). Besides all the
materials that are necessary to make an office operable, also IT components to make the whole concept work,
are necessary. They use many servers, among others to store all the pictures that are used to make a search
result more appealing (Amazon Web Service, 2016). However, this marketplace, as Airbnb calls itself, also
has some constraints for the consumer before he can participate in the platform, for both users and providers
of accommodations. To connect to all these hosts, but also to let hosts connect to users, a website and an
application are online. On these IT services, search bots are active to help a user to find the perfect
accommodation. To run these websites and apps on, consumers need some kind of device that is connected to
the internet, for example a laptop, smartphone or tablet. Beside the hardware needed to run these online
platforms on, accounts are needed to be created too, in order to distinguish between multiple consumers and
all their data.
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UBER
Uber was also found in 2008 and is now operating in 400 cities, spread over 70 countries on six continents.
As Airbnb, Uber too has multiple offices around the globe and has, just as Airbnb, its headquarter in San
Francisco (Uber, 2016). In order to run the service, for which also some kind of internet connected devise,
as well as an account, is necessary, servers are in use. These servers are not only for processing all ride
requests, but also to store all GPS data on where drivers are and how quick they can get to their destination.
For this whole technology of mapping, calculating and presenting options for rides, many collaborations are
made: TomTom provides the maps that are depicted in the Uber application, many engineers from
Microsoft are hired for the mapping technology and deCarta is even purchased (GPS World, 2016).
Big initiatives in a sharing economy seem to overlap on many aspects when looking at their
infrastructures. Also for slightly smaller initiatives, like TaskRabbit, the needed organizational tools
(office(s) and equipment), websites, applications, servers and need to have an account and some kind
of internet device, seem to be the same (TaskRabbit, 2016).
To conclude, an overall summarize of different kinds of business models, divided by the core
activities as discussed first this chapter, is given in table 3.2.
Table 3.2 Summarize of aspects of a business model
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2.4 Chapter 4 Roles of stakeholders in a Sharing Economy
After discussing what a sharing economy consists of, products and services that can be applied
to a sharing economy and the business models, including the infrastructure, this chapter will focus on
the stakeholders in a sharing economy. Roles in the traditional market are compared to the roles they
should have in a sharing economy. Stakeholders to which attention is given, are consumers, companies
and the government. These stakeholders are chosen to be discussed because of their prominent roles in
the traditional market and therefore possible roles in a sharing economy. Also, previous mentioned
literature seems to indicate that these stakeholders are most important in the discussed business
models: Consumers provide and use, companies facilitate platforms and governments create
legislation to which sharing economy initiatives should pursue. Their exact roles within the business
models, will be discussed.
Consumer
Consumers in a sharing economy are not meant as the traditional consumers who only want to
see their demands and needs fulfilled. In a sharing economy, the consumer is both user and provider
(Schor, 14) as an active participant on the market. Both roles can be played by one individual, even at
the same time. Take, for instance, the example of timebanking: simultaneously a consumer can earn
and use time currency (making music at a party while the children are babysit by someone else).
Trust seems to be biggest issue why people refrain from participating in a cost reducing
system. People still seem to be attached to and trust their own social network more than anything else.
This however, seems to be more of a problem for European sharing economy initiatives. In the Unites
States of America the idea of stranger sharing is already more absorbed in the culture than it is in
Europe. Reason for this could be that the SEP started in the USA several years before it started in
Europe. Besides this, European consumers seem to have more problems with contacting strangers via
the internet in general (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). Cultural
differences in being comfortable with stranger sharing, could also influence the degree of trusts, and
therefore6 participation, in a sharing economy. Agyeman’s et al. (2013) even state that the social driver
is more important than the technological driver. Belk (2010) grounds this statement as he points out
that people like to own, since possessiveness creates feelings of control and mastery. Lamberton and
Rose (2012) mention another reason for these material preferring groups. They express the possibility
that these people fear a lack of resources when sharing, instead of wanting to own goods as proof of
their success. However, both groups of people express the fear of losing control, and would therefore
not trust a sharing economy enough to participate in one.
Another large constraint of a sharing economy, namely the one of having a good virtual
infrastructure, also comes with a disadvantage. As explained in 2.3, the largest consumer segment for
a sharing economy, is the segment of young adolescent, because of their low budget and because they
know their way around on the internet. Especially this last characteristic of the most targeted segment
of a sharing economy, is a threshold. Most elderly do not know how to provide and buy products or
services via the internet, or where to find such platforms in general (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal,
Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). Teaching this segment would not only be beneficial because of the
critical mass (the more participants, the better), but also because it is a large segment and teaching this
segment could also be a sharing economy initiative.
Mentioned above are the minimal constraints and reasons for a consumer not to participate in a
sharing economy. Meeting the constraints and avoiding the situations of the counter arguments for
participating, is necessary to convince the consumer to choose to opt in and for temporarily ownership,
instead of opt out and buying a product (Hartl, Hofmann, & Kirchler, 2016). Reasons for the consumer
to choose for a sharing economy, are the benefits of convenience, social contacts, lower costs and
(perceived) ecological sustainability, mentioned throughout previous chapters. A platform honouring
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these reasons could be preferred over another platform, or even the traditional market, that does not
accentuate the benefits.
Organizations
The role of companies and organizations differs too when the traditional market is to be
compared with a sharing economy. The role changes from party to facilitator of the market. First,
companies permitted consumers (in their traditional role as demanders) access to company owned
property. In their role as facilitator, organizations permit consumers (in their new roles as providers
and users) access to skills and property, owned by other consumers. This is the second trend of ‘the
evolution of the rental-like model’ Dervojeda et al. (2013) mention. The first one they discuss is the
role of technology in spreading business models, because of the convenience and flexibility of
technology. These business models are in the basis in a sharing economy for almost all organizations
the same, namely the value proposition, discussed in 2.3 (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, &
Rouwmaat, 2013). Organizations and companies that have another value proposition, or do not think
about matchmaking, will endure a shift from a traditional market to a sharing economy the most. This
also applies to organizations with low usages or high costs or easily transferable goods (Owyang,
2013).
Although companies need to ensure trust and participation, they should also be vigilant over
privacy and the demand of that. However, they do not have to be focussed on developing a brand for a
sharing economy: “Consumers trust each other more than brands”. Organizations should, however,
focus on building a good reputation (Owyang, 2013), since reputation is the new currency (Gorlenko,
2013).
As mentioned before, another reason for consumers to not participate, is because they fear to
lack resources. Organizations already participating in a sharing economy seem to be conscious about
this aspect, since managers are already trying to counter this perception. They do this by creating
systems to minimize this fear, by which diverse consumer are targeted to be convinced to participate
in their platform. By doing this, a platform with only similar users with competing demands is
avoided, and a platform of complementary users and demands is pursued (Agyeman, McLaren, &
Schaefer-Borrego, 2013).
Eventually, when the critical mass on a platform is achieved as one of the first in a sharing
economy segment, economies of scale can be achieved (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, &
Rouwmaat, 2013). When one platform already exceeds in participants, it is more likely it will attract
more participants. In a sharing economy that is product oriented, the more participants in a region, the
better it is. New providers or users will also acknowledge this, and will therefore choose for the
platform with the most participants in their neighbourhood. This way after all, exchanging one’s good
or service for another, will have the lowest transaction costs. Besides new consumers, already existing
consumers in a sharing economy too seem to play a role in an economy of scale: On most platform
homepages, success stories seem to be shared with the purpose of given reason why new individuals
should join that particular platform. These success stories seem also to be placed on the sites under the
assumptions that when someone is happy with a certain platform, it is unlikely for them to switch to
another platform.
The role of organizations among themselves does not seem to change. Dervojeda et al. (2013)
argue that it is likely for chain partners will keep turning to each other, even after a shift from a
traditional market to a sharing economy system. This, they dedicate to the “destructive potential” the
system and its participating organizations can have on collaborating with a non-sharing company. A
deal between a hotel and a taxi service, as already exists in the traditional market, could be copied to a
sharing economy construction, for example between Uber and Airbnb. However, in order to partner up
with another organization, as well as in the traditional market as in a sharing economy, the products or
services of both chain or industry partners need to, or have the possibility to, complement each other
(Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013).
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Lastly, a company acting in a sharing economy, should consider two things: First, the
interaction between a company and its consumer and employer could also change and the
organizations should be able to participate in it. It will change when the border between consumer and
employee begins to blur. This change will happen when a company opens itself up for a sharing
economy and will hire consumers who offer services, like freelancers do in the traditional market.
Some companies already offer free services when a providing consumers helps out that organization.
The second thing that needs to be considered, is the possibility of a pop-up company. Just as providing
consumers can be considered as ‘pop-up employees’, the office can also become a pop-up office,
operating where it is needed the most. This could be combined with office sharing, for example
(Owyang, 2013).
Roles of the government
Earlier, the point of authority was slightly toughed. Here, it will be discussed more broadly.
After all, the role of the government seems in danger when consumers are the market, facilitated by
companies and organizations. Indeed, history teaches that roles considered as typical for the
government, as telephony, post-delivery and public transport, almost all were handed over to private
companies7. Many years after the privatization of big companies, these companies seem to be handling
their roles in a fairly good way. Does this mean that all roles of the government could, and should, be
handled by (non-)profit organizations?
According to Hartl et al. (2016) a sharing economy without any punish defectors is not
possible. In small groups this will be coordinated by the group itself, if even necessary. When the
group wherein exchange happens gets larger, communication and coordination gets harder. Dilemmas
and issues will get bigger and involve more people, whereby rewarding co-operators and objective
punish defectors are necessary in order to solve these issues. With that, it is needed that people act
according to the interest of the community, possibly guided by a government (Hartl, Hofmann, &
Kirchler, 2016). Although it seems to be implicated that a government with a role description of
rewarding co-operator and objective punish defector, is necessary in a sharing economy, it is not
written in the article. This leaves some room for thinking about whether it is only up to the
government to be the objective punish detector. This room is highlighted by bringing up the question
that is quite relevant: How to ensure that local resources, such as water, food and land, are sustainably
used? (Hartl, Hofmann, & Kirchler, 2016).
Agyeman et al. (2013) stated that a sharing economy does not need a government, disproving
the statement of the by the article cited blogger Jonathan Schiffers. Schiffers stated the contrary,
namely that the government is already part of a sharing economy and is even the “ultimate level of
sharing”. Agyeman and his colleagues ground their statement against that of Schiffer’s, using some
Scandinavian nations as examples of efficient and effective use of a model without a state provision.
However, it does also acknowledge the question that Hartl et al. (2016) point out. Agyeman’s et al.
(2013) answer this question: Sharing these natural common resources (‘commons’, e.g. water, air,
land, food) need close intervention and management. However, privatising in not the solution in order
to communicate and coordinate a growing population in a sharing economy. Instead of privatising, the
solution would be sharing. Especially with the imposition of commercial interest and market
mechanisms, which misinterpret the lack of commons entirely (Agyeman, McLaren, & SchaeferBorrego, 2013). Orsi, Eskandari-Qajar, Weissman, Hall, Mann and Luna’s (2013) article is used to
ground this statement. Their article suggests some reforms in cities to make sharing commons,
creating food, transport, housing and other economic opportunities, possible. Some of these
suggestions are already summarized by Agyeman’s et al. (2013): “enable sharing of transport, food,
housing and economic opportunities. Among many practical suggestions they include: providing
designated, discounted, or free parking for car-sharing; adopting a city-wide public bike-sharing
program; updating the zoning code to make ‘food membership distribution points’ a permitted activity
7
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throughout the city; subsidizing shared commercial kitchens; supporting the development of
cooperative housing; allowing short-term rental in residential areas; expanding allowable home
occupations to include sharing economy enterprise; and procuring goods and services from
cooperatives.”
An example of an already working sharing commons initiative, is the support of the local
authority of Woking, a city in the UK. This support goes to local grids and ‘private wires’ or other
initiatives with significant and social benefits. According to Agyeman’s et al. (2013), this example
should be used to advertise support for local ‘fab-labs’ (cooperative workspaces) to underpin the local
(co-)production of these initiatives.
Schor (2014) too sees potential in transferring governance in the hands of consumers.
However, she does not speak about the governance of a country or region, but about the governance of
a platform. She also sees it in a particular way, namely in a democratically way. According to her,
democratizing the ownership and governance of platforms of sharing economies, is needed to fully
come to the potential of the SEP. This potential is to come to a “social movement centred on genuine
practices of sharing and cooperation in the production and consumptions of goods and services”
(Schor, 2014). With the technique that already exists within a sharing economy, the tools are already
there, but self-owning platforms are necessary to use these tools. Schor (2014) does not mention
anything about the governance of (local) government or managing the (natural local) commons, but by
arguing for self-owning platforms, she clears the role of organizations. Maybe in a later stadium of the
SEP, when it is more globally integrated in daily lives and in many industry segments, the role of
governance in general could also be cleared by the same argument and implementation as Schor
(2014) mentions for the role of organizations.
The report of Dervojeda et al. (2013) seems to be one of the few academic articles that argue
for a role for a government as it already exists. They even give some suggestions for adapting current
policy. However, some already existing policies, according to the report, need adaptation because they
are not suitable for peer-to-peer markets, such as a sharing economy. These policies are, after all,
made for B2B or B2C systems. The suggestions that are given in the report, will be discussed in 2.5.
Whether or not there is a role for government(s) in a sharing economy, research has been
conducted about whether or not governance is even wanted
by consumers. Hartl et al. (2016) did a rather broad study on
Uber could be taken as an example
this aspect, but did not clarify what kind of governance was
for transactional governance, since
subject of their research. One form of governance is a
a driver is appointed to the user.
hierarchical, or transactional, governance. Another form of
Inversely, a user of Airbnb can
choose for a provider, which makes
governance would shared, or transformational, governance
this service more transformational.
be. Gardiner (2006) has written an article about these two
forms of governance. He describes the two forms based on
six criteria that where defined by Venable and Gardiner (1988). These criteria are:
1) “A climate of trust (integrity, consistency between words and deeds);
2) Information sharing (disclosure of data necessary for decision making);
3) Meaningful participation (broad involvement in all aspects of decision making and planning);
4) Collective decision making (moving toward group consent);
5) Protecting divergent views (valuing, nurturing alternative perspectives);
6) Redefining roles (all members are leaders)” (Venable, & Gardiner, 1988).
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The description per form of governance based on the six criteria, are summarized in table 4.1.
Table 4.1 Description transactional and transformational governance, based on Gardiner (2006)

The outcomes of Hartl et al. (2016)’s research seems to indicate that the type of governance
that was researched, was hierarchical, or transactional, governance (by a government), because of the
focus on authority. They found what reasons for and against hierarchical governance could influence
the opinion someone has in the discussion about whether a transactional governance is preferable.
Supporters of transactional governance seem to have a rather pessimistic image of humans: 15% think
it is an egoistic race, 9.4% simply think humans need regulation, and 8% thinks that implementing
[hierarchical] governance will increase the rate or return. On the other hand, non-supporters are afraid
of losing self-determination (10.9%) or the negative consequences of [transactional] governance
(13.2%). Negative consequences could for example be control and sanctions in a sharing economy,
thereby breaking bands people within a sharing economy have, which would result in less
participating and therefore less of a sharing economy. Lastly, 8.5% of the non-supporters stress the
need of alternative incentives.
The fear for sanctions does not match with the recommendation of Dervojeda et al. (2013) for
creating minimum safety and quality standards for sharing economies, trying to boots trust in sharing
economy initiatives. Hartl et al. (2016) also found that supporters want transactional governance over
platforms and therefore regulation. And this not only when these regulations are executed by
organizations, but also when consumers themselves regulate. This clashes with Schor’s (2014)
findings that it would be better if consumers themselves would own and govern the platforms, in a
more transformational way. The findings of Hartl et al. are, however, grounded by earlier research of
Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012), whereas Schor’s (2014) statement is not grounded.
Thinking of both of the camps, namely supporters and non-supporters of governance by a
government, Hartl et al. (2016) describes when it is better to implement transactional governance, and
when not. The preference would be given to hierarchical governance, when sanctions otherwise would
be implemented by people thinking in business terms instead of ethical terms (grounded by Tenbrunsel
and Messick (1999)). Then, these sanctions could have a negative effect on a sharing economy, which
makes clear why a hierarchical governance would be preferred. Hartl et al. (2016) predict reactance
and less cooperative behaviour or even opting out of consumers when hierarchical governance is
forced on a social chosen sharing economy. Transformational governance, on the other hand, could
work in the situation that a sharing economy is chosen for social reasons. However, Hartl and his
colleagues found that in the already existing sharing economies, the majority has chosen for this
system out of economic reasons, namely because the access and use of the goods are controlled
(Agyeman, McLaren, & Schaefer-Borrego, 2013). This would mean that for already existing sharing
economies, a hierarchical governance is best suited.
Research could clarify which business model, as indicated by table 3.1, is most likely executed
for which reason (economic, social or another). Then, a conclusion about which government style
from table 4.1, is best to use in which business model. Conclusions could be implemented in table 4.1,
in order to differentiate more in it.
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The different roles of consumers, companies and the government in the traditional market and
business models in a sharing economy, are summarized in table 4.2. Between the different business
models of a sharing economy, there is no much variation in the roles of the mentioned stakeholders,
for as far as literature about the stakeholders in a sharing economy goes.
Table 4.2 Roles of different stakeholders in the traditional market and in business models of a sharing economy
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2.5 Chapter 5 Legislation in a Sharing Economy
Matofska (2016) was left out of the discussion whether a government is needed in a sharing
economy. However, she states strongly that laws, policies, structures and infrastructures are needed in
any kind of system, especially when it is built on trust. It, according to her, creates more trust in inand assurances, social ratings and reputational capital at the forefront. Matofska’s statement was left
out because her statement is mostly about the role of legislation, which will be discussed in this
chapter. For discussing this topic, the assumption that a government is necessary in a sharing
economy, will be followed in this chapter.
As stated in sub question V, the range of discussing legislation will be limited to the European
Union. This authority gives guidelines to which countries should adapt. Adapting means interpreting
the guidelines the way a member states wants, as long as the implementation meets the goals of the
guideline. With solid regulations, this is however not the case. Regulations should be copied directly
without adaptations (European Union, 2016). With creating guidelines and regulations, the EU2020
strategy will be considered. In the EU2020 the ten-year growth plan of the EU is spelled out. This
strategy stated that the EU should “become a SMART8, sustainable and inclusive economy. These
three mutually reinforcing priorities should help the EU and the Member States deliver high levels of
employment, productivity and social cohesion” (European Union, 2016). The SEP should be used as a
base for implementing this SMART strategy and more suitable regulation in more and different
sectors, according to the Euro Freelancers (2016).
Guidelines from the EU are not yet created or carried out. This was planned to happen in
March this year (Valero, Brussels to issue sharing economy ‘guidelines’ in March, 2016), but it was
delayed to early June. However, at the time of writing this BSc thesis, the guidelines are further
delayed due to the summer reses (Valero, Commission guidance on sharing economy delayed until
summer break, 2016). Although the European Sharing Economy Coalition works for getting fair and
sensible regulation for a sharing economy on the agenda of the European Commission (Euro
Freelancers, 2016), the guidelines as the EU gives to apply laws to, cannot be discussed in this
research. However, problems with the current legislation in a sharing economy will be discussed.
Existing laws
Existing economic regulation are mostly made for a B2C or B2B market. These laws are
mostly made for the good of the consumer, the weaker party in a B2C situation. To protect the
consumer from the dominant position of the company, rules as the right of returning a product and
minimum levels of food quality, exists. The SEP too, needs regulation to avoid undesirable behaviour,
both from consumer and organization. Both of them could look and find loopholes in the system and
with that undermining sharing economies, damaging trust and demotivate participation in it. Current
regulation, however, does not always work in a peer-to-peer situation, since this inequality of power
does not exist in a sharing economy. This regulation could also be misapplied in a sharing economy by
policy makers. This could happen (by accident) because, as earlier said, the laws assume there is a
discrepancy in bargaining situation, whilst there is none (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, &
Rouwmaat, 2013). So, where most the current laws exist for, does (most of the times) not exists in
peer-to-peer situations. An example of a situation of misapplying laws in a sharing economy, could be
when a provider is forced to pay compensation to the user of a product when it broke within two years
after the exchange. In the traditional market, the provider would indeed have to pay because of three
year assurance, but in a sharing economy, this provider does not have such a responsibility. But
because of the wrongly applied laws, written for the traditional market, a provider in a sharing
economy is mistreated when he is forces to pay the user.
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A large segment of laws that creates a bottleneck within a sharing economy, are labour laws.
As in the laws above, these laws are mostly designed to protect the employee against the employer’s
bargain power. In most countries, these laws counter act, among others firing, employees on a short
notice. This makes it risky to put employees under contract, which results in outsourcing many
activities (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013). Only core business will be
kept in the set of activities. It makes it also risky to start a new and unpredictable initiative as a sharing
economy platform. As an owner of such a platform, people accept risks, but try to keep the risks as
low as possible. This could mean that employers withhold themselves from hiring (many) people in
case the business does not go well and he is stuck with many contracts he cannot afford. Even paying
them in the first place, when the initiative is a success, is difficult because of the instable income. In
the report Dervojeda et al. (2013) have written for the European Commission, they therefore advice to
make employment policies more flexible, in order to assure flexibility in unstable incomes in a sharing
economy.
Lastly, tax regulation is also difficult to implement in the SEP because of the border between
private taxes and company taxes and even deviation between company taxes. To a certain level, small
entrepreneurs pay the same taxes as consumers. Above that level, it pays company taxes. But when is
this border crossed in a sharing economy? When someone cooks and exchanges or shares meals, does
the income of it fall under income taxes or just as a nice gesture (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal,
Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013)? By designing new tax policies fitting for a sharing economy, thought
should be given to when, which tax is valid. This is not only a difficult thing to do because of the wide
variety of activities in a sharing economy, but also because of the dynamic character of the SEP: Even
when new taxes are made for the current activities in a sharing economy, new activities that do not fall
under the (new) taxation, will probably keep popping up. This means that, because of the dynamic
sharing economy, (tax)policies should also be dynamic and developing. Agyeman et al. (2013) also
warn for the height of taxes that need to be set. It should not be too high, otherwise it will discourage
participating in a sharing economy, but is should also not be too low in order to avoid erosion of the
tax base. To a certain level, tax is needed for rewarding sharing economy initiatives, as discussed in
2.4, and to fund (public) services.
Lack of clarity to which these laws apply
Laws that are not meant for peer-to-peer situations are not only difficult for the consumers and
other participants. Also the legislature, can find some difficulty in its own laws. For example, the
border between a B2C and a peer-to-peer situation is not very clear, as stated in 1.1. This lack of
clarity can be within one set of activities, or across the whole SEP. For example, the difference
between someone who rents out ten rooms via Airbnb and a small hotel: Is the only difference that the
hotel has a business register number, or are there more? Or someone who rides many cars with friends,
nieces or uncles with the help of the Uber app, is he still acting in a sharing economy, or using it as a
real taxi service?
Making a division between sharing economy and traditional market activities is not the only
difficulty. Another one is misapplying laws of the traditional market on a sharing economy. A third
mentioned problem are activities and initiatives that cannot be covered by juris prediction or laws for
the B2C, and are therefore not able to be controlled by policy (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton,
& Rouwmaat, 2013). This is not only the problem of policy makers. Also participants in a sharing
economy could experience difficulty with it. There are no clear rules for what is allowed and what is
not, so many providers of a sharing economy could see the need to hire a lawyer, which only costs
more in an initiative that is already full of uncertainties. It could be imagined that this is such a
threshold for small initiatives, that it is decided to not participate in a sharing economy after all.
There are, however, also positive effects of the vagueness or even the total lack of regulation.
In Finland, even in the traditional lending system, there are no legal requirements to be strictly
followed when administrating procedures for accepting or providing a loan. This lack of regulations
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makes peer-to-peer lending only easier in a sharing economy (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton,
& Rouwmaat, 2013).
Regulations
Looking at the legislation, concerning the SEP, of European countries, the guidelines of the
European Commission, of course, are the most interesting to look at. Due do the lack of these
guidelines at the time of writing, only suggestions will be mentioned. The European Sharing Economy
Coalition too, already gave some ideas for these guidelines, when they started advertising the sharing
economy and its potential to business and governments in Europe. Starting September 2013, they do
this by regulatory advocacy and strategic advisory services. They have based their advices and
services on the Shareable Cities Resolution, that even has been adopted by the US Conference of
Mayors. This non-profit organization consists of all USA cities with a minimal population of 30.000
and are represented by their mayors. From this Conference, resolutions of policies are send to
Washington. The beliefs of the European Sharing Economy Coalition, which are stated on the
statements of the Shareable Cities Resolution are used, are cited below.
 Regulate on the Sharing Economy on a sector-by-sector basis, incorporating feedback from
sharing companies and end-users, involving a broad set of stakeholders in consultations.
 Mitigate the impact of existing regulations that unintentionally obstruct sharing ventures and
allow permits to support new sharing business models.
 Introduce mandatory requirements in existing legal frameworks for shareable products (e.g.
minimum, recyclability, reusability, upgradeability and durability).
 Facilitate the establishment of minimum safety and quality standards for Sharing Economy
markets and promote a "trust certificate" that could encourage consumers to participate in peerto-peer activities and platforms.
 Develop and implement appropriate legal mechanisms, insurance products and tax provisions for
collaborative forms of business, consumption, production and exchange, without creating
disadvantages to traditional business models.
 Promote the creation of one award scheme for the best Sharing Economy concepts to facilitate
market penetration (Euro Freelancer, 2016).
The statements of mandatory requirements and creating minimum safety and quality
standards, were also stated by Dervojeda et al. (2013). It is not for nothing: As mentioned many times
before, trust is the key element of success of a sharing economy. This trust should not only be created
by the consumers and organizations taking part in the SEP, but also by the government. This authority
should give standards to which the participants of sharing economies should live up to. Regulations
could work both ways: It will repulse unworthy providers, users and organizations, and will therefore
create trust (Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal, Lengton, & Rouwmaat, 2013).
Besides the suggestion of these minimum standards (or certifications), the report of Dervojeda
and his colleagues (2013) also suggests the use of ID checks. This suggestion, however, brings also
the need of other regulation with it, namely those about privacy. With the rise of social media and the
internet in general, warnings about what to put on the internet and about privacy have been publicized.
Handling personal information, for example ID’s, should also have some standards that need to be
pursued, both for ensuring trust as for protecting the user. Current regulation about this topic already
exists for the B2C and the B2B market, and could maybe also be applied in a sharing economy.
However, another look should be given to these regulations before applying them in a real sharing
economy.
Dervojeda et al. (2013) mention besides the above mentioned suggestions, several other
regulatory suggestions in the report they wrote for the European Commission. These are:
 Tailor tenders aimed at innovation within start-ups to the restriction those companies face.
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Provide more project-based education for programmers and developers.
Create more flexibility for employing workers.
Make it more attractive for employees to receive company shares, and receive future. dividends
for instance in the form of tax exemptions for future dividends or reduced tax tariffs on
salaries, in order to enable SMEs to better attract talented staff with limited cash reserves.

Sanctions
In 2.4, whether a governance is wanted, was discussed. Whether an individual is a supporter or
a non-supporter of a role for governance, is of importance for which kind of sanction is believed to be
effective. It is needed to implement monitoring and sanctioning the right way in order to be accepted
by the community. They are needed to (in some way) motivate people for participating in a sharing
economy. Hartl et al. (2016) however do not give closure on what the ‘right’ way of implementing
monitoring and sanctioning is for both supporters and non-supporters. This is crucial, since when “a
sanction system is perceived as fair, cooperation increases (Verboon & van Dijke, 2011), whereas
sanctions can destroy altruistic cooperation almost completely when they are not applied in a fair way
(Fehr & Rockenbach, 2003)” (Hartl, Hofmann, & Kirchler, 2016).
To conclude, the current legislation does not fit with the SEP, with special attention for
general, taxation and labour laws. This results in wrongly implemented laws, uncertainty about what is
allowed and what is not and areas of the SEP where no law or regulation can (yet) be implemented. To
fill in the gaps in regulation and legislation, suggestions for new regulations are described in literature.
How all the(se advised) regulations and sanctions should be implemented, namely in a transactional or
a transformational way, depends on what business model needs what kind of governance, as
mentioned in 2.4.
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Section 3
3.1 Discussion
The biggest point of discussion of this research, is where it started with: The sharing economy
is a big, dynamic tent. Even when this framework is written with the idea of a sharing economy, it
could have missed some new aspects by the time it if fully written. In order to minimize this risk, only
the broadest, most characteristic aspects of a sharing economy are discussed.
On the other hand, defining a sharing economy in such an early stage of the phenomenon, is
also difficult. Academic literature about this subjects is not profusion and this brought along some
difficulties:
 There are articles written about sharing or aspects of a sharing economy. However, these are all
very differently focussed or are not written with the meaning of defining a sharing economy, for
example Fehr and Rockenbach’s “Detrimental effects of sanctions on human altruism” (2003), or
the article of Dambrine, Jerome and Ambrose’s (2015), specific about privacy on the internet.
These sources are useful for specific parts of this framework, but could not help with conducting
the brought framework.
 Other sources are written about a sharing economy, its benefits and with the meaning of
convincing someone to join the SEP, like the open letter of Agyeman, McLaren and SchaeferBorrego (2013) or Gorlenko’s (2013) piece about ‘the perfect strategy’ in the SEP. The difficulty
with these sources are that they are not academic, even though most of them were grounded by
scientific substantiation. The parts that were substantiated, could be used for this research, if they
contained useful insights of a sharing economy. These additions, however, needed to be read from
a critical eye. Agyeman et al.’s (2003), for example, seem to be seriously advertising for making
shared commons part of a sharing economy, while this still seems to have major thresholds.
 With the delay of publicizing the guidelines of the European Commission, quite some interesting
information had to be left out this BSc thesis. Based on other recommendations by, for example
the European Sharing Economy Coalition (2016) and the report of Dervojeda, Verzijl, Nagtegaal,
Lengton and Rouwmaat (2013) for the European Commission, the legislation part of a sharing
economy could be discussed. Since these sources are focussed and oriented on the European
policies, these sources were considered as informative and trustworthy enough to come to an
answer to sub question V.
Besides the missing guidelines of the European Commission, other parts could not (fully) be
covered due to the lack of academic work about these subjects. These topics could be subjects of other
researches.
 One of the possible researches could a longitudinal research be, conducted to investigate the
positive, ecologic effect of a sharing economy on society. Apart from the ecological effect of a
sharing economy, its effect on spending and saving behaviour, just as on social behaviour, can
also be the topic of a longitudinal research.
 Besides longitudinal researches, other kinds of researches can be conducted with this framework.
For example, to give an unequivocal answer whether a government has a role in a sharing
economy. In such a research, it could also be analysed whether the role of governments, just as
the roles of consumers and companies, differ between different business models. This could
create more differentiation in the by this BSc thesis presented framework.
 When it is proven governments do have a role in a sharing economy, another research could be
conducted as a supplement to the research of Hartl, Hofmann and Kirchler (2016): They have
already investigated when a transactional government is wanted, but do not answer the question
how sanctioning should be implemented.
 The type of governance in a sharing economy, could also be subject of a research. When it is
analysed which reason (an economic, social or another) is most important for a certain business
model, the type of governance (transactional or transformational) for each business model could
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be determined separately. Conclusions could be implemented in the by this research presented
framework, in order to differentiate more in it.
Lastly, research could be conducted about the specific value propositions of the defined business
models: The specific value propositions (for example, community creation) per business model
are now defined by reasoning, based on sites of different SEP companies, instead of being
grounded by scientific substantiation, due to a lack of it.

The framework that is hereby presented, could also help, besides with analysing a sharing
economy, with the regulations that need to be created for a sharing economy. Policy makers should
after all first know where they are making regulations for (Miller, 2016).
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3.2 Conclusion
This research concludes with an answer to the main question “What identifying aspects does a
sharing economy consist of and how can these aspects be implemented in the current system?”. All
aspects that contribute to an answer, are already discussed in section 2. Here, they will only be
mentioned in context to one another.
A sharing economy is “a socio-economic ecosystem built around the sharing of human,
physical and intellectual resources, which includes a shared creation, production, distribution, trade
and consumption of goods and services by different people and organisations”. In order to make a
sharing economy happen, few constraints need to be met. These are trust in the system, low

costs,

dynamic pricing, critical mass and a good infrastructure, mainly an ICT one. With the
different constraints of a sharing economy, the three drivers become clear: the social driver, the
economic driver and the technical driver. The constraints are necessary to accomplish the value
proposition: bringing a supplying consumer of a certain good or service and a that same good or
service demanding consumer, together. This together bringing is executed by matchmaking, and
needs to be done at the right time, with the right resource or service and against fair transaction costs.
Most organizations use platforms, upon which matchmaking takes place. This matchmaking can
result in contacts between strangers, neighbours or acquaintances, whereby a sharing economy seems
to have a social aspect of connecting people: Stranger sharing. For tempting enough participants,
trust is the biggest challenge for organizations. Although several information and personal checks
could ensure trust and participation, organizations should also be vigilant about privacy and the
demand for that.
The goods and services that are exchanged, shared or rented, are solely owned by the
consumers themselves. This is the biggest difference with the traditional market. Other
characteristics of goods, are sustainability of (parts of) the products, convenience, being

sharable and possible being crucial in rare occasions. Different divisions can be made in order to
divide different sorts of goods and services. The most extensive division is The Sharing
Spectrum of Agyeman and his colleagues (2013). There are also divisions in core activities in a
sharing economy, mentioned by different authors. The business models within a sharing economy are:
Redistribution markets, product-service system, service exchange, collaborative
lifestyles and peer-to-peer lending.
A sharing economy brings not only consumers together in a C2C context, but possibly also in
a B2C context, since many companies want to participate in a sharing economy. The only role a
company or organizations can play in a sharing economy, is a facilitating one: Providing a platform in
order to match consumers.
Whether there is a role for a government, is highly discussed. On a representation level, there
seems to be a role. Also, a legislative role is suitable for a government. However, current legislation
cannot be enforced on a system as a sharing economy. Therefore, and for the sake of clarity,
legislation needs some adaptations or new regulations. Categories within the law that need another
look, are tax, labour and general laws that are made for a B2C and B2B market. Regulations about

minimum food and quality standards, privacy and protecting free access to the internet,
should get many thought in the process of evaluating current regulations. Currently, the European
Commission is creating some guidelines for European countries to follow in order to handle the
relatively new SEP.
Legislatively, how a sharing economy can be implemented in the current system, is hereby
discussed. Other aspects of a sharing economy, could also be implemented in the current system. This
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is proven by the fact that sharing economy initiatives already have existed in a mostly traditional
global system, since the beginning of the SEP in 2008. However, starting initiatives should be
motivated and supported more, either by a rewarding government, or by more easily made peer-topeer lending systems. By motivating, the SEP can grow and with more participants and possibilities
for a sharing economy, the critical mass grows, which benefits all participants. Lastly, the ICT
infrastructure, needed for a sharing economy, does not need to be more implemented in the traditional
market: It continues to develop, mostly for the traditional market, but sharing economy initiatives
benefit from these developments too.
Appendix III shows an overview per business model, opposed to the discussed aspects of a
sharing economy. This table represents the by this BSc thesis created framework, by which a sharing
economy could be analysed.
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