
 

Master thesis in Sustainable Development  2020/02 
Examensarbete i Hållbar utveckling 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

Consumer Behaviour in Collaborative 

Consumption: A study of sustainable 

consumption behavioural change on the 

online sharing platforms for products 

 
 

 

 

Lei He 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

DEPARTMENT OF 

EARTH SCIENCES  

I N S T I T U T I O N E N  F Ö R  

G E O V E T E N S K A P E R  





 

Master thesis in Sustainable Development 2020/02 
Examensarbete i Hållbar utveckling 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

  

Consumer Behaviour in Collaborative Consumption: 

A study of sustainable consumption behavioural 

change on the online sharing platforms for products 

 
 
 

 

 

Lei He 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Supervisor: Liridona Sopjani 

    Subject Reviewer: Sofia Ritzén 



 ii 

Table of Contents 

List of Figures .............................................................................................................................................. iv 

List of Tables ................................................................................................................................................ v 

Acronym ....................................................................................................................................................... vi 

Abstract ....................................................................................................................................................... vii 

Summary .................................................................................................................................................... viii 

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

1.1. Problem Background ...................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2. Problem .......................................................................................................................................... 2 

1.3. Purpose ........................................................................................................................................... 3 

1.4. Delimitations .................................................................................................................................. 3 

1.5. Outline ............................................................................................................................................ 3 

2. Frame of Reference .............................................................................................................................. 5 

2.1. Collaborative Economy .................................................................................................................. 5 

2.2. Collaborative Consumption ........................................................................................................... 6 
2.2.1. Four Principles of Collaborative Consumption ..................................................................... 6 

2.3. Factors Affecting Collaborative Consumption .............................................................................. 6 
2.3.1. Trust ........................................................................................................................................ 7 
2.3.2. Ownership .............................................................................................................................. 8 
2.3.3. Need ........................................................................................................................................ 8 
2.3.4. Summary ................................................................................................................................ 8 

2.1. Sharing Practice.............................................................................................................................. 9 

2.2. Users ............................................................................................................................................. 10 

3. Method ................................................................................................................................................. 11 

3.1. Research Design ........................................................................................................................... 11 

3.2. Case Study .................................................................................................................................... 11 

3.3. Dataset .......................................................................................................................................... 11 

3.4. Data Collection ............................................................................................................................. 11 

3.5. Data Analysis ............................................................................................................................... 12 
3.5.1. Coding .................................................................................................................................. 12 
3.5.2. Process .................................................................................................................................. 15 

4. Results.................................................................................................................................................. 16 

4.1. User Profiles ................................................................................................................................. 16 
4.1.1. Age Structure of Platform Users .......................................................................................... 16 
4.1.2. Location ................................................................................................................................ 16 

4.2. Dilemmas in Sharing Practices Based on Users’ Comments ...................................................... 17 
4.2.1. Trust ...................................................................................................................................... 18 
4.2.2. Ownership ............................................................................................................................ 20 
4.2.3. Need ...................................................................................................................................... 20 

5. Discussion ............................................................................................................................................ 23 

5.1. Users’ dilemmas in sharing practices .......................................................................................... 23 
5.1.1. Information Transparency .................................................................................................... 23 
5.1.2. Arrangement ......................................................................................................................... 23 



 iii 

5.1.3. Quality .................................................................................................................................. 24 
5.1.4. Security ................................................................................................................................. 24 
5.1.5. User Knowledge ................................................................................................................... 24 
5.1.6. Summary .............................................................................................................................. 25 

5.2. Reasons Causing Users’ Dilemmas in Sharing Practices ............................................................ 26 
5.2.1. Social Presence ..................................................................................................................... 26 
5.2.2. Competences in Sharing Practices ....................................................................................... 27 
5.2.3. Platform Responsibility ........................................................................................................ 27 

5.3. Suggestions for Online Stuff Sharing Platform ........................................................................... 28 
5.3.1. Membership for Ownership ................................................................................................. 28 
5.3.2. Social Presence Between the Platform and Users ................................................................ 28 
5.3.3. Sharing Risks in Sharing Practice ........................................................................................ 29 
5.3.4. Product Information ............................................................................................................. 29 

6. Conclusion ........................................................................................................................................... 30 

6.1. Practical Implications ................................................................................................................... 30 

6.2. Recommendations and Future Work ............................................................................................ 30 

7. Acknowledgement .............................................................................................................................. 31 

8. References ........................................................................................................................................... 32 
 

 

  



 iv 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: The trust-ownership-need model of factors affecting sharing practices. ....................................... 9 
Figure 2: The query for collecting 5-rated reviews with trust-related content from owners. ..................... 13 
Figure 3: The query for collecting 5-rated reviews with trust-related content from renters. ...................... 14 
Figure 4: The process of data analysis. ........................................................................................................ 15 
Figure 5: Age structure of platform users. ................................................................................................... 16 
Figure 6: Location distribution of platform users. ....................................................................................... 17 
Figure 7: Dilemmas described in the comments from the below-5-rated reviews. ..................................... 17 
Figure 8: Dilemmas described in the comments from the reviews rated under 5 from owners. ................. 18 
Figure 9: Dilemmas described in the comments from the reviews rated below 5 from renters. ................. 18 
Figure 10: Factors related to trust based on the owners' reviews. ............................................................... 19 
Figure 11: Factors related to trust based on the renters’ reviews. ............................................................... 19 
Figure 12: Factors related to ownership based on the owners' reviews. ..................................................... 20 
Figure 13: Factors related to needs based on the owners' reviews. ............................................................. 20 
Figure 14: Factors related to needs based on the renters’ reviews. ............................................................. 21 
Figure 15: Comparison of overlapping factors between the owners and the renters in the platform. ........ 21 
Figure 16: Users’ dilemmas in trust-ownership-need model. ...................................................................... 25 
Figure 17: Users’ dilemmas in hierarchical multilayer model of trust-ownership-need factors. ................ 26 
 

  



 v 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Definitions of codes. ...................................................................................................................... 13 
Table 2: Keywords applied in collecting together with a corresponding translation in English. ............... 14 
  



 vi 

Acronym 

SDGs Sustainable Development Goals 

PSS Product Service System 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

P2P Peer to Peer 

B2C Business to Consumer 

B2B Business to Business 

C2B Consumer to Business 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 vii 

Consumer Behaviour in Collaborative Consumption: A study of 
sustainable consumption behavioural change on the online sharing 
platforms for products 
 

 
Lei He 
 

He, H., 2019: Consumer Behaviour of Collaborative Consumption: A study of sustainable consumption

behavioural change on the online sharing platforms for products . Master thesis in Sustainable Development at

Uppsala University, No. 2020/02, 37 pp, 30 ECTS/hp

 
Abstract 

The urgency for a drastic reduction in greenhouse gas emission is emphasised in the new Special Report on Global 

Warming of 1.5 ℃ by Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, in order to maintain the security and sustainable 

development of humanity. As proposed in the report, changing individual consumption behaviour can considerably 

alleviate the environmental impact of consumption and emissions. However, transforming individual to sustainable 

consumption behaviour has proven over time to be a challenging task involving all aspects of the society and industry. 

Sharing practice is a form of collaborative consumption proven to be applicable in fulfilling user needs with 

minimised environmental impact and material consumption as well as creating a sustainable consumption behaviour. 

A case study is conducted on the online peer-to-peer stuff sharing platform to discover what challenges users to 

perform sharing practice, what influences the participation in sharing practice, and what strategy a platform can have 

to stimulate the participation in sharing practice. The method of this thesis is a qualitative content analysis of the user 

reviews from the online stuff sharing platform, and the approach is inspired by grounded theory. The findings of the 
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Summary 

The urgency for a drastic reduction in greenhouse gas emission is emphasised in the new Special Report on Global 

Warming of 1.5 ℃ by Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, in order to maintain the security and sustainable 

development of humanity. As proposed in the report, changing individual consumption behaviour can considerably 

alleviate the environmental impact of consumption and emissions. However, transforming individuals’ behaviour to 

sustainable consumption behaviour has proven over time to be a challenging task involving all aspects of the society 

and industry. Sharing practice is a form of collaborative consumption proven to be applicable in fulfilling user needs 

with minimised environmental impact and material consumption as well as creating a sustainable consumption 

behaviour. As sharing practice maximises the utilisation of the idling products to satisfy the demands of others, 

emissions can be cut down owning to the reduction in material consumption. 

 

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the individual perception of sharing economy and to unfold the 

adoption of sharing practices from consumers’ perspective. The thesis also aims at identifying different 

factors motivating the adoption of sharing practices in consumers’ choices. A series of research questions 

are tested in this thesis, i.e. what challenges users to perform sharing practice, what influences the participation in 

sharing practice, and what strategy a platform can have to stimulate the participation in sharing practice. The 

theoretical framework is proposed as a model of trust-ownership-need, which was developed further into a 

hierarchical multilayer model. Social practice theory is also cited to identify sharing practice in the context of this 

thesis and help to understand the dynamics in sharing practice. A case study is conducted on users of an online peer-

to-peer stuff sharing platform through qualitative content analysis using a grounded theory approach.  

 

The findings of the thesis present the difficulties of platform users in sharing practice, i.e. information transparency, 

arrangement, quality, security, and user knowledge. Also, the findings state that the underlying factors identified 

difficulties, namely social presence, competence in sharing practice, and platform responsibility. Specifically, the 

platform and its users lack social presence among their interactions and competence for sharing practice. Besides, the 

platform should be more accountable to elements in sharing practice. The study concludes with strategies that can be 

applied for optimising sharing practice and platform. Besides, the initiative of the platform is highlighted for 

supporting transformation toward sustainable consumption behaviour. Otherwise, its diffusion and adoption of 

sharing practice can be jeopardised. Besides, further research and experiment are necessary to establish a holistic 

outlook of sharing practice and facilitate transformation towards sustainable consumption.  
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1. Introduction 

Global warming as the effect of climate change is undoubtedly jeopardising the future of Earth as nature 

and humanity under its threat (IPCC, 2018). The evidence has supported the positive correlation between 

human activity and the unprecedented greenhouse gas emission growth into the atmosphere since 

industrialisation era. Consequently, the increasing emissions are causing sea level rise, reduction in glacier 

and snow coverage, and heightening the risk in extreme nature disaster (IPCC, 2014). Besides, Steffen et 

al. (2015) revealed critical components of the Earth system, where their report Planetary Boundary 

presented and visualised the estimated boundaries and limits that the Earth system can bear before causing 

catastrophic and irreversible consequences (Steffen et al., 2015). Among those identified boundaries, 

climate change and biosphere boundaries are regarded as core boundaries, for their higher level of 

integration with other boundaries and their projected capacities to drive the Earth system out of the 

Holocene epoch (ibid.).  

The concept of sustainable development or sustainability was developed out of the concern toward the 

future of our planet. Sustainable development is most prevalently defined as “development that meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” 

(Brundtland, 1987). Additionally, as Brundtland (1987) pointed out, four key principles of sustainable 

development incorporate needs, equity, intergenerationlity, and global environmentalism. Later, three key 

areas were defined in sustainable development, consisting of environmental sustainability, social 

sustainability, and economic sustainability (UN General Assembly, 2005). Subsequently, the 2030 SDGs 

the successor to the Millennium Goals, were formed from the concepts and comments mentioned above 

(United Nations, 2015). Amongst 17 SDGs, goal 12 “ensure sustainable consumption and production 

patterns” and goal 13 “take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts” emphasise the strong 

connection to anthropogenic emissions and responsibilities on production and consumption. However, to 

fulfil the demands of consumers, the market requires not only the economic cost but also the environmental 

expenses due to the overexploitation of material, energy use in the product life cycle (Global Reporting 

Initiative, 2000). 

In consequence, it has become undeniably urgent to satisfy humanity’s demands equally without 

compromising the future in sustainable development domain. Nevertheless, current consumption pattern is 

considered as unsustainable consumption; there is a clear distinction between the urgency of enhancing 

more sustainable consumption and the scarcity of the concrete achievement to fulfil such a goal (Tukker et 

al., 2006). Accordingly, over-consumption of natural resources has been regarded as the foremost peril 

toward global sustainability (Commoner, 1975; Durning, 1992; Gabriel & Lang, 2015; De Matteis, 2019). 

1.1. Problem Background 

Consumption of material goods has been considered as a prime method of acquiring happiness in a society 

of over-consumption (Goodwin et al., 2013). The culture motivates individuals to possess and use a 

cumulative amount and range of goods and services, which can become the route to personal happiness, 

social status, and national success (Ekins, 1991). More specifically, consumer preferences are influenced 

by exogenous information rather than the endogenous needs of consumers, and consumer preferences 

incorporate four elements: income, price, taste/preference, and utility maximisation (Begg et al., 2005). 

Besides, as a consumer, there are no limits to a desire for possessing commodities or services (ibid.). 

Moreover, the notion of human needs has deviated from the finite universal human needs toward desires 

(Maslow, 2013). Needs distinguish from material needs (subsistence and safety) and social needs (self-

esteem, freedom, and belongingness) (Jackson, 2005). Similar to influenced consumer preference by 

exogenous information, the modern economic system has been creating unnecessary desires that are 

identified as personal needs which detach consumers from their well-being and exploit the environment 

(Jackson, 2005).  
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The environmental externalities of over-consumption vary depending on the consumption pattern and 

consumer behaviour. However, it is possible that people can fulfil their satiation through the goods or 

services that require very few resources or the resource with low environmental impact (Brown & Cameron, 

2000). A potential solution to reduce over-consumption is to avoid superfluous resource consumption and 

preventable waste by decreasing new purchase and maximising utilities of available products (MacArthur 

et al., 2015). More emphasis is being made on making the material flow of society more circular as in 

natural eco-system, which presents itself as an opportunity for new business models, where companies sell 

services to consumers instead of conventional products (Nakajima & Society, 2000), also known as PSS. 

In this way, the economic system is restructured based on human needs rather than material commodities. 

Besides, this model challenges the conventional relationship between life quality and material consumption, 

namely the life quality will not be reduced while decreasing material consumption (Jackson, 2013). 

Out of environmental concerns from the industrial world, the notion of circular economy has been in 

existence since the 1970s (MacArthur, 2013). The term, Circular Economy, is conceptualised as ‘an 

industrial economy that is restorative by intention and design’, according to MacArthur (2013). Research 

focusing on the adoption of the circular economy concept in China has proposed that the term means the 

realisation of a closed loop of material flows in the local economic system (Geng & Doberstein, 2010). 

Furthermore, the concept of high utilisation was added into the circular economy by Webster (2017) who 

described that the circular economy was restorative by design to maximise the utility and values of the 

physical products, components, and materials. Moreover, the notion of a closed-loop was conceptualised 

into the Circular Economy, whereby Bocken et al. (2016) defined a circular economy as a design and 

business strategy intended towards slowing, closing, and narrowing resource loops.  

In addition to the technological and structural changes, individuals are extensively involved in the 

association to the impact on energy consumption and emissions through their behaviour, which can be 

significantly reduced via the alteration in consumption patterns, the adoption of energy-saving behaviour, 

and diet change (IPCC, 2014). Besides, as it is projected in the IPCC’s report that carbon dioxide 

concentration in atmosphere rate is positively related to consumption growth (IPCC, 2014). Nonetheless, 

individuals are regarded to be accountable for the initiatives to limit their material consumption 

spontaneously (Brown & Cameron, 2000).  

1.2. Problem 

The binary model of the conventional economic system has contradicted the transformation toward 

sustainability at large. Without closing the loop of the material resources required for economic 

development, the system is generating a more significant amount of waste while exploiting and degrading 

natural resources. To achieve such a transformation toward sustainability in the economic system, an 

overarching paradigm emerges seeking to keep the added value of the material resource, i.e. consumer 

products in the use phase via reuse, while reducing natural resource exploitation and minimising waste 

referred as sharing economy (Laurenti et al., 2016). In particular, sharing economy was identified as one 

of such reuse practices, namely consumers granting access to their private possession to other consumers 

mediated by the internet (Tukker & Tischner, 2006).  

With the assistance of technologies and the internet, sharing economy arises from sharing products, skills, 

and space. It can initiate a promising transformation from conventional binary consumption pattern to the 

reuse pattern, as users are accustomed to the process of sharing out and sharing in. Sharing economy has 

the potential to set a precedent of consumer acceptance in order to close the loop and achieve sustainability 

in the economic system. Moreover, the emerging consumer behaviours of sharing economy and practice 

provide opportunities to facilitate such transition (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Heinrichs & Society, 2013; 

Vezzoli et al., 2015). 

Such transition meets with obstructions from consumer participation, as behavioural changes of consumers 

are required for the adoption and diffusion (Schotman & Ludden, 2014). Also, governmental institutions 

are likely to fail in raising consumer participation in sharing practice, due to the lack of understanding 

towards the complexity of concepts, consumer engagement, and innovative social actors (Geng & 

Doberstein, 2010; Ma et al., 2018). Low user acceptance impedes the adoption of sharing practice in this 
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transition, owning to various factors, such as lack of trust, habit change, information, and ownership 

(Schotman & Ludden, 2014; Armstrong et al., 2015; Becker-Leifhold & Iran, 2018). 

1.3. Purpose 

The purpose of this thesis is to reveal the individual perception of sharing economy and unfold the adoption 

of sharing practices from consumer perspectives. The aim is to identify different factors motivating the 

adoption of sharing practices in consumers’ choices. Also, the thesis seeks to reveal the dilemmas that 

consumers are going through in sharing practices.  

The scope in the thesis is limited to collaborative consumption within P2P delivery model in an online stuff 

sharing platform. The knowledge in sharing practice adoption and its involved factors among consumers 

can support the maturing of sharing practices while decreasing the environmental destruction. Through a 

better understanding of consumers in sharing practice, consumer acceptance can be enhanced so that 

sharing practices can be developed into mainstream consumption pattern.  

The main research questions in this thesis are: 

RQ 1: what are the dilemmas for users while engaging in online stuff sharing platform? 

RQ 2: what impedes or encourage users to continue participating in sharing practice in the online stuff 

sharing platform? 

RQ 3: what strategy can an online stuff sharing platform implement to stimulate users to initiate or continue 

participating in sharing practice? 

1.4. Delimitations 

The empirical delimitations of this thesis apply to the data used for this study. After obtaining access to the 

database of an online stuff sharing platform, the data of user reviews is selected, containing comments and 

ratings from users. Since the data only covers the users of the platform, the empirical delimitation also 

applies to geography and demography. As the selected online stuff sharing platform is a Nordic-based 

company with users mainly based in Sweden and Norway, the study is delimited to Sweden and Norway, 

in terms of geography and demography.  

The methodological delimitations of this thesis apply to the reviewing of the comments. This is because 

the comments are written Swedish and Norwegian; it is inevitable to translate and interpret the meaning of 

every comment. Additionally, the keywords for searching trust-related comments are chosen based on the 

understanding from the previous comments and the interpretation of the author.  

The theoretical delimitation involves theory selection. An extensive range of theories was considered to 

build a theoretical framework. For instance, the theory of planned behaviour can be applied, because it 

focuses on how behaviour is conducted under the influence of intention which is generated by a norm, 

attitude, and behavioural control (Ajzen, 1985). Norm activation theory can also be served as a theoretical 

framework, for it explains conducting behaviour through the nexus of responsibility, awareness, and 

personal norm (Schwartz, 1977). However, the theoretical framework eventually lands on the combination 

of theories related to sharing practices with the focus on critical factors affecting sharing practices, because 

this theory combination enables the study to identify the weak points in sharing practice and locate the 

barriers to collaborative consumption.  

1.5. Outline  

The thesis starts with the introduction by demonstrating the problem and the aim that revolves around it. 

Research questions are introduced in the same chapter, which navigates the purpose and the procedure of 

the research. Chapter 2 delivers the theoretical framework, illustrating the definitions of the collaborative 

economy and collaborative consumption as well as providing definitions and factors analysed for this study. 
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This chapter constructs the nexus among collaborative consumption, sharing practices, and factors in 

diffusion and adoption, therefore providing a conceptual framework for the following study. Chapter 3 

describes the method and approach applied in this study, clarifying the justification for the case study of 

an online P2P sharing platform, the unit of analysis, and the techniques for extracting results. Chapter 4 

unveils the empirical results from the case study in this thesis, presenting the results from the data of ratings 

and comments of platform users. Chapter 5 combines finding with the conceptual framework and other 

related concepts to attain an in-depth understanding of the results under the circumstances of collaborative 

consumption, seeking to answer the research questions and create an interesting discussion about the 

underlying implication of the uncovered data. Chapter 6 completes the thesis by incorporating crucial 

findings relating to the propose of this thesis.  
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2. Frame of Reference 

This chapter focuses on the theories and supporting concepts involved in this thesis. The chapter starts 

with a collaborative economy and its categorisation followed by presenting a collaborative consumption 

definition and four principles of it. The next section clarifies the definitions of sharing practice and users 

in the context of an online sharing platform as well as this thesis. This chapter concludes with factors in 

diffusion and adoption of collaborative consumption, building a scope to process information in the 

subsequent chapters.  

2.1. Collaborative Economy 

An economy established on the decentralised network of connected individuals and communities has many 

different names (Botsman, 2013). The collaborative economy, collaborative consumption, sharing 

economy, and peer economy are the terms describing different portions of this sharing phenomenon. 

Initially, this phenomenon was described as the term collaborative consumption by Felson & Spaeth (1978). 

Subsequently, Botsman & Rogers (2010) revised and redefined the concept. Recently, sharing economy 

has gained momentum to depict a broad spectrum of activities and behaviours, including the shared creation, 

production, distribution, trade and consumption of goods and services among different people and 

organisations (Botsman, 2013). However, sharing can be ambiguous, for the majority of activities in 

collaborative consumption bring in monetary transactions instead of equally and mutually beneficial 

exchanges (Stokes et al., 2014). Similarly, peer economy is conceptualised as a peer-to-peer business 

model, in which individuals rent, sell, and share objects directly to each other without institutional and 

organisational involvement (ibid.), but it excludes some more conventional forms of collaborative 

consumption, i.e. business-to-business or customer-to-business models.  

The collaborative economy is identified as an economic system that strives to increase the utilisation of 

goods, skills, and valuable things via internet technologies (Stokes et al., 2014). Collaborative economy 

possesses the following five features: 

1. Enabled by internet technologies; 

2. Connecting distributed networks of people and/or assets; 

3. Making use of the idling capacity of tangible and intangible assets; 

4. Encouraging meaningful interactions and trust; 

5. Embracing openness, inclusivity and the commons (ibid.). 

The Internet has been playing a significant role in popularising collaborative economy due to its unique 

characteristics. The Internet provides communication in a peer-to-peer way without involving distributors 

or retailers. Besides, it allows consumers to communicate instantaneously during a transaction, such as 

leaving comments and rating after shopping on eBay and Amazon or booking on Airbnb. 

The business in a collaborative economy tends to connect scattered individuals and their recourse through 

decentralised arrangements. In this way, it is possible to make better use of the resource that would be 

likely to stay idle as well as intangible personal skills or knowledge, for instance, italki provides a platform 

for both language learners and teachers to teach and study different languages. Furthermore, the 

information transparency generated through internet attains trust through meaningful interactions, a simple 

example is the rating system like the one in Airbnb, which helps hosts and guests to evaluate each other 

mutually (Stokes et al., 2014). Additionally, collaborative economy ventures can be categorised into four 

pillars of activities: collaborative consumption, collaborative production, collaborative learning, and 

collaborative finance (ibid.). 

Across the collaborative economy, four delivery models exist, i.e. Business–to–Consumer, Business–to–

Business, Peer–to–Peer, and Consumer–to–Business. B2C refers to the everyday interactions between 

consumer and companies that provide service and products. B2B suggests the interactions among 

businesses. P2P indicates the interactions between two or more individuals to exchange or trade objects or 

services through a platform or a company that is not directly involved in the transaction. C2B means the 
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interactions between consumers and companies, which companies benefit from and pay for consumers’ 

services or resources (Stokes et al., 2014).  

2.2. Collaborative Consumption 

Initially, Botsman & Rogers (2010) conceptualised the framework of sharing economy and collaborative 

consumption as three systems: product service system, redistribution markets, and collaborative lifestyles. 

According to the concept, it includes individuals exchanging, redistributing, renting, sharing, and donating 

material or non-material objects such as information, goods, and talent by organizing themselves or via 

commercial organization by internet (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Heinrichs & Society, 2013).  

2.2.1. Four Principles of Collaborative Consumption 

As the book suggested that the sharing practices in practices possess four crucial principles: critical mass, 

idling capacity, belief in the commons, and trust between strangers (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Critical 

mass suggests the sufficient momentum that the consumption systems required to pledge a self-sustaining 

future (Ball, 2004). It is also famously known as the “tipping point” where the critical mass is achieved in 

the system. The content of critical mass varies from the form of collaborative consumption and depends 

on context, consumer needs, and expectations (Piscicelli, 2016). To enable the competition with the 

conventional purchasing, it is fundamental to achieve critical mass, as it does not only guarantee the 

consumer satisfaction by the convenience and the availability of the choices from collaborative 

consumptions but also provides a social proof to evoke others to adopt collaborative consumption (Botsman 

& Rogers, 2010).  

Idling capacity indicates the unused potential of both tangible and intangible assets (i.e. physical products, 

time, skills, space, and commodities) when they are not in use (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Piscicelli, 2016). 

In the core of collaborative consumption, how to unleash the idling capacity and redistribute the assets is 

discussed. Via the development of internet technologies, social networks and GPS-equipped devices make 

it possible to increase the product utilisation with the affordable cost. Idling capacity can appear in the 

form of cars, holiday houses, spare rooms, and potential skills. (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).  

Belief in commons refers to the idea that the resources belong to all of us, such as air, water, and solar 

energy. It consists of four values underpinning collaborative consumption: collaboration, empowerment, 

openness, and humanness. Participants of collaborative consumption can generate value for other 

individuals, meanwhile contributing social value at a vast level (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Piscicelli, 2016). 

Meaningful interaction and trust between strangers are brought about during collaborative consumption 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). The majority of forms of collaborative consumption entail participants trusting 

whom the participants are not familiar to as well as the platform where the transaction takes place. To build 

such trust, organisations providing platform for collaborative consumption apply various tools in 

transactions, i.e. rating system (hosts and guests can leave public reviews to each other), and identity 

verification system (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Furthermore, Online personal credit and identification are 

gaining significance, while collaborative consumption grows (Piscicelli, 2016). For instance, Alipay, a 

Chinese online and mobile payment leading service provider, has successfully established a personal credit 

rating system accepted by an extensive range of websites, companies, and hotels, both online and offline 

(Alipay, 2019). With users reaching a certain level of their credits, they can be exempt from deposit as well 

as granted extra conveniences while using the services.  

2.3. Factors Affecting Collaborative Consumption  

As research evidence reveals that human beings’ exploitation of natural resources has exceeded the natural 

carrying capacities of the Earth, there is an emergent concern about the urgent necessities to achieve a 

green economy and economic growth decoupling (Fichter & Clausen, 2016). However, the problem never 

lies in the lack of solutions and innovations, instead, the diffusion and adoption are what hinder the 

transformation, as they can be too slow and too limited to make impact on environmental challenges 

(Nilsson, 2018). Likewise, as Tukker & Tischner (2006) claimed that socio-technical context is often 
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considered as a barrier for “true system innovation”, where extensive factors are included apart except 

science and technology, such as user preference, culture, and policy. Research in the field of collaborative 

consumption shows that users are required to have a leap in changing their habits and mindsets for the 

transition to collaborative consumption (Catulli, 2012; Schotman & Ludden, 2014; Ye et al., 2019). User-

related issues have merged as one of the key fields about facilitating the transition to collaborative 

consumption. Especially, improving user-acceptance increases the required behavioural change for 

diffusion and adoption of collaborative consumption (Schotman & Ludden, 2014). Based on the relevant 

literature, collaborative consumption and sharing practices are dictated primarily by trust, ownership, and 

need from users. These are described in the following sections, forming the theoretical framework for this 

thesis.  

2.3.1. Trust 

Trust states the general attitude of optimism that exchange participants are able and willing to carry out the 

claimed obligations (Schurr & Ozanne, 1985; Ye et al., 2019). This reveals that trust is primarily an 

affective attitude (Gefen et al., 2003), which distinguishes between in two forms: swift trust and knowledge-

based trust. Swift trust is developed before the trustor-trustee interaction without first-hand experience, and 

knowledge-based trust is established during the interaction with exchange participants (Ye et al., 2017). 

Particularly, in the context of sharing practices on P2P online platform, both forms of trust exist prevalently, 

as one initiates the practices by swift trust and carry on the practices subsequently by the knowledge-based 

trust. 

As the development of internet technology, new complexity has been put forward to the relation of trust 

on P2P online sharing platform (Han et al., 2016), trust has been divided into the trust in sellers and the 

trust in the platform.  

Similarly, Tussyadiah & Pesonen (2018) summarised that the trust in P2P accommodation sharing could 

derive from two relations, i.e. between guests and hosts, between guests and the platform. Moreover, the 

trust of guests on hosts and platform is symbiotic, where platform trust can substantially increase host trust, 

and eventually dictates the user participation (Mittendorf, 2016). Thus, trust in P2P platform plays a vital 

role in mitigating uncertainties as well as facilitating the practices (Ye et al., 2019). As Ye et al. (2019) 

summarised that trust was defined as a general, positive attitude towards P2P platform regarding its 

benevolence and capability in a post-interaction stage. 

Trust is also symbiotic with a social presence, an attribute implanted in the point where users interact with 

online P2P platform. It estimates the extent to which an online sharing platform allows its users to 

experience the psychological presence from the other user whom they are facing in the sharing practice, 

and hence to perceive human contact, sociability, and sensitivity (Short et al., 1976; Rice & Case, 2006; 

Ye et al., 2019). The integration of multimedia elements into interaction on the platform often generates 

social presence that leads to a perception of human contact, i.e. actual or imaginary interactions including 

socially rich pictures and texts, personalised greetings (Yoo & Alavi, 2001; Hassanein et al., 2009). 

Social presence relates to the trust in an online platform in two mediating ways: utilitarian engagement and 

hedonic engagement (Ye et al., 2019). Ye et al. (2019) asserted that, through utilitarian engagement, the 

increased social presence could strengthen user trust by improving users’ perception of ease of use and 

usefulness. Likewise, through hedonic engagement, the increased social presence improves user trust by 

raising users’ perception of social interaction (Ye et al., 2019).  

The researches in social presence theory imply that the distant nature of online communication can be 

alleviated by making users feel the presence of the other user, and thereby trust can be improved, 

consequently, sharing participation can be encouraged (Hassanein et al., 2009). Besides, an improved 

social presence can reduce the social distance users perceive, then increases trust on an online platform 

(Pavlou et al., 2007). Equally, prior e-commerce researches indicate that the social presence strengthens 

the general trust online and stimulates the (re)purchasing behaviour (Lu et al., 2016). As Lu et al. (2016) 

suggested, it was perceived to be more difficult to hide information and engage in unreliable users in the 

context of high social presence and copious social content, as it opposed to a lean social presence situation 
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where hiding information and irresponsible behaviour was being bred. This correlation among social 

presence, trust, and behaviour intention are conceptualised as the framework “social presence-trust-

behaviour intention” (Lu et al., 2016). Han et al. (2016) and Ye et al. (2019) both proved that social 

presence influenced the overall trust which dictated behaviour intention in the context of the online 

platform for P2P sharing practice.  

2.3.2. Ownership 

The appearance of ownership can lead to the increased valuation of an object, and such phenomena that 

one attaches higher values to one’s objects are named the endowment effect (Park & Armstrong, 2019). 

Initially, researchers always discovered that valuations of sellers are higher than buyers (Lin et al., 2006). 

Also, it is claimed that people assess a greater value to an object when they give it up than when they 

acquire it (Kahneman et al., 1990). The recent research has proved that ownership of an object affects its 

attractiveness or appeal and raises its value to owners (Morewedge et al., 2009; Park & Armstrong, 2019). 

In the experiments that participants were acting as either sellers or buyers of a mug, Morewedge et al. 

(2009) found that the endowment effect disappeared when both roles had the same ownership toward the 

mug. More specifically, these authors found that the buyers’ valuation of the mug was not lower than the 

sellers’ once buyers owned an identical mug. Interestingly, there is a tendency that sellers would request 

more than they would pay if they were buyers, just as a result from their ownership (Dommer & 

Swaminathan, 2012; Park & Armstrong, 2019). 

Furthermore, the endowment effect can also be explained as a self-referent cognitive bias owing to the 

possession of an object (Maddux et al., 2010). The authors suggest that the ownership of an object generates 

an association between the object and the self. As people possess intrinsic motivation to enhance their 

selves, the object-self association increases the value of the object. As the contention resonating with Belk 

(1985) and Kleine & Baker (2004), to the degree that we sense an object as a part of our extended selves, 

we are more likely to wish to retain it. In summary, the ownership can impede sharing practices in two 

ways: 1) the overpriced object resulted from sellers’ higher valuation than buyers; 2) the reluctance of 

owners to share due to the object has been considered as the extended self.  

2.3.3. Need 

The perception of need is conventionally built on the preference of materialism, ownership, and attachment 

to possession (Belk, 1985). In order to overcome such culturally-rooted preference, sharing practices needs 

to be convenient, secure, and more cost-effective than private ownership for users (Botsman & Rogers, 

2010; Piscicelli, 2016). In other words, to convince people to change behaviour to initiate sharing, sharing 

practices are necessitated to outperform the conventional consumption in favour of private ownership and 

possession for satisfying the need of people. Batty et al. (2015) identified cost, safety and security, comfort, 

information, frequency and reliability, speed or journey time as well as multimodality or ease of use in the 

research about public transportation. Based on Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (Maslow, 1943), the authors 

revised these needs above into the pyramid in the context of public transportation. In the pyramid, the most 

fundamental need is at the bottom, followed by which is the more advanced need. As the order of 

importance, the advanced need will be considered only when the primary need is met.  

2.3.4. Summary 

Factors trust, ownership, and need are selected as being influential to collaborative consumption and 

sharing practices based on the literature. Instead of being dependent on each other, these factors are 

interconnected, affecting users to perform and accept collaborative consumption and sharing practices. 

Figure 1 illustrates the relations among these factors.  
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Figure 1: The trust-ownership-need model of factors affecting sharing practices. 

As it in the illustration, all factors affect the user in various ways; meanwhile, their interconnection forms 

a joint force to affect users under the circumstance in this thesis.  

2.1. Sharing Practice 

Sharing is fundamental consumer behaviour and a universal form of human economic behaviour (Belk, 

2010). It is regarded as non-reciprocal pro-social behaviour (Benkler, 2004), as well as Belk (2007) defines 

sharing as the act and process of distributing what is ours to others for their use or the act and process of 

receiving or taking something from others for our use. Sharing tends to generate a connection with 

participators, which creates feelings of solitary and bonding (Belk, 2010).  

The practice is conceptualised as a routinised type of behaviour which consists of several elements 

mutually interconnected: forms of bodily activities, forms of mental activities, things and their use, a piece 

of background knowledge in the form of understanding, know-how, states of emotion and motivational 

knowledge (Reckwitz, 2002). As the notion of practice deviated from behaviour, the theories of practice 

highlight endogenous and emergent dynamics, whereas the theories of behaviour prioritise casual factors 

and external drivers (Shove, 2010). Furthermore, Shove et al. (2012) elaborated that conducting a practice 

actively combines three interrelated elements: material, competence, and meaning.  

Material can be defined as objects, physical entities or things that are physically constructed and required 

in the practice (Shove et al., 2012). Competence refers to the knowledge or skills required in completing 

the practice (ibid.). Meaning can be expressed as desires, values or ideas engaged in the practice (ibid.). 

Looking at the practice of car sharing, the material should be the car involved in this practice. The 

competence includes knowing and being licensed to drive a car, finding the one who needs a car, and 

finding the car for rent. The meaning can be to experience different cars, to utilise the idling capacity, and 

to achieve more environment-friendly ownership.  

The emerging sharing practice in collaborative consumption challenges the generic concept of sharing and 

commodity exchange. Thus, based on the concept of sharing and practices, sharing practice is defined as a 

routinised process where participators give out or take in the possessions for use via monetary transaction 
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or barter. More specifically, in this thesis, sharing practice is considered as a process consisting of renting 

in and out between individual users on an online platform. 

2.2. Users 

The notions of user and consumer are tangled together toward a group of individuals who play a rather 

similar role in the buying decision of a conventional consumer market. Kotler & Keller (2016) identified 

user as the person who uses the product or consumes the service along with four other roles involved in 

buying decision, i.e. initiator, influencer, decider, the buyer. Similarly, consumer refers to the end-user of 

a product or service (Doyle, 2016) as well as a purchaser of goods and services for the personal satisfaction 

of themselves or other members of their households, as distinct from use to generate further income 

(Hashimzade et al., 2017). 

Nevertheless, neither of those approaches provide sufficient coverage of the role one play in the sharing 

practice of online platform, since one can profit from sharing things out as well as pay for taking things in. 

Besides, decision-making can be influenced through comments and ratings one contributes. In this context, 

a user can be defined as a generic term for someone who uses any form of interactive software, including 

webpages and videogames under the concept from media and communication (Chandler & Munday, 2016). 
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3. Method 

This chapter presents the method applied in this study. It begins with the research design of this study and 

its abductive approach. The main aim of this chapter is subsequently identified with the implementation of 

a case study in this thesis. The clarification of the case study comprises the dataset of the case study and 

techniques for collecting data. This chapter settles with data analysis.  

3.1. Research Design 

The investigation consists of a case study of one of the biggest online P2P sharing platforms in the Nordic 

countries to answer the proposed research questions stated in the introduction. The research design of a 

project involving a case study should incorporate the following components: its research questions, its 

propositions, its causes, the logic to link the data to its propositions, and the criteria for finding 

interpretation (Yin, 2017). These components are touched upon in the following sections. Owning to the 

underlying uncertainty of collected data, a flexible research design is fitting to cope with such uncertainty. 

This study implements an abductive approach for the advantage of theory development and framework 

evolvement (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). This approach is compatible with the case study, which may contain 

unexplored variables and connection during the research (ibid.). 

3.2. Case Study 

An empirical case study is performed to answer the stated research questions. Case studies can be 

conducted on diverse topics about individuals, families, citizen participation, communities, decisions, 

programmes, organisations, and events (Yin, 2017). Such flexibility allows for an online platform of 

sharing practices to be a focal point of the case study. 

The single-case research design is fitting in this study for two reasons. Firstly, the case of online sharing 

practices is a common case that attempts to capture the circumstances and conditions of a daily situation 

related to theories (ibid.). Secondly, this case is a revelatory case, which allows one to observe and analyse 

the phenomenon previously inaccessible (ibid.) 

3.3. Dataset 

The database of the online stuff sharing platform will be of use as the dataset in this thesis. Prior to access 

to its database, the data was anonymised. The online stuff sharing platform has about 82,200 registered 

users who live in Sweden and Norway. The user volume of the platform makes it the most significant stuff 

rental website for private individuals in the Nordic region. Through the sharing practice on the online stuff 

sharing platform, users can benefit from both renting out the things that are idling and renting things that 

are needed. It is free to advertise on the website while items on advertisement are insured. A certain 

proportion of the owners’ income is charged as the commission of the planform when the transaction is 

completed.  

Such a platform is chosen as a dataset because it is closely associated with peer-to-peer sharing practice by 

establishing an online platform for users where discussion, pricing, reviewing, and booking can take place. 

Besides, it offers a wide range of product categories which covers users’ everyday needs varying from 

electronics, such as cameras, tools, to vehicles, such as vans, cars, and trailers. Furthermore, its model of 

sharing practices is commonly applied among other actors of sharing practices, e.g. accommodation sharing, 

Airbnb (Traum, 2015). Therefore, the dataset from the online stuff sharing platform is selected based on 

the rationale that it is common and revelatory (Yin, 2017). In addition, an online stuff sharing platform 

kindly offers access to their database for this thesis research allowing for extracting relevant information, 

although the platform remains anonymised due to confidentiality concerns.  

3.4. Data Collection 
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The database access is given under the agreement with the online stuff sharing platform as part of a 

collaborative research project, where all user data has been anonymised and is protected under General 

Data Protection Regulation (GDPR-EU). The database contains rich information from every aspect of its 

operation in the form of a table. It incorporates qualitative data, such as comments, as well as quantitative 

data, such as ratings.  

The database is accessed via software, PostgreSQL version 11. This thesis will highlight the data from 

reviews to answer the listed research questions, which contains qualitative and quantitative information. In 

PostgreSQL, the table of reviews is extracted by excluding reviews with blank comments. The database 

encloses reviews from consumers to products and from owners to consumers. Each review contains two 

significant attributes: comment and rating. The Comment varies from a couple of words to a paragraph, 

and the review is rated on a scale of 1 to 5. Correspondingly, in the reviews from users (owners), it is 

obtained that 176 reviews rated below 5 and 12,551 reviews rated 5. In the reviews from users (renters), 

239 reviews are rated below 5, and 14,138 reviews rated 5. As stated above, reviews with empty comments 

are excluded from the collected reviews.  

3.5. Data Analysis 

After data collection, the data requires analysis and interpretation in order to illustrate the empirical 

evidence (Robson & McCartan, 2016). The data analysis in this thesis consists of both a quantitative 

approach and qualitative approach. 

Predefined categories and grounded theory navigate the qualitative data analysis in this thesis. Three 

predefined categories guide open coding and axial coding, which is motivated by grounded theory. This 

approach provides an explicit procedure for qualitative data analysis, theory generation, and flexibility in 

the analysis (Robson & McCartan, 2016). The qualitative data contains many comments in the form of text; 

therefore, a flexible coding approach is required for analysis. Robson & McCartan (2016) described that 

grounded theory was a version of thematic coding, where the codes arose from interaction with the data. 

However, the qualitative data analysis approach is only partially guided by grounded theory, for it is only 

applied to the analytical method when it is considered to be appropriated. As demonstrated in Section 3.1 

research design, an abductive approach is applied in the thesis in order to answer the research question and 

optimise the existing theory, and grounded theory is frequently used to analyse data and generate theory 

grounded in the data during inductive approach (Charmaz, 2014; Robson & McCartan, 2016). In this thesis, 

the grounded theory motivates the data analysis in the inductive part of the study to optimise the theory 

grounded in the current data, meanwhile, the open coding is guided by the theory previously established 

from Chapter 2 frame of reference for a coherent abductive process. 

3.5.1. Coding 

Coding includes reviewing texts and labelling the relevant data (Corbin et al., 2015; Robson & McCartan, 

2016). Corbin et al. (2015) indicated that coding involved two main phases: open coding and axial coding; 

besides, selective coding could be incorporated in axial coding to present conditional propositions. The 

coding details are stated subsequently.  

Open coding 

Open coding frames the information about the phenomenon from the initial data where initial categories 

are formed (Corbin et al., 2015). Open coding in this thesis primarily involves organising the below-5-

rated reviews from renters and owners into three predefined categories: trust, ownership, and needs. The 

definitions for each code can be found in Table 1. Additionally, 5-rated reviews and below-5-rated reviews 

are analysed separately due to the significant difference in the quantities of the reviews from each group. 

As the open coding in process, particularly important information is noted down and marked bold in the 

text. As clarified above, the abductive approach is guided through the research design in this thesis, 

therefore, it seems natural to begin the coding with pre-developed categories derived from the theory 

development before. Even though it is not recommended by the mainstream grounded theory approach 

(Charmaz, 2014). 
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Table 1: Definitions of codes. 

Codes Definition 

Trust An arrangement enabling the property to be held by a user for the benefit of some other 

users (Law, 2016b). Trust can differentiate between the trust toward the platform and the 

individual user(Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2018).  

Ownership The rights over property, including the right of possession, exclusive enjoyment, 

destruction (Law, 2016a). Besides, a relationship between the property leading to over 

evaluate one’s property and consider the property as extended self (Kleine & Baker, 

2004; Maddux et al., 2010; Park & Armstrong, 2019).  

Needs Something deemed necessary and supposed to be satisfied (Scott, 2015).  

 

To avoid reading and selecting thousands of irrelevant comments manually, programme PostgreSQL is 

applied to categorise the comments from 5-rated reviews by using a query tool to screen the comments by 

searching for multiple related keywords. Owning to the fact that the comments of 5-rated reviews contain 

highly homogenised information in short texts that have a positive attitude to the transaction, this approach 

is still considered to be capable of providing a precise and coherent categorisation of reviews. The query 

can be found in Figure 2 and Figure 3.  

 

Figure 2: The query for collecting 5-rated reviews with trust-related content from owners. 
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Figure 3: The query for collecting 5-rated reviews with trust-related content from renters. 

The query is to extract trust-related comments from both user groups, renters and owners. For instance, 

“to_tsvector('swedish', text)” indicates that the text is documented in Swedish, and “to_tsquery('swedish', 

'pålitlig')” signifies that comments with the keyword pålitlig will be selected. Keywords related to trust are 

searched in PostgreSQL in English, Swedish, and Norwegian. The comments will be output to category 

trust as soon as one of the keywords is found. Table 2 displays the translation of the keywords. 

Table 2: Keywords applied in collecting together with a corresponding translation in English. 

Keyword Language Translation in English 

Pålitlig Swedish  Trustworthy; reliable 

Lita Swedish Trust 

Lita på Swedish Trust 

Förtroende Swedish Trust 

Trust English Trust 

Tillit Norwegian  Faith; trust 

Stole på Norwegian Trust 

Ärlig Swedish  Honest 

 

Related 5-rated reviews are only supplemented to category trust to support the following analysis since 

below-5-rated reviews for categories ownership and needs have already provided sufficient information. 

After using the query tool for collecting the comments, the output is read through manually for the 

verification before actual categorisation into trust.  

Axial coding 

Axial coding, also known as theoretical coding, is to link the categories developed through the open coding 

procedure (Robson & McCartan, 2016). Axial coding is regarded as generating an understanding of the 

central phenomenon under the circumstance of the data, including the condition that rises the phenomenon, 

the interaction of the phenomenon, and the consequences of the phenomenon (Corbin et al., 2015; Robson 

& McCartan, 2016). Besides, axial codes should emerge from the data rather than being framed into any 

predominant formats (Glaser, 1992; Robson & McCartan, 2016).  

In this thesis, axial coding was conducted through three steps: extracting user comments from reviews, 

comparing the comments, and developing categories. To sort out a considerable amount of data, each 
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comment was read, and critical features user emphasised in the comments were noted down 

correspondingly. According to the noted features, the categories emerged through the comparison of the 

comments.  

All the coded comments were fitted into a table with different categories where every coded review was 

assigned a row. In each row, categories and subcategories are indicated in the respective columns after the 

column of comments. Thereby, comments in different categories can be counted, which subsequently 

contributes to the visualisation and presentation of the composition in subcategories and categories.  

3.5.2. Process  

The process of data analysis in this thesis is demonstrated below. It comprises three components: open 

coding, axial coding, and analysis among all subcategories. 

 

Figure 4: The process of data analysis. 

The open coding is performed based on the predefined categories: trust, ownership, and need. Then, 

subcategories within each predefined category merge in the axial coding process. Subsequently, the 

analysis is conducted to connect and compare subcategories among all three predefined categories, so that 

the pattern underlying the data reveals.  
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4. Results 

This section begins with the presentation of user-profiles out of the data, for taking the background fact of 

users into consideration. Subsequently, factors and difficulties involved in sharing practices are illustrated, 

which are divided into three categories: trust, ownership, and needs according to the coding process. More 

specifically, the involved factors in each category are listed and presented in either pie charts or bar charts. 

Accordingly, given diagrams reveal the empirical features remaining in user reviews inherently.  

4.1. User Profiles 

The section presents the age and location of the platform users, providing a general picture of who engages 

in the sharing practices on the platform.  

4.1.1. Age Structure of Platform Users 

 

Figure 5: Age structure of platform users. 

Surprisingly, teenager and youth groups are less involved in the sharing practice where age groups 11-20, 

21-30, 31-40, and 41-50 only make up 0.05 per cent, 1.03 per cent, 3.8 per cent, and 11.49 per cent of the 

users respectively. Instead, users above 40 years old are more active in the sharing practice than younger 

generations. A large proportion of platform users come from age groups, 51-60, 61-70, and 71-80 at 22.48 

per cent, 35.54 per cent, and 23.31 per cent, respectively. Besides, a small fraction of platform users is 

between 81 and 90 years old, with a value of 1.94 per cent.  

4.1.2. Location 

Based on the location data of the users, all the users live in either Sweden or Norway. A large group of 

users are based in Sweden, and a third of all users are located in Norway. Of all the locations, Oslo (12.10%), 
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Stockholm (7.34%), Gothenburg (4.70%), Bergen (2.06%), Malmö (1.80%), Uppsala (1.40%), Bromma 

(1.39%), and Täby (1.28%) are the ten cities where the most users live. Note that Bromma and Täby are 

two municipalities in Stockholm, and therefore 10.00 per cent of the users live in Stockholm. Accordingly, 

the cities where the most users live are Oslo (12.10%), Stockholm (10.00%), Gothenburg (4.70%), Bergen 

(2.06%), Malmö (1.80%), and Uppsala (1.40%). 

 

Figure 6: Location distribution of platform users.  

4.2. Dilemmas in Sharing Practices Based on Users’ 
Comments 

This section presents the results of dilemmas discovered in the dataset. It begins with an overview of 

dilemmas described in the comments. Subsequently, the results are unfolded through predefined categories 

in the open coding process, i.e. trust, ownership, and need. In each category, the results are demonstrated 

with subcategories merging from the axial coding process.  

 

Figure 7: Dilemmas described in the comments from the below-5-rated reviews.  

Of all the data from below-5-rated reviews, factors conceptualised in the hypothesis above are found related, 

i.e. trust, ownership, needs. Meanwhile, a new category, person, merged as the open coding process went 

along, which consists of comments pointing directly to personal characteristics, e.g. manners, politeness, 

respect. Besides, the category others contains comments irrelevant to the topics, exceptionally entirely 

positive attitude in the comments of a rating below 5.  

Over half of the users have experienced difficulties related to the factor, needs, accounting for around 65 

per cent of the total. As for category others, a considerable proportion of users have rated below 5 in the 

review while stating positivity to the sharing practice in the comments, and it comprised just below 12 per 
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cent. In comparison, more renters have commented on needs and others than owners. Remarkably, there is 

no signal of the factor ownership involved in the comments from consumers’ reviews. 

 

Figure 8: Dilemmas described in the comments from the reviews rated under 5 from owners.  

From the owners’ perspective, needs and ownership are the dilemmas that owners have commented on 

most, which make up respectively 58 per cent and 26 per cent of the total amount of reviews. The rest is 

divided by dilemmas, trust, others, and person, accounting for 8 per cent, 5 per cent, and 3 per cent 

respectively.  

 

Figure 9: Dilemmas described in the comments from the reviews rated below 5 from renters.  

From the renters’ perspective, the dilemmas involved in the comments constitute of needs, others, trust, 

and person. Factor needs are the most significant area with a value of 71 per cent. Factor others account 

for 25 per cent of reviews rated under 5. Factors trust and person each make up 2 per cent of the total 

equally.  

4.2.1. Trust 

As mentioned in the method, the data related to the factor trust incorporates comments both from 5-rated 

and below-5-rated reviews. Thus, the factors involved in trust were depicted negatively or positively based 

on the users’ attitude. As it is illustrated in Figure 10 and Figure 11, in the labels on the axis, the minus 

sign in front of the factors stands for that the users describe the issues related to this factor as the main 

reason for the low rating of the transaction or experience. Likewise, the blank or plus sign in front of the 

factor means that users presented a positive attitude toward the sharing practice. For instance, the label 

“Platform - Damage” in Figure 10 signifies that the owner experienced damage in the product, hence his 

or her trust in the user was affected negatively. However, due to the platform provider compensate for the 

loss or damage, the trust in the platform was enhanced. 
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Figure 10: Factors related to trust based on the owners' reviews.  

 

 

Figure 11: Factors related to trust based on the renters’ reviews. 

According to the axial coding process for the category trust, subcategories were discovered consisting of 

experience, person, communication, general trust, damage, platform, as well as the combinations among 

them. It was found that experience influences both renters’ and owners’ perception of trust through its 

degree of satisfaction in sharing practice. Also, some renters and owners only commented that the person 

they contracted with was trustworthy and reliable or the opposite. Additionally, communication plays a 

role in manipulating concerns in trust in sharing practice. Furthermore, renters and owners even commented 

that they felt trust without any rationale or justification. Distinctly, damage and platform were only stated 

in combination with other factors.  

Specifically, users demonstrated that experience consists of the following elements: 

• Punctuality and Supportiveness of the users; 

• Flexibility and Simplicity in the procedure of sharing practice; 

• Functionality and Condition of the shared products; 

• Reliability in payment. 
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4.2.2. Ownership 

 

Figure 12: Factors related to ownership based on the owners' reviews.  

Out of the axial coding for the comments in category ownership, owners related to the following 

subcategories comprising product handled, cleanness, communication, responsibility, honesty, and 

payment. Remarkably, renters did not involve their reviews with the notion of ownership when they 

commented on their sharing practice. Therefore, the user group of renters are not involved in this section 

of the result.  

More than half of the owners are keen to relate to ownership based on the fact of how their belongings are 

handled during sharing practices. Particularly, the cleanness of the products at time of return influences the 

perception of ownership for a considerable portion of owners. Likewise, a similar portion of owners 

believed that the communication between their renters during the sharing practice was essential to their 

ownership. Also, responsibility, honesty, and personalities of renters are considered as determinants by a 

small fragment of owners. Finally, owners also considered the payment was important to their perception 

of ownership, such as conducting payment as agreed before booking and having a clarified responsibility 

of payment for the cost of consumables between owners and renters.   

4.2.3. Need 

 

Figure 13: Factors related to needs based on the owners' reviews.  
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Figure 14: Factors related to needs based on the renters’ reviews.  

As for the factors in connection with the category needs, these are diversified between the perspectives of 

the owners and renters, simultaneously, these perspectives also share a couple of factors. Factors, 

arrangement time, product condition, product missing, product non-compatible, and payment, are all found 

existing in the comments among both user groups (owners and renters) of the platform in this section. In 

contrast, product non-functioning, product information, and location are only identified in the comments 

made from the renters. Besides, a fraction of the owners also commented on the factor product damage, 

which may be related to a similar phenomenon with product non-functioning in the comments of renters’ 

reviews.  

 

Figure 15: Comparison of overlapping factors between the owners and the renters in the platform. 
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Additionally, a comparison bar chart is illustrated by listing the overlapping factors raised between the 

reviews from the owners and the renters, as it is shown in Figure 15. In comparison, owners were primarily 

bothered by issues in arrangement time and product missing, while renters hardly suffered from the 

difficulties in those factors. On the contrary, most of the consumers were having difficulties in product 

condition and the product being non-compatible during sharing practice, which did not affect owners in 

sharing practice. However, factor payment influenced both the owners and the renters equally.  
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5. Discussion 

This section aims to answer the previously stated research questions as well as optimise selected theories 

to conduct a comprehensive understanding of the phenomena discovered in this thesis. It also presents 

prospecting solutions to improve sharing practices in the context of online stuff sharing platform.  

5.1. Users’ dilemmas in sharing practices 

This section seeks to answer the first research question: what are the dilemmas for users while engaging in 

online stuff sharing platform? It will approach the question by illustrating the discovered phenomena 

existing among users and connecting the phenomena to the related research which resonate with them. 

From the results, the patterns are revealed that most user dilemmas inhibit in more than one predefined 

category (trust, ownership, and need). Therefore, it is more sensible to present through each user dilemmas 

and connecting them to the model of trust, ownership, and need. This study discovers five aspects where 

users are facing difficulties in sharing practices: information transparency, arrangement, quality, security, 

and user knowledge. In addition, this section concludes with a figure positioning the aspects mentioned 

above to the trust-ownership-need model proposed previously. 

5.1.1. Information Transparency 

The lack of information transparency was brought up in the comments from all three categories because 

the result illustrated that users craved for clear information or matched information in sharing practices. 

The comments from trust emphasise on the communication between renters and owners while engaging in 

sharing practices. The presence of communication leads to increase users’ perception of trust toward the 

other users. Such phenomenon is also proved in the related research by Ye et al. (2019) who claimed that 

a rich-content interaction reduced the perceived distance between owners and renters, and thus improved 

online trust (Lu et al., 2016; Ye et al., 2019). 

In the category need, users complained about experiencing hardship in receiving correct product 

information and incompatible products in sharing practices. To some extent, the fore resulted in the latter. 

The fore includes not providing manual, insufficient instruction, and other forms of lack of information 

that resulted in requiring extra effort for the user during the sharing practices. The latter incorporates the 

wrong dimension of the shared products, unmatching plug and ports. This phenomenon harms the ease of 

use for users. 

Consequently, it hinders sharing practices to fulfil users’ needs and discourages users to engage in sharing 

practices. As Batty et al. (2015) identified and explained the hierarchy of needs for public transportation, 

the ease of use or accessibility of the service is the fundamental needs where other types of needs build on. 

In other words, it should be the most primary one among other needs to be satisfied. Likewise, the ease of 

use and accessibility was challenging in adopting collaborative consumption and can have a negative and 

positive influence on user willingness in taking part in sharing practices (Armstrong et al., 2015).  

As for the comments from category ownership, users aspired to have consistent communication during 

sharing and clear payment responsibility. Consistent communication presents users with information on 

how their product was handled, and if any accident happened to their products. Clear payment 

responsibility refers to which part of the cost should be taken by either side of the users. The owners are 

reluctant to share their products when they perceive the loss of ownership. Becker-Leifhold & Iran (2018) 

described that ownership was related to a sense of control to the belongings, and the removal of it was a 

remarkable impediment to the adoption of collaborative consumption.  

5.1.2. Arrangement 
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Out of the results from the comments such as the deficient arrangement during sharing practices was 

considerably concerning. Users mainly commented on time arrangement and location from the category 

need as well as experience from the category trust. In terms of needs, from an objective perspective, users 

were having difficulties in arranging time and locations for meeting and returning when they were engaging 

with the other user. Similarly, related research points out that time arrangement is influential in shaping 

sustainable lifestyles (Spekkink et al., 2016). Whereas, from a subjective perspective, in terms of the trust, 

users perceived hassle in the experience of contacting with the other user, including unpunctuality, 

inflexibility. However, an extensive range of research has demonstrated that the ease of use and 

accessibility were positively related to reducing the barriers in sharing practice (Armstrong et al., 2015; 

Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2018). Likewise, Armstrong et al. (2015) claimed that users were concerned about 

waiting for an excessive period, even if the product satisfaction would be improved. Consequently, the 

users’ perception of the ease of use and accessibility for sharing practices will be limited when they have 

troubles with arrangement and experience.  

5.1.3. Quality 

The defects in quality that users have experienced on the online stuff sharing platform involve comments 

from categories need and trust. These comments focus on product condition, product non-functioning, 

product damage, and experience. In the comments, users mainly complained that the needs were not met 

in their sharing practices because of the low quality of the product provided by both owners and renters. 

Comparably, satisfying products and processes are positively related to users’ perceived trust. As attested 

by Armstrong et al. (2015), the lack of guarantee of successful results reduces the perception of the ease 

of use, as a consequence, hold back users from participating in sharing practices. Moreover, in terms of the 

products, low quality is identified as one of the most significant reasons for dissatisfaction (Niinimäki & 

Hassi, 2011). 

5.1.4. Security 

Based on the results, comments demonstrating users’ insecurity in sharing practices were found in all three 

categories: trust, ownership, and need. With the focus on product condition, product missing, payment, 

and platform, the result reveals users’ concern for sharing practices in two areas: personal security and 

possession security. 

The personal security was mainly related to the product condition underlying the risk of accident, e.g. 

conditions of cars, trailers, and other powered tools. This phenomenon can be explained as a particular trait 

among the users in Sweden or Scandinavia, as the linked research found that security and safety attracted 

more attention among individuals and institutions in Sweden than elsewhere (Schmidt et al., 2016; Nilsson, 

2018).   

The possession security was exposed to product missing and payment issues in the comments. These affect 

the accessibility of the products in sharing practices and therefore prevent the demand pyramid from 

establishing more advanced levels as accessibility lies at the fundamental level (Batty et al., 2015). As in 

order of importance, only when the bottom is fulfilled can needs from more advanced levels be taken into 

consideration (Maslow, 1943). In the same manner, the risk in payment will drastically reduce user 

acceptance when information asymmetry and unclarity are perceived (Yang et al., 2015). As a result, 

sharing practices are hindered.  

Notably, the platform was found related to security according to the comments. The insurance policies 

mediated and compensated the risks of sharing practices based on some of the comments, but some 

comments also complained that the insurance did not provide satisfying coverage for their loss. Traum 

(2015) uncovered that traditional insurance was facing challenges to fit into the new business model of 

sharing products.  

5.1.5. User Knowledge 
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User knowledge embodies the comments from the category need criticising product information, product 

non-compatible, and product damage. Explicitly, users desired information about accurate product 

information, how products are compatible with others, and the instructions of how users can adequately 

use the shared products. Lack of user knowledge in sharing practices relates to the user’s perception of 

ease of use and accessibility toward this service. Therefore, it can hold back user participation in sharing 

practices (Catulli, 2012; Armstrong et al., 2015). Armstrong et al. (2015) rationalised that users were 

bothered by making wrong choices given the concerns over the technical requirements and skills as well 

as lacking a given form of customer service, such as help desk. From the users’ perspective, sharing 

practices are in a dilemma in the absence of knowledge required for facilitating sharing practice. 

5.1.6. Summary  

Based on the trust-ownership-need model proposed in Section 2.3.4, users dilemmas mentioned above 

merges from various factors affecting sharing practice or the intersection of them. 

 

Figure 16: Users’ dilemmas in trust-ownership-need model. 

As illustrated in Figure 16, the users’ dilemmas in information transparency and security are discovered 

in the comments from all categories of trust, ownership, and need. Likewise, users’ dilemmas in 

arrangement and quality are observed in the comments from both categories trust and need. The users’ 

dilemma in user knowledge is only exposed in the comments from category need.  
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Figure 17: Users’ dilemmas in hierarchical multilayer model of trust-ownership-need factors. 

Mainly, in the context of this thesis study, the trust-ownership-need model can be developed into a 

hierarchical multilayer model, shown in Figure 17, because all the users’ dilemmas found are related to 

need. Apart from that, trust is involved in the users’ dilemmas, arrangement and quality. Besides, trust 

and ownership are linked to the users’ dilemmas, information transparency and security. 

5.2. Reasons Causing Users’ Dilemmas in Sharing 
Practices 

This section attempts to answer the second research question: what impedes or encourage users to continue 

participating in sharing practice in the online stuff sharing platform? Three reasons are proposed in this 

section, resulting in the users’ dilemmas stated above. The section starts with the presentation of the 

overarching reason affecting the whole sharing practice in online stuff sharing platform. Then, the reason 

inhabiting in both users and the platform provider is explained. The section settles on the reason that lies 

in the platform for causing users’ dilemmas.  

5.2.1. Social Presence 

Social presence explains the phenomenon presented in the results that users commenting on trust and 

ownership are inclined to consider the communication and personal interaction during the sharing practice. 

Online P2P sharing platform faces the unique complexities in forming a trust, especially knowledge-based 

trust, due to the fact of internet involvement and lack of physical presence (Keymolen, 2013; Ye et al., 

2019). An automated system facilitates the online platform with limited social interaction, i.e. body 

languages, emotional expressions, and human warmth. This limits users to judge the trustworthiness of 

other users as in the conventional physical interaction (Reichheld & Schefter, 2000; Gefen et al., 2003). 

Besides, Botsman & Rogers (2010) accentuated that meaningful interaction and trust between strangers 

were principal elements for collaborative consumption. 

Moreover, another group of users complained that their needs were not met in sharing practices, including 

hassling arrangement between users, an extensive effort for facilitating sharing practice, and the uncertainty 

of product specifications. Such complaints reflect in two mediating ways: utilitarian engagement and 
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hedonic engagement, when social presence relates to the trust of an online platform (Ye et al., 2019). The 

utilitarian engagement is brought down by the lean social presence in the studied case, resulting in 

decreasing the perception of ease of use and usefulness. As a consequence, users have problems in an 

arrangement, product, and other issues in practicality. In the same manner, poor hedonic engagement 

causes a low perception of social interaction due to inadequate social presence (ibid.). Therefore, without 

sufficient social presence, people are reluctant to participate in and continue sharing practice, which 

impedes the development of sharing practice.  

Hence, social presence merges as one of the reasons of previously stated users’ dilemmas because users in 

this study laid the blame on the deficiency in ease of use or accessibility for sharing practice and the 

interaction with the other user. The scarcity of social presence holds back utilitarian engagement and 

hedonic engagement through which trust can be cultivated.  

5.2.2. Competences in Sharing Practices 

The empirical results depicted that users were suffering from the dilemmas regarding the process of sharing 

practice. As demonstrated in Section 5.1, users lack in the competences to communicate with clear but 

abundant information, make the right arrangement, and deliver quality products and service. Also, users 

have a varied knowledge of sharing practice and related products.  

According to practice theory and Material-Competence-Meaning model (Shove et al., 2012), it is 

observable in the data that lack of competences exists in the studied sharing practice, causing a weak 

linkage among competence and the rest elements. Therefore, competence is lacking in this sharing practice 

overall. Sharing practice requires plenty of underlying competencies, e.g. understanding of the given 

products, communication with the owners and renters, time management. Even as a platform, it is 

responsible for being capable to secure the sharing practice and provide its users with the perception of 

security. 

Data shows that dilemmas are in the different place of the spectrum between the individual barrier and 

social/institutional barrier, so the scarcity in the competence involves both users and the platform as the 

carriers of the sharing practice. User knowledge mainly entails input from users, and security primarily 

demands the effort from the platform while the secondary responsibility of users is necessary. The lack of 

competence in information transparency, arrangement, and quality necessitates the joint commitment from 

users and platform. The existing deficiency in the competence of sharing practice hurdles the meaning and 

value to be interpreted into practice, meanwhile prevent the materials and products to be delivered 

efficiently (Shove et al., 2012; Piscicelli, 2016). Enhancing competence in sharing practice have the 

potential to improve the perceived ease of use, accessibility, and even social presence.  

5.2.3. Platform Responsibility 

As mentioned above, the platform is accountable to facilitate the sharing practices, more specifically, 

online stuff sharing practice in the context of this thesis. In terms of user dilemmas, the platform is 

responsible for the majority of them. The platform acts as an intermediary between owners and renters, 

therefore playing a vital role for facilitating sharing practice (Han et al., 2016; Mittendorf, 2016; Lee et al., 

2018; Ye et al., 2019). The trust in a platform from its users determines users’ intention, behaviour, and 

participation (Lee et al., 2018), and it can even be transferable and correlated to the trust in other users 

(Mittendorf, 2016). Therefore, it is crucial for the platform to maintain the trust between users, as it 

completes with the scarcity of knowledge-based trust and social presence the sharing process (Gefen et al., 

2003; Ye et al., 2019).  

The platform can also affect the sharing practice by providing methods to mediate the underlying risks 

causing users’ dilemmas, for instance, insurance. The results reveal that insurance and compensation were 

primarily two concerns when users related their comments to the platform. The platform was commented 

positively when the user received sufficient compensation. In some particular cases, the user even 

expressed gratitude to the platform when the described situation could have ended in a low rating. On the 

contrary, the platform was blamed for not providing compensation as it was supposed to. Both renters and 
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owners are required to have a big leap of their trust to believe that the product has not been abused (Catulli, 

2012). The renters need to trust the quality of the shared product, and the owners need to believe that the 

ownership of the product is maintained during sharing practices. In such cases, insurance and compensation 

from the platform offer a solution at an institutional level to reduce the perceived risks and actual risks 

(Vezzoli et al., 2015), therefore promoting anticipation of sharing practice.  

5.3. Suggestions for Online Stuff Sharing Platform 

This section attempts to answer the third research question: what strategy can an online stuff sharing 

platform implement to stimulate users to initiate or continue participating in sharing practice? The 

suggestions build on strategies and responsibilities that the platform can take in order to boost the 

participation of people in continuing the sharing practice. The suggestions attempt to address the findings 

above which demonstrate factors that negatively affect users’ participation in sharing practice such as lack 

of social presence, lack of competence in sharing practice, and platform irresponsibility in ensuring safe 

and trustworthy transactions among owners and renters. 

5.3.1. Membership for Ownership 

The ownership norm has presented its limitation on being compatible with the innovative consumption 

practice, specifically for sharing practice in this thesis. To remedy such a dilemma, a new form of 

ownership and membership need to be brought out. A suggestion is that owners can maintain their 

membership in exchange for the ownership of their products. Once the owners have their product formally 

registered on the platform, they can be eligible for an executive membership that enables them to earn 

some symbolic rewards onto their account regularly. This approach may increase owners’ perception of 

the membership to the platform while lightens their perception of the ownership to their products. The 

rewards may create a relationship with the owners rather than merely an economic incentive. In this way, 

the membership can soften owners’ reluctance in participating in sharing practice and enable platform 

ownership of owners’ products as a safety net for the owners. 

A similar approach, for example, exists for a while now among the Swedish forestry industry. Södra is an 

international forest industry group as well as Sweden’s largest forest-owner association, with operations 

based on processing mainly its own members’ forest products (Södra Skogsägarna ekonomisk förening, 

2019). Södra’s approach in dealing with the ownership of the forest has been proved viable in its operation 

and practice. Nearly 52,000 forest owners own Södra in southern Sweden. The owners are members of the 

economic association and contribute capital comprising at least one contribution for each hectare of forest 

land. One contribution is equal to SEK 600 (ibid.). Södra claimed that both the group and owners benefit 

from the increased trust and close cooperation resulting from such joint ownership and membership (ibid.). 

It is a prospect that such a new form of ownership can contribute to enhancing the trust of sharing practice, 

consequently stimulating the participation of people in sharing their products. 

5.3.2. Social Presence Between the Platform and Users 

As proposed in the previous sections, the social presence of the platform affects users’ trust, perception of 

ease of use, and usefulness. However, it has been shown that social presence can be promoted via various 

means. Cyr et al. (2009) emphasised that the inclusion of images of people could result in a higher level of 

perceived social presence. Such image shares four features: aesthetics, symbolism, affective property, and 

functional property, which were merged from the user interview data across Canada, Germany, and Japan 

(ibid.). Besides, another study of Chinese and Canadian users also concluded that socially rich contents on 

websites could increase the level of social presence, in turn, increasing perceived usefulness, trust, and 

enjoyment (Hassanein et al., 2009). Both studies agreed that social presence could be enhanced through 

adding socially rich elements, e.g. images of people, socially rich content, rich information, and user 

communities (Gefen & Straub, 2003; Cyr et al., 2009; Hassanein et al., 2009). Thus, adding socially rich 

elements to maybe a practical way to increase the level of social presence on the platform. Since user 

interactions are objectively abided by the functions and designs of the website, the platform has the 

initiative to commence creating spaces for functions with relation to socially rich elements. Therefore, it is 
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beneficial for the platform to consider the socially rich elements as part of the functions and design on the 

website.  

5.3.3. Sharing Risks in Sharing Practice 

The security of possession for owners and the satisfaction after sharing products for renters were 

interconnected factors creating users’ difficulties. As a platform, offering a choice of insurance for users is 

an efficient approach to mitigate the difficulties that users are going through in this regard. Also, this 

approach can increase the perception of security and satisfaction. However, conventional insurance 

corporation covers only professional collaborative consumption, such as car rental and real estate rental 

(Traum, 2015). As sharing practice develops, various types of products in the non-professional 

arrangement to sharing practice need to be insured (ibid.). Sharing risks on the platform while sharing 

products is found reasonable in this study, because, practically, the insurance allows users to be 

compensated when the loss happens to their sharing practice. Emotionally, it can also make users perceive 

security when engaged in a sharing transaction.  

5.3.4. Product Information 

This study also showed that users were troubled with inadequate and imprecise product information created 

by other users. Further, it was shown that users lack competences in sharing practice, including delivering 

and understanding product information. It is challenging to communicate product information clearly 

without standardised templates, since a lot of technical specifications are involved, especially sharing tools, 

trailers. The platform can solve the problem by designing the templates tailored for different product 

categories. Then, when the product information is filled in with templates, owners can produce unified and 

precise product information in the same product categories. In consequence, the information discrepancy 

among users can be reduced, hence increasing the certainty of the outcome before the transaction being 

made by the parties. 
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6. Conclusion 

This study aims to identify different factors motivating the adoption of sharing practices in renters’ choice 

and reveal the individual perception of sharing economy in Sweden. This chapter summarises the essential 

findings and connects them to the aim of this study. Also, this chapter presents the practical implications 

of this study and future research that can be conducted in connection to this study. 

The transition to sustainable consumption behaviour is not a simple task for individuals in any 

circumstances. Sharing economy and sharing practice plays an essential role in educating individuals and 

optimising systems. From the dataset comprising ratings and comments for sharing transactions, the 

concerns and difficulties that users are experiencing with regards to sharing practice were studied. Users’ 

dilemmas are presented concerning the trust-ownership-need model established in Section 2.3.4. Besides, 

following the theoretical framework, a series of influential factors are recognised and structured into trust-

ownership-need model. According to the positions of those factors in the model, the model is optimised 

into a hierarchical multilayer model demonstrating how they affect sharing practices in this study.  

The findings suggest that P2P sharing practice in Sweden and Norway is affected primarily due to the from 

defects and platform functionalities that can be mitigated by the platform. The platform, as an organiser 

and regulator of the practice, should be held accountable for facilitating sharing practice. Furthermore, it 

has the initiative to implement relevant policies and functions to cope with users’ dilemmas. The platform 

acts as an educator, a mediator, and a risk reducer in sharing practice, and its significance can only grow 

with the transition to sustainable consumption.  

6.1. Practical Implications 

It is important to consider the volume of the dataset when accessing a company’s database for conducting 

research. A large amount of text data can be challenging to collect and analyse manually, given computer 

assistance can be necessary in some cases. Also, it is beneficial to deliberate the geographical boundary of 

sharing practice, for sharing is a vague behavioural concept that can be bound to social norms, culture, and 

wellbeing of people within the researched area.  

6.2. Recommendations and Future Work 

In this study, the influential factors in user participation of sharing practice have been determined together 

with users’ difficulties in sharing practice. At the same time, the study also elicits the direction for further 

research that enables a holistic understanding of the development of sharing practice and the transition to 

sustainable consumption.  

Future research can take advantage of an information-rich database from an online platform to observe 

endowment effect, e.g. studying the relationship among ownership, prices, and participation in sharing 

practice. Moreover, considering user age in the data collection process and analysis is relevant since it can 

be interesting to investigate the dynamics between age and sharing practice. Furthermore, interviews can 

be promising to disclose the real challenges from the user perspective. In addition, experimental research 

is entailed to apply new solutions, policies, and concepts to an online P2P sharing platform.  
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