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Abstract:  

With an expanded increase in consumption and production in the last decades, the Western societies’ 

unsustainable way of living has started to have a destructive effect on the planet.  Energy use and greenhouse 

gas emissions linked to production and waste control in societies  can be reduced immensely with fewer goods. 

Through the sharing economy, goods, materials and services can be utilized to the fullest, decreasing the need 

for more production of raw materials. Sharing has both practical and economic gain for the consumer, the 

community and the environment. The aim of this research is to analyze and map the present state of sharing 

economy within Uppsala Municipality and evaluate how to adopt and implement sharing economy from the 

governance perspective of Uppsala. In this case study, a document analysis, a survey and interviews are used 

as analytical tools to answer the three research questions; what sharing economy practices and strategies are to 

be found within Uppsala Municipality; which are the identified drivers, barriers and attitude towards sharing 

economy within the public sector of Uppsala and how sharing economy platforms and services can be 

implemented in Uppsala Municipality. The results show that while some sharing economy practices and 

strategies can be found within Uppsala Municipality, there are no clear guidelines to be found on how to work 

with sharing economy. The public sector is positive towards a sharing economy and wants to see more sharing 

alternatives. In their opinion, the main drivers to sharing economy are saving on resources, economy and energy, 

while the main barriers are time consumption, uncertainty in who should be responsible for these services and 

complication in implementation. Finally, a shared knowledge and definition on sharing economy, a justification 

on why sharing economy should be implemented and a collaboration where every stakeholder finds their place 

in the projects seem to be the main premise of implementing sharing economy on a local governance level.  

Keywords: Sustainable Development, Sharing Economy, Local Governance, Implications, Municipalities’ Role 

Heiðdís Hilmarsdóttir, Department of Earth Sciences, Uppsala University, Villavägen 16, SE- 752 36 Uppsala, Sweden 
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gas emissions linked to production and waste control in societies can be reduced immensely with fewer goods . 

Through the sharing economy, goods, materials and services can be utilized to the fullest, decreasing the need 

for more production of raw materials. Sharing has both practical and economic gain for the consumer, the 

community and the environment. The aim of this case study is to analyze the present state of sharing economy 

within Uppsala Municipality and evaluate how to implement sharing economy from the governance perspective. 

The results show that sharing economy practices and strategies can be found within Uppsala Municipality, even 

though no clear guidelines on how to work with sharing economy are to be found. The public sector is positive 

towards a sharing economy and wants to see more sharing alternatives. In their opinion, the main drivers to 

sharing economy are saving on resources, economy and energy, while the main barriers are time consumption, 

uncertainty in who should be responsible for these services and complication. Finally, a shared knowledge and 

definition on sharing economy, a justification on why sharing economy should be implemented and a 

collaboration where every stakeholder finds their place in the projects seem to be the main premise  for 

implementing sharing economy on a local governance level.  
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1. Introduction 

With an expanded increase in consumption and production in the last decades, the Western societies’ 

unsustainable way of living has started to have a destructive effect on the planet. Rising numbers of 

released greenhouse gas emission (GHG) into the atmosphere and the pressure on the ocean’s health 

and biodiversity by the flood of waste (Heil and Wodon, 1997; United Nations, n.d.) have escalated 

in a call for action for a systematic change – the world’s focus needs to shift from maximizing 

production, i.e., people’s relationship with materials needs to change (Collste et al., 2021). Energy 

use as well as GHG linked to production and waste control in societies can be reduced immensely 

with fewer goods (Frenken, 2017; Bettencourt et al. 2007). To fight this development of continuous 

increased production and consumption, the term circular economy is often presented as a sustainable 

economic model (Geissdoerfer et al., 2017; Van den Bergh, 2020).   Circular economy is a term used 

in attempt to close the loop of materials, i.e., the process of production of raw materials, sales and 

distribution and finally the usage, strives for the goal to reduce or eliminate waste (Stahel, 2016). To 

keep the materials in the loop, the focus needs to be on reducing, repairing, reusing, reproducing and 

recycling. Many consider one aspect of circular economy being the sharing economy (SE), as it builds 

on sharing and exchanging assets, i.e., reusing products, services, spaces or other tangible or 

intangible assets. The SE can be described as a socio-economic system, where any actor can 

participate in a SE and different assets can be shared, swapped, traded or rented. By sharing assets, 

materials and services can be utilized to the fullest, decreasing the need for more production of raw 

materials. Sharing has both practical and economic gain for the consumer, the environment and the 

community (Belk, 2014) as one major driver to SE is a change in consumer behavior, as well as 

building a social network and motivating collaborative consumption (Puschmann and Alt, 2016).  

Research has shown that over 60% of the world’s population wil l be living in cities and urban areas 

in the next 30 years (United Nation, 2018; McLaren and Agyeman, 2015). It is therefore vital that 

management and governance within cities and municipalities put not only the health of their residents 

and their relationships with their surroundings in the foreground, but also the health of both nature 

and the climate. Local governments and policy makers have the power to steer consumption and 

production in a sustainable trajectory – and SE can be one step in that direction. 

1.1. Empirical Problem 

According to the latest Circularity Gap Report, tons of virgin materials were consumed in 2021, while 

only 8.6% of the materials flowed back into the economy (Circle Economy, 2022). With rising 

population growth and higher incomes, consumption and production are increasing in Sweden, as 

well as in a global context (SCB, 2021; European Commission, n.d.). As global consumption is 

expected to double by 2060, and waste flood is expected to increase by 70% in the next 30 years 
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(OECD, 2018; World Bank Group, 2018), this current development is a contradiction to the global 

climate goals. The current economic system is driven by increased consumption and production and 

presumes exponential growth. However, this conventional way of producing and consuming is 

unsustainable – there are limits to growth (Meadows et al., 1972). The 12th goal of the United 

Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals, sustainable consumption  and production, implies that we 

need to decouple our current economic model and growth from environmental harm (United Nations, 

n.d.). A new path to a sustainable economic model and a just transition is needed to ensure quality 

of life for both people and the planet (Anstey, 2019; Jackson, 2009).  

1.2. Theoretical Research Gap  

Research on SE has increased immensely in the past 15 years, but has heretofore focused on SE in 

for-profit businesses and not much can be found on the implementation of SE on a local governance 

level (Govindan et al., 2020). Sharing goes well beyond only the fields of economy and technology, 

as it brings both communal and civil solutions and can stimulate behavioral changes, not only in 

consumerism but co-production and creation of value as well (McLaren and Agyeman, 2015). 

Therefore, SE can become a creative tool and an important impact if implemented by local 

governments, cities and municipalities as they foster and support sharing activities that address urban 

sustainability challenges (World Economic Forum, 2017; Barile et al., 2021). Local governments and 

policymakers should be provided clear methods on how to best implement SE with economic, 

environmental and social gains. If succeeded, there is potential for cities and local governments to 

advance urban sustainability and drive a sustainable future that take environmental and social 

responsibility with sharing as a vision (McLaren and Agyeman, 2015; IPCC, 2022).  

Research of the social aspect of SE has been limited as it has been hard to measure (Curtis et al., 

2020). However, many have claimed that a SE is a tool that bases on cooperation and connections 

with people, creating relationships on different levels, fosters communities , saves resources and 

creates sustainable jobs (Lessig, 2008; Belk, 2007). Therefore, implementing SE on a local 

governance level could impact societies greatly.  

1.3. Aim and Research Questions 

The aim of this research is to analyze the present state of SE within Uppsala Municipality, both by 

mapping and documenting current sharing activities, as well as identifying drivers and barriers 

towards a SE within the public sector of Uppsala. The aim is also to evaluate how to adopt and 

implement SE from the governance perspective of Uppsala. Moreover, the study tries to understand 

the role of the municipality in guidance and support for the society to engage in different SE services, 

platforms and activities. Therefore, the aim is addressed with the following research questions:  
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1. What sharing economy practices and strategies can be found at Uppsala Municipality , both 

internally and externally? 

2. What are the identified drivers, barriers and attitudes towards a sharing economy within 

the public sector of Uppsala Municipality? 

3. How can sharing economy services, activities and platforms be implemented in Uppsala 

Municipality?  
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2. Theoretical Background 

This section provides an overview of the theoretical background on both sharing and circular 

economy and the differences between those two terms. The historical development of SE will be 

introduced, as well as current scientific literature on SE within cities and municipalities and the 

current condition of CE and SE within both the European Union (EU) and Sweden. Finally, SE as a 

theoretical framework for this research is provided. 

2.1. The Kinship of Circular and Sharing Economy 

In the past decade, CE has gained massive attraction as a sustainable route in economy and as a 

business model, both within and outside academia (Geissdoerfer et al., 2016; MacArthur, 2013). CE 

has been introduced as the opposition to the linear take-make-dispose economic model and focuses 

on the environmental approach in economy (Sariatli, 2017; MacArthur, 2013; Andersen, 2007). The 

most renowned and common definitions of CE is the one by Ellen MacArthur Foundation, as they 

refer to CE as “an industrial economy that […] minimizes, tracks, and eliminates the use of toxic 

chemicals; and eradicates waste through careful design (MacArthur, 2013, p. 22).”  

Many consider SE as a part of consumption in CE, and the two terms are often mentioned in the same 

context. As it is true that the terms can be interlinked in some ways, the two models differ. To clarify 

the main difference in CE and SE, two explanatory figures (see fig. 1 and fig. 2) have been made. 

 

Figure 1. Illustration of Circular Economy. From resources, to production, to sales and distribution, to use. 

When all steps of the waste hierarchy have been tried and resources have been fully utilized, the products or 

materials become waste. By author.   
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Figure 2. Illustration of Sharing Economy. Different assets can be shared with different actors.  For example, 

a municipality can rent spaces to local businesses, and organizations can swap products with the community.  

Note that there is not a limit to assets to be shared, nor on which stakeholder can participate in a sharing 

economy. The acts of sharing can also entail swapping, trading or renting. By author.  

As aforementioned, CE focuses on closing the loop, i.e., using resources that have already been 

extracted from the ground. This is done in few different actions, that is repairing, reusing, 

reproducing and last resort being recycling. The term is often used in the context of production of 

materials as well as consumption. The goal of CE is to create no waste – instead of treating material 

from production as a waste, these materials are often reused in the same or different industrial system. 

Although one of the goals of SE is to reuse, SE is often seen as a having a focus on slowing down 

the use of resources, using products that have already been produced and sharing them so they are 

fully utilized. SE also differs from CE as it applies to services, spaces and places as well as mobility 

and transportation. The field of SE has also been considered to have a bottom-up approach, while CE 

has a top-down approach (Henry et al., 2021). CE has its origins in industrial ecology, but SE is 

rooted in different disciplines like anthropology, socio-economy and technology. However, as CE 

has become more popularized in the recent years (Ibid.), it has introduced and paved the way for 

other sustainable economy models like SE, making SE more reachable to both the public and 

policymakers (MacArthur, 2013).    

2.2. The Historical Development of the Sharing Economy 

Sharing has been a socio-cultural phenomenon throughout history of humankind, as sharing has 

always been common within communities between families, friends and acquaintances (McLaren and 

Agyeman, 2015; World Economic Forum, 2017). Although this idea of sharing is not new, the term 
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sharing economy can be first seen in Lessig’s (2008) paper on two kinds of economics: commercial 

and sharing. By commercial economy, Lessig refers to an economy where money or price is a central 

term of the exchange, whereas money is unperceived within SE. In the early 20 th century, sharing 

practices began to decrease with higher incomes, as patterns of increased production and individual 

consumption and ownership (Agyeman et al., 2013). With the help of technology and digitalization, 

it’s only been in the last decade that sharing on online platforms have started to accelerate and SE 

has become one of the major rises in economic development (Frenken, 2017; World Economic Forum, 

2017). As these online platforms have become a way for people to trust and share with strangers 

through peer-to-peer social networks, recent increased environmental awareness and interest and 

enthusiasm for community has also brought sharing back to life (Gruszka, 2017).  

Benkler (2004) describes sharing as allowing or granting access to an asset for a certain period of 

time (for example car renting) or granting access to parts of good (for example car -pooling, where a 

car seat is granted). However, different labels by different actors  have been used in attempt to define 

the ideology of SE. Terms like ‘collaborative consumption’ (Botsman & Roger, 2010), ‘access -based 

consumption’ (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012) and the umbrella term ‘circular economy’ (Stahel, 2016) 

are often heard in the context of sustainable economic models. By definition, SE can be seen as a 

part of the consumption in CE, but has similar features to the other terms. It has however been 

distinguished from other economy models mainly with these three characteristics: capitalizing on the 

excess capacity one owns (for example a car, a space or a product that is not in constant use); the use 

of digital platforms; and the trust-verification (World Economic Forum, 2017). As opposed to the 

local community-based exchange, these characteristics have transformed the concept of sharing as 

from earlier, as strangers started to exchange on online platforms (Codagnone and Martens, 2016). 

Ganapati and Reddick (2018) second this as they claim the two main dimensions of SE to 1) centrally 

depend on internet platforms for communications and peer exchange and 2) emphasize on creating 

exchange value through sharing assets, rather than owning them. Frenken (2017) explains how the 

definitions of SE are threefold. Firstly, the SE is about peer-to-peer exchange, or in certain context 

consumer-to-consumer, where consumers offer access to their assets to other consumers. The second 

definition entails access rather than ownership, meaning consumers choose access to assets instead 

of owning them. The third one addresses a better use of under-utilized assets. As more people make 

use of one single asset, fewer assets, and therefore less production of raw materials, are needed to 

fulfill the same level of demand. Frenken divides the different ‘collaborative’ aspect between four 

economy definitions. In the SE definition, a person gives someone temporary access to goods. In the 

second-hand economy, this access is permanent. In the on-demand economy, this access is seen as a 

service from a person. Lastly, in the product-service economy, a company provides assets to multiple 

consumers (see fig. 3). However, all of these definitions can be considered examples of sustainable 

consumption, as they all entail economic, environmental and social gains (Ibid.). 
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Figure 3. Sharing Economy and Related Types of Economy. A figure by Frenken (2017) which shows that 

sharing economy entails second-hand economy, on-demand economy and product-service economy. Redrawn 

by author.  

Numerous of positive societal effects and motivations for joining SE have been identified, spanning 

the range from environmentalism to individualism and anti-capitalism (Hamari et al., 2015; 

Codagnone and Martens, 2016). Codagnone and Martens also conclude that SE creates some kind of 

social capital that comes with exchanges, as SE can be seen as a mixture of ‘passion’ and ‘interest’ 

(2016). However, the ideology of SE has been characterized by the early not -for-profit initiatives, 

and seen from a business perspective, sharing economy is not sustainable by default (Mont et al., 

2020). The concept of SE has had critiques through the past. For example, larger companies like Uber 

and Airbnb adopt the SE business model and the values of the traditional community -based sharing 

movement, but use the model to gain economic self-interest. Moving the SE model from a 

community-based movement to businesses and companies on online platforms has also resulted in 

difficulties in regulations regarding the welfare issues and labor rights, as well as making other 

regulatory issues hard to follow for institutions. It has also been claimed that there is not enough or 

valid empirical evidence on fundamental questions on SE, that can make it difficult for policy -making 

and regulatory issues and provisions. In addition, because of the positive undertone in SE ideology, 

more and more businesses claim they are a part of the SE, while still holding on to their current  linear 

economic model (Codagnone and Martens, 2016). 

This development has already shown that the SE is reshaping the traditional definition of work, with 

independent workers and challenging established businesses and unions (Ganapati and Reddick, 

2018). Circularity in economy is also expected to have a positive impact on job creation, providing 



19 

work that requires skills for a sustainable and green transition (European Commission, 2020). As the 

focus of circular and sharing economy has mainly evolved around the economic and ecological 

dimension of sustainable development, scholars have emphasized the importance of socio-ethical and 

institutional dimensions, stating that there is a need for a systemic transformation and changes in 

human labor (Knickmeyer, 2020; Inigo and Blok, 2019). Frenken (2017) also concludes that the 

environmental and social effect of the SE will depend on the institutional changes in the future – as 

SE scales up rapidly, institutions will need to be prepared to manage regulatory issues and activities 

while shaping the future development of the social-technical infrastructure.  

Whether in digital or physical platforms, the power of SE lies within the quantity. The more 

participants or users on the platform, the more active the platform becomes and more incentives are 

created for others to join. Not only does it increase consumers choices but also boosts the market for 

the service providers (Evans, 2003). Local governance must notice that the public participation is 

essential in circular economy models (Knickmeyer, 2020). As the distribution of human resources 

can be a challenge in implementing CE models at local governance, previous research has 

demonstrated the importance of collaboration and involving as many stakeholders as possible, 

especially in larger municipalities like Uppsala (Dagilienė et al., 2021). Cities should subsidize 

sharing platforms to encourage the expansion of public goods and generate consumer surplus. 

Technology can play a big role in implementing SE and if done right, municipalities could use digital 

platforms as tools for social equity and economic redistribution. Therefore, future policies should 

support the SE and develop practices and strategies to overcome the facing challenges (Ganapati and 

Reddick, 2018). 

2.3. Current Literature on Sharing Economy on a Local 

Governance Level 

Scientific literature in this specific area, how municipalities can support the introduction and 

development of SE, seems to be scarce. However, a few case studies in a similar area have been 

found and will here be explained. To address this gap of poor academic understanding, Pa lgan et al. 

(2021) explore the mechanism and roles of municipal governance of SE. They conduct their research 

in seven different cities and develop an analytical framework for municipal governance, identifying 

five different mechanisms. These mechanisms are regulating, providing, enabling, self-governing and 

collaborating, which they then use to demonstrate how municipalities can have negative and positive 

interactions with SE organizations (Palgan et al., 2021). Another exploratory study was conducted in 

Milan and Seoul, two cities that have both showed effort in governing with a sharing approach. The 

results showed that while both cities work within the three dimensions of the sharing paradigm 

(economic, technological and human), they both lacked institutionalized mechanisms of collaboration 



20 

(Bernandi and Diamantini, 2018). Another study examined the activity of free -floating bike sharing 

in Shanghai, and how different actors interact in addressing emerging public problems. One of the 

major findings from the study was that in order to ensure the city’s efficacy, resilience and 

sustainability, the local government needs to be more agile to accommodate, nurture and integrate 

emerging social actors, like the general public, academics and user groups, as governance partners in 

the SE (Ma et al., 2018). 

2.4. Circular and Sharing Economy within Sweden and the 

European Union 

In January 2021, the Swedish Government Office released an action program on circular economy 

transitions in Sweden. The program entails a strategy for circular economy with different focus areas 

and priority streams. It states that municipalities and regions will play an important role in the 

continued work with implementing the program and reaching the appointed goals. One of their focus 

areas refers to implementing circular economy by consuming and using materials, products and 

services in a sustainable way. One step in their procedure is about reviewing how a SE, that increases 

the longevity, reusability and repairability of products, can be promoted, while also meeting the 

consumers’ interest. Another step is to create conditions for a better demand and supply for services 

for reuse, repair and sharing services (Regeringskansliet, 2021).  

Sweden’s current climate action plan aligns with the action plan of the EU. The Swedish Climate 

Act, released 2020, makes necessary climate policies that all aim to prevent dangerous interference 

with the climate system and reduce GHG. These policies must be based on scientific background and 

take environmental, economic and social aspects into account (Regeringskansliet, 2020; Zubașcu, 

2021). In March 2020, the EU released a circular economy action plan as a means to accelerate the 

transition to a more regenerative and sustainable economic model. They state that sharing and 

collaborative economy, with the help of online platforms and other digital media, will not only 

dematerialize the economy but also make Europe less dependent on primary materials (European 

Commission, 2020). Their action plan introduces among other things a product policy framework, 

aims to empower consumers and public buyers and enhance waste policy. A number of goals and 

strategies touch upon SE, for example establishing an internal EU market for secondary raw materials 

(European Commission, 2020). 

2.5. Theoretical Framework - Towards a Sharing Economy 

As aforementioned, SE is a social economy as it bases on building connection between people; 

establishing and drawing upon relationships within peers and communities (Lessig, 2008). As the SE 

is differently defined by different actors, in this research, I will use the definition of SE that identifies 
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with collaborative consumption; an economic model that focuses on sharing, swapping, tradi ng or 

renting products, services, spaces and mobility. SE and collaborative consumption are 

interchangeably; both decline the one-time, linear buyer-seller relationship and enable access over 

ownership and continuous group interaction (World Economic Forum, 2017; Gruszka, 2017). 

The rapid increase of knowledge on SE has presented new opportunities for the public sector and 

agencies who, with an adaptive governance, could take advantage of the factors like sparing labor, 

environmental benefits and innovation (Ganapati and Reddick, 2018). In the context of SE, the public 

sector and agencies’ adaptation is significant, as they need to adapt quickly to the new economy and 

SE business models (Gong and Janssen, 2012). As I will be mapping and documenting sharing 

activities, the criteria for identifying sharing activities are that platforms and services need to have a 

SE business models, and share, rent, swap or trade products, services, spaces or mobility. These 

activities are for example Fritidsbanken, a library where sport and outdoor equipment are shared free 

of charge for residents, or Makerspace, where resident can rent tools, equipment or work at a 

workshop for a monthly sum. As I will be evaluating if and how SE can be implemented on a local 

governance level, I need to be aware of the challenges of the SE concept. Ganapati and Reddick 

(2018) identify four challenges to implementing SE. Firstly, renting could create new class divisions, 

leading to social exclusion and therefore increase inequality. Secondly, if a digital platform is used, 

one needs to be conscious that the worldwide web can undercut worker’s benefit and create 

untrustworthy platforms for SE activities. Thirdly, as SE is rather new as a concept, the long-term 

sustainability effect and benefits are still assumed for the most. Lastly, as SE is built on the trust 

factor, security concerns can be found. Therefore, when and if a SE platform would be implemented, 

it needs to be designed as a fair and just platform with social sustainability in mind (McLaren and 

Agyeman, 2015). 

  



22 

3. Method 

This section provides an introduction on the case of the local governance of Uppsala Municipality 

and the case study method. It also explains the research approach and design, and how the three units 

of analysis; document analysis, survey and interviews, are used to answer the three research 

questions. Limitations to the research are noted.  

3.1. The Case of Uppsala Municipality 

Uppsala Municipality is the fourth biggest city in Sweden in terms of population, with around 

230,000 residents. In 2050, the population is estimated to be around 380,000. With new 

neighborhoods, apartments, office buildings, and public transportation, Uppsala is meeting this 

increase in population, making the construction industry one of the biggest sectors of the municipality 

(Uppsala Municipality, n.d. A.) 

For the past years, Uppsala Municipality has been a leading municipality when it comes to strategies 

to fight climate change. In 2020, Uppsala was an international winner of the as the best Climate City 

of the Year by the World Wildlife Fund, as well as in 2018, where Uppsala won both the national 

and international title (Uppsala Municipality, n.d. B) They have also initiated the Uppsala Climate 

Protocol, a cooperative platform for different local businesses and companies, and the Uppsala 

Climate Road Map, a project focusing on guidance and initiating innovations and systemic 

transformations for a climate positive society (Uppsala Municipality, n.d. C). Uppsala Municipality 

has climate goals in alignment with Sweden’s current Climate Change Act as well as the findings of 

the UN Panel on Climate Change in its fifth Assessment Report on 2013–2014. Their goal is to 

become a fossil fuel free in 2030, and climate positive in 2050 (Uppsala Municipality, 2014).   

3.2. Case Study Method 

There are various reasons for why a case study method is chosen for this research. A case study 

method is an appropriate research method if the focus of the research is to analyze and investigate a 

phenomenon (being SE) and development factors in the context of the environment (in the case of 

Uppsala Municipality) (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). A case study is often defined as a social science 

research method in the field of sustainability, and that is where I would locate my research, as it deals 

with both people and their interaction with their environment (Evans, 2011), and spans multiple 

disciplines from economy, environment and society. My research examines the “why” and “how”, 

and as Yin (1994) points out, those particular questions are appropriate to be answered with a case 

study method as well as being especially relevant for sustainability research when regarding behavior 

change, social phenomena and changing values in societies. In order to find answers to my research 

questions, a qualitative research strategy is needed.  
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3.3. Research Approach and Design 

As my research approach is inductive, observation and measures are my first steps, followed by 

systemic analyzing and drawing up themes to understand the outcomes in the best possible way. My 

purpose is threefold (Thomas, 2006). Firstly, I condense the raw textual data from the document 

analysis into a summary format. Second, I establish links between my research objectives and my 

findings from the raw data. Lastly, I develop themes to exhibit the underlying structure of experiences 

or processes that are evident in the raw data. With this purpose, the analyzed qualitative data that I 

produce can be reliable and valid (Ibid.). The research approach is transdisciplinary in the way that 

the research will be conducted in a cooperative manner with non-scholars at the Sustainability 

Department at Uppsala Municipality. The research will also be interdisciplinary, as it integrates 

different perspectives, information, data, tools and theories from different disciplines (Cronin, 2008).  

There are two main phases of the research. The first phase features collection on initial public 

documents and other secondary data. The second phase bases on collecting primary data through a 

survey and interviews. As the latter one is the extensive one, and the collected data will be qualitative, 

the findings are likely to be trustworthy and robust. As this is a case study that builds on its empirical 

foundation (Evans, 2011), Three different analytical tools will be used to answer the research 

questions: document analysis, a survey and interviews. The document analysis and the survey will 

be used as tools to answer the first research question. The survey will also be used to answer the 

second research question and the interviews will be used to answer the third and final research 

question.    

3.4. Unit of Analysis 

3.4.1. Document Analysis 

To find out what SE practices and strategies could already be found in Uppsala Municipality, a public 

document analysis was done. Through the analysis, the documents were scanned to see if the ideology 

of SE, i.e., if elements and/or assets of sharing are present in the documents. By doing so, implicit 

data was collected that link directly or indirectly to SE. The analysis was considered a suitable 

complement to the survey and interviews, as it provided a broader image of the intended goals, 

planning, strategies and practices and could be compared against the findings from the other 

analytical tools. The three public documents were chosen by reason of being the main documents on 

environmental action and strategies. Two of the documents are written by the same actor, the City 

Executive Board, while the waste management plan is written by Uppsala Vatten och Avfall  

(Uppsala’s Waste Management Service) , a subsidiary organization of Uppsala Municipality. It is 

worth noting that the third document on waste management will not be fully carried out until next 

year, but the main ideas of the plan are concrete.  
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Table 1. Categorization of Documents. The three public documents that were chosen for analysis: 

its authors, type, and appointed year of publication.  

Type of Document Author Title Planned for (year) 

Environmental and 

climate program 

Uppsala Municipality Miljö och 

Klimatmål 

2014–2023 

Goals and budget  Uppsala Municipality Mål och Budget 

2022 

2023–2024 

Waste management  Uppsala Vatten och 

Avfall AB 

Avfallsplan för ett 

cirkulärt Uppsala 

utan avfall 

2023–2030 

(Unpublished) 

3.4.2. Survey 

Standardized questions were sent to senior servants and department chefs to find out how and if 

different departments of Uppsala Municipality work with SE activities. The questions, nine in total, 

were designed to give insight and answers to if SE practices and strategies were to be found in 

Uppsala Municipality, as well as identifying barriers, drivers and attitude with the public sector. The 

drivers and barriers mentioned in the questionnaire were drawn from previous literature. The list of 

respondents was created in a collaborative manner with the Sustainability Department, as they had 

good knowledge on suitable candidates for the best possible outcome. The respondents were 

identified in the survey, so activities and attitudes could be mapped within each department and level 

within the organization. The survey was sent to 22 respondents, thereof 19 respondents answered. 

Three respondents chose not to answer but gave thoughts and comments on the survey’s content.   

Before sending out the questionnaire to the suitable candidates, a trial questionnaire was sent out to 

two public servants from two different departments within Uppsala Municipality. The public servants 

provided feedback on the practicality of the questionnaire;  a critique on questions and formulation 

of words as well as estimated timeframe. This critique improved the questionnaire to a good extent.  

3.4.3. Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews with two different actors were carried out to provide a deeper 

understanding on the process of practical implementation on a local governance level and answer the 

third and final research question, how SE services, platforms and activities can be implemented in 

Uppsala Municipality. The first interview was conducted with a project manager in Umeå 
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Municipality in a project called Sharing Cities, as Umeå was chosen as one of four Swedish cities to 

develop test-beds and strategic sharing projects in the city. Gaining insight from an experienced actor 

in implementing SE in the city provided insight in practical and policy implications. It also illustrated 

possible drivers and barriers to SE and how to overcome them. Umeå Municipality was also 

considered a good comparative to Uppsala as the two municipalities are growing municipalities and 

have similar climate goals and ambition. The second interview was conducted with a municipal 

councilor in Uppsala Municipality, to get the political perspective of implementation, decision-

making and possible conflicts.  

The questions of the interview were designed to answer the third and last research question. The 

interviews were semi-structured, meaning there was flexibility for participants to dive deeper into 

certain issues if requested. Thematic coding was then used to highlight and identify common themes 

that came up repeatedly in the interviews and related to the research questions. Both the survey and 

the interviews provided clear explicit data.  

3.5. Limitations 

One of the main elements of sharing economy is shared mobility, a field which has expanded at a 

high rate in the last decade in for-profit businesses through car-sharing and ridesharing (Cooper and 

Timmer, 2015). However, since Uppsala Municipality is known for a strong bike infrastructure and 

good public transportation systems, shared mobility was not focused on in the questionnaire, but 

rather on other main elements as shared products, spaces and services. Respondents were however 

welcome to answer the questions with mobility in mind. Another limitation to the study was that 

collecting answers from every department and administration of Uppsala Municipality in the survey 

became complex, as not every department showed interest or felt up to participating in the 

questionnaire. Instead, the survey is rather thought to give good insight into the work of Uppsala 

Municipality and confirm the hypothesis that sharing economy is present within the organization.  
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4. Results  

This section provides results and presents findings from the document analysis of the three chosen 

documents, the results from the survey and the two conducted interviews. The findings of the 

interviews are presented through a thematic analysis.  

4.1. The Document Environmental and Climate Program 

The document Environmental and Climate Program entails illustrating the long-term sustainable 

development program of the municipality. The program bases its goals on scientific knowledge, like 

the planetary boundaries, a concept highlighting how human-caused actions are overstepping the 

boundaries of the Earth (Rockström et al., 2009), and the UN Panel on Climate Change in its Fifth 

Assessment Report from 2013–2014, and is in alignment with the national environmental goals, such 

as the goals to become climate positive in 2050 and fossil fuel-free in 2030 (Uppsala Municipality, 

2014). 

The document describes ten milestones as a driving force for a sustainable society that  are all used 

to support the overall environmental and climate goals. One of the milestones, milestone number 

eight, presents sustainable business models, operations and green jobs and emphasizes a business 

sector that offers “innovative as well as environmentally and climate-efficient products and services 

[that] create growth and job opportunities (Ibid., p. 30).” However, depending on the context, 

sustainability can mean different things. The context can be environmental, social or economic. The 

type of sustainability that is being used in the document has an environmental and ecological focus, 

but ‘sustainable business models, operation and green jobs’ can mean economic sustainability, i.e., 

economic growth that can be sustained over time. Therefore, the link between the two different 

contexts, one being environmental and the other economic, is missing in the document. The climate-

efficient products and services are not described in any more detail in the document, but according 

to previous literature, SE is defined as reducing purchases of new products by fully utilizing what 

has already been produced. It is also said to create sustainable jobs. By next year, 2023, Uppsala 

Municipality strives for becoming a leading municipality in Sweden when it comes to 

environmentally and climate driven businesses and operations, through collaboration between other 

sectors like local businesses and the community. This goal will be led by the City Executive board 

as the main guarantor, but followed by all boards and committees, as it connects to many different 

levels in the organization. The document highlights the need for a collaboration between different 

stakeholders in Uppsala, like local businesses, the community and different public -owned 

organizations.  

In closing, the program has categorized its priorities under three sectors; transportation, construction 

and production and consumption, and set up a strategic input plan on how to achieve impact in these 
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areas. However, the last sector, production and consumption, focuses mainly on food production, 

food waste and locally produced food.  

4.2. The Document Waste Management Plan for a Circular 

Uppsala with Zero Waste 

The waste management plan and strategies’ goals are first and foremost intended to fulfill the national 

goals. The waste hierarchy, established in the EU’s Waste Plan and the Swedish Environmental Code, 

is presented to show the prioritization on waste treatment. The first, and therefore the most important 

step, is to prevent waste, both the flood of waste as well as chemical harm it can produce. The next  

steps are then to reuse, recycle, recover (energy) and lastly to dispose (Uppsala Municipality, n.d. 

D). It can be said that the element of sharing is incorporated in the firsts two steps, and therefore 

most important ones – preventing waste and reusing. 

The document emphasizes that information, convenience and transparency should be accessible for 

all. A special focus is on children, to teach them the values early on as well as they will be the ones 

facing the environmental consequences of our modern and unsustainable way of living. The 

environment at recycling stations should be safe and educating. Children also learn through adult 

how to handle and treat recycling. Beside the underlying goals of the plan aligning with the national 

and regional goals regarding the environmental and ecological dimension of sustainability, the social 

aspect is highlighted in the document.  

The first main goal out of four in the document is preventing and reusing (in Swedish förebyggande 

and återanvändning), where the waste of flood is to be decreased through sharing, renting, repairing 

and reusing products instead of buying new ones. By valuing the products that already have been 

bought, and lengthening the life cycle of each product, the extraction of raw materials from the 

ground is decreased. The products that must be bought should be resource-efficient, durable, 

sustainable, free from dangerous chemicals and built to last long. This goal can be directly linked to 

SE, and the ideology of SE is evident in this sector of the document. Initiatives that prevent waste 

and support reusing are introduced, like multi-hubs (in Swedish multihubbar), and plans are made to 

explore how they can perform as platforms for sharing and circularity. Other activities and platforms, 

like Fritidsbanken and a local marketplace for used building materials in an industrial scale are also 

mentioned, that can be categorized as SE platforms and activities.  

A few examples on actions in the next years are to inspire the municipality’s activities to prevent 

waste by setting good examples; to create conditions for the municipality to reuse furniture and 

products; and to contribute to establishing a local marketplace for reusing building material on an 

industrial scale. Although the document focuses on the community, it is mentioned that the activities 
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of the organizations should set an example and express in action the mindset of how to treat waste. 

4.3. The Document Goals and Budget 

The first policy issue in the document is for Uppsala to have an equitable and sustainable economy. 

The municipality’s funds must be invested in the way that makes it contribute to a sustainable 

development, economic, socially and ecologically. It is also mentioned that jobs and entrepreneurship 

stand in the focus for 2022–2024, as a sustainable economy is created through a strong business 

community and a growing labor market. This focus is to ensure welfare and social security of the 

inhabitants through stable tax revenues with a strengthened local economy and expansive job growth 

in urban and rural areas. 

According to the document, clear financial management is reached through order and prioritizing in 

the municipality and conditions are created for a city to grow and attract different actors, like 

residents, companies and employees. The municipal economy must be based on a realistic budget and 

sustainable financing solutions with balanced investment levels. Good financial management requires 

a responsible use of resources, an approach that should permeate the municipality's operati ons. 

Responsible use of resources means, among other things, continuously taking advantage of the 

opportunities for both efficiencies and reprioritizations. 

The term sustainable economy stands in the foreground of the document. However, a clear strategy 

is not mentioned except in the form of local economy, job growth and sustainable investments. The 

economy is not mentioned to be anything else than linear. Even though investments of the 

municipality’s funds are to contribute to all three dimensions of sustainable development, it can be 

understood that this policy issue is only focused on the economic dimension, meaning Uppsala’s 

economy can be sustained over time but does not support the environmental or social dimensions.   

4.4. Document Analysis Results 

The analysis shows that the ideology of SE, i.e., elements and/or assets of sharing, is not present in 

two of the documents, but prominent in the newest document, the waste plan. The main findi ng of 

the analysis is that SE practices and strategies can be found in one of the main documents of Uppsala 

Municipality. Illustration on what distinguishes each document are clarified in the table (table 2) 

below.  
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Table 2. Document Analysis Results. The chosen documents and its type of sustainability, main actors the 

document is aimed at, and if the sharing economy assets or elements of sharing economy are mentioned. 

Sharing economy practices and strategies can be found in one of three of the main documen ts of Uppsala 

Municipality. 

Document Type of 

Sustainability 

Actors      

Aimed at 

If Elements of 

Sharing 

Economy Are 

Mentioned 

Sharing 

Economy 

Assets 

Climate and 

Environmental 

Program 

Environmental 

and ecological 

Organization No X 

Waste 

Management 

Plan for a 

Circular 

Uppsala with 

Zero Waste  

Social and 

environmental 

Community Yes Products, 

services 

Goals and 

Budget 

Economic Organization No X 

The documents reveal that Uppsala Municipality mirror other international peers and embed SE 

activities and practices to advance sustainable priorities. As the narrative of Uppsala’s documents 

aligns with sustainability priorities, it can imply that a good foundation for implementing SE is 

present. By mapping these and getting a more holistic overview of these activities, a bigger potential 

in expansion and engagement can be unlocked so SE can accomplish its goals; that is  to reduce 

overconsumption, build social connection and distribute economic value.  

In addition, collaboration between different stakeholders in Uppsala, with the characteristics of 

Uppsala; resources of two universities, a well-educated workforce and a public sector with increased 

environmental awareness and goals, can create advantages in implementing SE business models, 

platforms and activities and result in sustainable job creation. 

4.5. Survey Results 

The results from the questionnaire showed that most departments worked with SE in some ways, 14 
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out of 19 answered yes, while three were unsure and two answered no (see fig. 4). Examples regarding 

internal sharing link to different elements of sharing, i.e., products, services, mobility and spaces. 

Elementary schools borrow spaces from the social services for individual tuitions for students, the 

Administration of Culture owns spaces that are leased to different organizations. Preschools primarily 

donate or look internally for undesired products and furniture. To a certain extent, the preschool 

operations’ own technicians are used, who then take care of the transport between the preschools. 

The Sustainability Department shares spaces with other city administrations as well as IT and office 

equipment, reference libraries and support function services like cleaning. They also have ac cess to 

carpools and bicycles to rent. Uppsalahem (Uppsala’s Housing Company) has established a vehicle 

pool, both with cars and bicycles, for their tenants. They also share knowledge, for example via the 

Minimization Masters where they provide information on how to minimize one’s own waste and 

provide information in customer magazines and on social media. The Administration of Labor Market 

also shares cars with more administration, as well as give out sport and activity equipment to 

Fritidsbanken (The Library of Sport and Outdoor Equipment), and to some extent share placement 

orders with others to reduce the environmental footprint of transportations. They also share and 

exchange furniture. The Administration of City Building works internally with sharing, for example 

with collaborating across borders to reduce transport in the cleaning unit. UKK (Uppsala’s Concert 

and Congress Hall) rent their spaces for conferences, events and concerts. Uppsala Vatten och Avfall  

(Uppsala’s Waste Management Service) share mostly furniture. Uppsala Arenor och Fastigheter 

(Uppsala’s Arenas and Real Estates) rent out space for other administrations, but also other 

organizations and to the private sector. They also occasionally share both products and services with 

other administrations. Destination Uppsala (Marketing, Event Management and Tourist Information 

Office of Uppsala) both share and rent products from other administrations and partners. They also 

rent rubbish bins, fences and other equipment from the Administration of City Building. The 

Administration of Care and Welfare share space, products and inventory.  The Social Administration 

and the Administration of Education claimed they were unsure if they work with SE or not internally. 

Konsument Uppsala (Information Center on Consumer Matters) do not work with SE. See figure 4 

for a bar chart on SE within the city administration.   
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Figure 4. Sharing Economy within the City Administration. When the public sector was asked if their 

department worked with SE in any way or form, 14 out of 19 answered yes. Three respondents were unsure 

while two answered no.  

All but one respondent claimed that there were no clear guidelines on how they can work with SE in 

their department, or they were unsure (see fig. 5). The majority of respondents, 12 out of the 19, want 

to see more SE alternatives in their work field (see fig. 6). That request included sharing different 

elements of the sharing economy, like staff and spaces in a bigger scale and within the whole 

organization, including all subsidiary and public-owned companies. One mentioned a centrally 

organized recycling and sharing activity for all the municipality's activities. A more structural system 

to circling furniture and other goods, highlighting the importance of that sharing economy activities 

and platforms are easily accessible and to create conditions for firstly choosing those platforms and 

not a conventional platform, both a municipal system but also one pointed to organizations and 

private individuals. It’s important to send out a strong signal in an issue like SE, and more visibility 

and clear communication about it would perhaps increase the will and knowledge for SE in general. 

The Sustainability Department wanted to see more initiatives for privately owned assets as well, like 

carrying out clothing swap days or setting up recycling shelves at City Hall. Uppsalahem wants to be 

able to implement more sharing economy activities for their tenants, for example with borrowing 

tools, introduce exchange shelfs with different goods, products and books and be able to communicate 

to tenants what SE service can be provided. However, this is not in their priority as they see more 

results from other activities like improved mobility service or waste sorting. The Administration of 

Education would like to see more sharing of resources, like learning material . They also point out 

that changed circumstances, such as reduced or increased number of children, could provide lending 

out furniture temporarily, reducing storage costs. However, as a drawback that prevents this, 
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materials or furniture can be returned in a worse condition. To a certain extent, according to Uppsala 

Vatten och Avfall, sharing issues will be lifted in the new waste plan by acting as a support and 

helping other businesses through good examples, for example. When asked if a platform with SE 

activity should be implemented digitally or physically, 12 answered with only digitally while seven 

preferred the platform to be both digital and physical.   

 

Figure 5. No Clear Guidelines on Sharing Economy within the City Administration . When the public sector 

was asked if they had clear guidelines on how they can work with SE in their department, 95% of the 

respondents were unsure or answered no. One respondent answered yes. 
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Figure 6. More Sharing Economy Alternatives within the City Administration . When the public sector was 

asked if they would like to see or apply more SE alternatives in their work field, 12 answered yes. Three said 

they were unsure and two answered no. 

When asked if they or their department threw away material or products that could be used in other 

departments, the answers diversified. While six answered yes, seven answered no and five were 

unsure. When giving a detailed description on identifying those materials, some mentioned furniture 

and IT equipment. The material from Uppsalahem regard construction products that could be used 

but Uppsalahem does not need it at the present moment. They have called for a joint recycling depot 

for construction material in the Municipality, as it would make recycling much easier and give the 

materials an afterlife. At Uppsala Vatten och Avfall’s recycling centers, goods and material are 

recycled when they could be reused, i.e., located higher in the waste hierarchy. There is also a 

possibility of creating an industrial symbiosis between productions of different biproducts. 

Preschools of Uppsala Municipality try their best in donating internally. One example are so-called 

Tripp Trapp chairs, which are no longer desirable and Återbruket, the municipality’s flea market, 

have stopped receiving them due to lack of space. However, an interest for these chairs can be found 

within the public. While selling goods to the public is not allowed, the Municipality could share or 

lend out these products.  

When asked about possible drivers for implementing SE, most respondents, or 18, answered it would 

be saving on resources. 13 answered it would be an economic saving and seven that it would be 

energy saving. Five said it would be saving on space and four that it would build trust between peers. 

One added that implementing SE could help in reducing climate impact and it would align with the 

goals of the municipality (see fig. 7). It should be noted that respondents were allowed to choose 
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more than one option.   

 

Figure 7. Drivers to Implementing Sharing Economy within the City Administration . When the public sector 

was asked to identify drivers to implementing SE, the main drivers were savings on resources, economy and 

energy. 

When asked about barriers for implementing SE, 11 said it could be time-consuming. Nine answered 

that it could cause uncertainty in who should be responsible for those platforms. Eight said it could 

be complicated. Seven that laws and regulations could be a barrier. Two said it was not relevant. 

Other comments were that resources of space and logistics could be barriers as well as the cost of 

warehousing. One mentioned that it is important to uphold the principle of equality and make sure 

that SE is a just and fair platform for everyone (see fig. 8). Other additional comments on the survey 

were that while some departments, like Konsument Uppsala, don’t feel the need to share material 

goods, other employees can see a big possibility in implementing SE within the Municipality. For 

example, an initiative by the preschool division has established a material bank market on the internal 

web platform of the Municipality. Even more employees, not only from the preschool division, have 

showed interest and interacted in that market. 
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Figure 8. Barriers to Implementing Sharing Economy within the City Administration . When the public sector 

was asked to identify barriers to implementing SE, the main barriers were time-consuming, uncertainty in 

guarantors and complication.  

4.6. Interview Results 

Through a thematic analysis, the topics of the interviews have been divided into six different themes: 

climate and environmental goals, economic sustainability, collaboration, the role of the municipality, 

drivers and barriers and implementation. These themes came up repeatedly in the interviews and in 

relation to the research questions. The interviews’ respondents will be referred to by their last name.  

4.6.1. Climate and Environmental Goals  

Näslund emphasizes the importance of connecting the implemented sharing economy activities and 

platforms to the ambitions and goals of the city. The goals and the targets are the common ground 

for implementing new ideas, meaning that sharing cannot be something of its own. These goals can 

also come from other actors. For example, a group of students pushed projects with their own agenda, 

and in collaboration with the police and a public real estate company, received a great number of 

bikes, repaired them and shared. As a long-term vision for sharing economy in municipalities, the 

focus needs to be on what kind of resources are already to be found in the city  and how can they be 

shared or utilized in other sectors. Circularity of material can be of high importance in the aims of 

climate contracts in the coming years (Näslund).  
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Malmström and his political party, Miljöpartiet, base their ideology on the climate and the 

environment. He believes climate and environmental goals of Uppsala are in alignment with his and 

his party’s goals and his decision-making in the city council are driven by goals that will not be 

compromised. Malmström says that his role is to put sustainability issues on the table and make them 

understandable. He points out that as a politician in the city council, he is not an expert on things like 

SE. However, his expertise lies in how regulations need to be made, as well as ask for things to get 

them done. In that way, he’s not an expert on how to act but rather how to set the guidelines.  

4.6.2. Economic Sustainability 

As Uppsala grows, the municipality is dedicated to do it ‘as sustainable as possible’, according to 

Malmström. The municipality can take the opportunity to build a more sustainable day-to-day life 

for all new citizens, as well as convert all citizens’ day-to-day life to become more sustainable. 

Näslund seconds those words and argues that simple tasks can in a structured way emphasize 

environmentally friendly lifestyles and at the same time include different groups in the process.  

Politicians and the municipality can create sustainable incentives, for example with economic 

steering, making it more economic feasible to fix your goods instead of buying new ones. Malmström 

believes a system should be created for local businesses that makes it more profitable to sell used 

things rather than new things. When it comes to mindset, Malmström says that consumers are still 

too attached to their wallet and make decisions through their wallet instead of their heart or what is 

best for the planet. Näslund agrees and argues that buying new products continues to be the dominant 

economic model. SE is still in a beginning phase in this time of change but has a long way to go in 

the industry.  

Malmström says that the current economic model is one of the things that we need to address on a 

national and an EU level. He hopes we will reach circularity before it’s too late, because it will create 

a better quality of life. Through circularity, sustainable jobs are created so the economy will still be 

growing but in a sustainable way.  

4.6.3. Collaboration 

The structure of Umeå’s starting phase in implementation was built through four workshops held for 

over 100 different stakeholders. It was not only the city administration and public-owned companies, 

but also stakeholders from the private sector, academia and the civic society. To begin with, it was 

vital to make it concrete what circular and sharing economy stand for and how it was defined. The 

next step was to map and document what was already happening in their city that could be defined 

as sharing or circular economy. After laying the groundwork for mutual understanding of the concept 
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of sharing economy within Umeå, stakeholders began to find connections between one another, and 

build upon each other’s knowledge and systems. Through this dialogue, different stakeholders began 

to grow into partners and collaborate and a movement of the understanding of sharing began to thrive. 

Because Umeå did a full education for all actors involved – different departments at Umeå 

Municipality, private companies, scholars and the civic society – people’s changed mindset was one 

of the most important outcomes of the project (Näslund). 

Malmström says that in the long run, sharing economy needs to happen not only within the 

municipality, but the private market along with the whole society. That way, other actors also find a 

way to be relevant on an economic basis and become a part of the circularity. Every stakeholder is 

needed in order to reach circularity. As for Umeå Municipality, some of the activities and platforms 

from the project Sharing Cities are now in the next phase, where Umeå is searching for partnerships 

with other stakeholders to scale up the activity and to help the movement grow (Näslund).  

4.6.4. The Role of the Municipality 

Näslund says that the municipality can and should take on different roles depending on the platforms 

and activities. In the beginning phase, Umeå took the role of a coordinator. They coordinated events, 

listened in on all stakeholders and tried to set the structure around the project and different platforms 

and activities. The main driver of Umeå Municipality was to be able to be a neutral ground of 

knowledge, so being in the role of the facilitator was also important for Umeå. As facilitators, the 

municipality tried to figure out how to support different activities from the aims and ambitions of the 

project. In some activities and platforms, Umeå took the role of the enabler, as many of their projects’ 

partners are controlled or owned by the municipality. In that way, Umeå are the owners of certain 

systems where other actors can use to both operate and share. Finally, Umeå took the role of being a 

performer in some services, for example in their electro cargo bike rental. In alignment with the 

climate goals of the city, a sharing platform in transportation became one of their projects. No mutual 

interest for this kind of service was to be found with other stakeholders, so the municipality launched 

it themselves. For long-term thinking, Umeå is looking into how they are enabling space or digital 

platforms in order for the sharing movement to grow. According to Näslund, the municipality should 

however not be the one providing many of the services, but rather be the enabler and the facilitator 

and making sure that infrastructure is in order. He claims that activities and platforms become 

stronger when companies come in and use the possibilities of the municipality’s infrastructure. That 

kind of collaboration concludes in diversity of people and actors, and the platforms become more 

robust. 

The mindset of the municipality is an important factor in implementation of SE. According to 

Näslund, the role of a Municipality in general is to be a sharing service. Through the project of 
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Sharing Cities, the city administration in Umeå became more aware of the role of the municipality, 

as well as starting the dialogue on sharing and circular economy. That dialogue is still active within 

the various departments of Umeå Municipality that participated in the Sharing Cities project. 

4.6.5. Drivers and Barriers  

One of the advantages for implementation of SE in Umeå was that big SE platforms, like Airbnb and 

Voi, were insignificant in the city. These platforms have already started causing problems in bigger 

cities, like rising price in the house market and causing new hazards and nuisances. Therefore, Umeå 

could start from scratch and build their own strategy and plan (Näslund).  

One of the biggest drivers for Uppsala Municipality and Malmström is the possibility for 100% 

circularity, both for people and the environment. Näslund also points out that sharing can strengthen 

the social aspect of society and vice versa, as that was one of the results of their inte gration project. 

When asked if local businesses with a linear economic model would be negatively affected by SE 

platforms like Fritidsbanken, both Näslund and Malmström said the opposite. Malmström points out 

that through SE platform, people get an option to engage in and try out different sports, boosting 

people’s health and well-being, and then giving them the opportunity to choose carefully what to 

purchase. Through Sharing Cities, Näslund experienced that people’s mindset towards SE can vary. 

While some could be very skeptical about the concepts and if or how they work, the ones who tried 

and tested the sharing services were positive towards it, came back and wanted those activities and 

platform to succeed.  

According to Näslund, Umeå experienced that safety and trust in sharing was a barrier and differed 

between platforms. While sharing a home or a car with a stranger could trigger insecurity, a physical 

sharing box – where people did not have to meet – became solutions in certain projects. Uncertainties 

popped up regularly in discussion on peer-to-peer sharing according to Näslund, but the best possible 

outcome was when people used sharing services through companies or the municipality, both 

regarding trust and safety as well as guarantee in insurance and laws and regulations. When it is clear 

who is providing the service, insurance and consumers rights are clearer. For example, Fritidsbanken 

as a platform has shown that people can be trusted with borrowing, as stealing rate is exceedingly 

low (Näslund). Malmström says that while laws and regulations are a barrier, it can also become a 

solution. As a political tool in the box, rules can be changed or made to make incentives for sharing, 

for example through economical steering. Another barrier according to Näslund that is important to 

have in mind when implementing SE in the city is time regulation. As of now, it takes people more 

time to share than to buy new things. Näslund says that in order for SE activities and platforms to be 

used, these platforms need to be found in a close range to people’s homes and workplaces. Otherwise, 

they will not be used frequently. One interesting issue that Umeå found out in their implementation, 
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was that there seemed to be a gender gap in usage of platforms; more men were setting up SE 

platforms while it was mainly women who shared (Näslund).  

4.6.6. Implementation 

For practical implications, Malmström explains the process of implementing new ideas within the 

city council. The politicians set the goals, because they want to see a solution, then hand it over to 

public servants within the municipality to solve the problems and figure out the best ways to do that. 

They create a proposition with different solutions, and politicians choose which one to follow 

through. After that, a political majority is needed to confirm the proposition (Malmström). Unlike 

the conventional implementation, the process of implementing SE in the city of Umeå started with 

the funded project Sharing Cities (Näslund).  

 

Näslund says that SE can be implemented in all sectors and in different layers, depending on  the 

needs and different actors, that make the project happen. In the starting phase of implementation in 

Umeå, mapping and documenting helped with dividing needs, ambition and goals into sectors; the 

energy sectors of sharing, sport equipment for all, a green park structure and integration were popping 

up in discussions and the projects were formed around those. Actors were then scaled down to fit 

into different projects in the implementation phase. Näslund claims that one of the most important 

outcomes of the Sharing Cities project is that they lifted SE up from being a dialogue and up to a 

strategic level; how it can be implemented in practice.  An important discovery in strategic planning 

for Umeå was that instead of inventing new systems and platforms, Umeå found it more successful 

to build upon projects and models that already existed. Näslund also points out that to succeed at 

sharing, one must rethink how they work and use models around it with long-term thinking. That can 

of course cause uncertainty, and that is why it’s important to be clear in why the municipality wants 

to implement SE. Service and cost needs to be followed up and maintained on a regular basis, to 

make sure service is both safe and of good quality. Whether or not to use a digital platform, Näslund 

explains that a digital platform for certain activities and services have shown to be a success in Umeå, 

for example with Fritidsbanken. Digital platforms can also make it easier to measure progress, use 

and engagement.  

 

One way to get people to engage was to make the implemented SE activities and platforms visible in 

the city. Different activities and platforms get different reactions, and while these reactions vary from 

positive to negative, curiosity and skepticism, they cause a debate and spark inter est in trying them 

out. Also, while Umeå was changing a structure around a physical space, people often show resistance 

to begin with. Raising awareness through campaigning on social media  and with flyers was also an 

important step in visibility.  
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When asked about implementation of SE within the municipality, one of Umeå’s current projects is 

to address SE internally and a platform for furniture and office supplies is in the making  within the 

city administration. After the project Sharing Cities, public servants within the municipality of Umeå 

have changed their mindset towards sharing and circularity, and often use sharing as a tool when 

implementing new ideas and projects. However, it is still not considered a principal to follow, as it 

is still under a lot of development. Their next step in the project is to find out how to provide more 

sharing services with a proper public procurement, as the more people engage, the bigger the platform 

will become and easier to use.  

 

As Uppsala is a growing city, Uppsala Municipality is already working with circularity and sharing 

in the building sector. For example, the municipality is not constructing parking houses in new 

buildings. Instead, they implement mobility houses where residents have access to differen t vehicles 

depending on their motives, like cars, bicycles, transport bicycles or scooters. They are also in the 

process of finding ways to share other things. They already have Fritidsbanken, and they are trying 

to find ways to do the same with musical instruments and hardware tools for example. In their city 

planning, their goal is to make it an easy option to share (Malmström).  
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5. Analysis 

My research seeks to evaluate SE within Uppsala Municipality and in this chapter, I seek to answer 

the three research questions. To begin with, I will identify the sharing economy practices and 

strategies that already are to be found within Uppsala Municipality , both internally and externally. 

Secondly, I present the drivers, barriers and attitudes towards SE within the public sector of Uppsala 

Municipality. Finally, I will explore what is needed for practical implementation of SE at Uppsala 

Municipality, both internally and externally.  

5.1. Sharing Economy Practices and Strategies at Uppsala 

Municipality 

5.1.1. Practices  

No internal practices were to be found in the document analysis on how Uppsala plans on working 

with SE within the city administration. This is confirmed in the results from the survey, as 

respondents agreed that no clear guidelines were to be found on how to work with SE within the 

public sector of the municipality. However, through the survey, it was clear that most departments , 

administrations and public-owned companies used sharing services and shared with other 

departments within the city administration by some means. Internal sharing link to different elements 

of sharing; products, services, spaces and mobility. Internal sharing on products within Uppsala 

Municipality are for example that the Administration of Labor Market and Uppsala Vatten och Avfall 

share and exchange furniture. An example on internal sharing on services is that to a certain extent, 

the preschool operations' own technicians are used, who then take care of the transport betwee n the 

preschools. Different departments within the City Hall also share IT service and support function 

services like cleaning. Internal sharing on spaces can be found within the Administration of Culture 

and Uppsala Arenor och Fastigheter as they rent out space to other administrations. The 

Administration of Care and Welfare also shares space, products and inventory. When it comes to 

internal sharing on mobility, the Sustainability Department and the Administration of Labor Market 

have access to carpools and bicycles to rent and share cars with more administration. The 

Administration of City Building also works internally with sharing on mobility, for example with 

collaborating across borders to reduce transport in the cleaning unit.  

External sharing within Uppsala Municipality link to different elements of sharing; spaces, mobility 

and products. When it comes to sharing on spaces, UKK, Uppsala Arenor och Fastigheter and The 

Administration of Culture rent their spaces for conferences, events and concerts for both 

organizations and to the private sector. External sharing on mobility can for example be found at 

Uppsalahem, where they have established a vehicle pool, both with cars and bicycles, for their 
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tenants. Finally, an example on external sharing on products can be found at The Administration of 

Labor Market as they give out sport and activity equipment to Fritidsbanken. In addition, Malmström 

mentions in the interview that Uppsala Municipality is already working with circularity and sharing 

in the building sector, for example by implementing mobility houses in new buildings and not 

constructing parking houses. See figure 9 for illustration on SE within the City Administration. 

 

Figure 9. A Map of Sharing Economy within the City Administration. Visualization of how different 

administrations work with sharing economy in different ways. The administrations use SE mainly internal and 

of the sharing elements, they also mostly share products and services.  

As sharing and SE has not been clearly defined within the public sector of Uppsala Municipality, it 

is my impression that more practices are to be found than those mentioned in the survey. This offers 

opportunities for further research.  

5.1.2. Strategies  

Uppsala aims to become a sustainable society through different goals, like becoming climate positive 

in 2050 and fossil fuel-free in 2030. They intend to focus on sustainable business models and 

operations, as well as and green jobs. Uppsala strives for becoming a leading municipality in Sweden 

when it comes to environmentally and climate driven businesses and operations, through 

collaboration between other sectors like local businesses and the community . The upcoming waste 

plan uses the waste hierarchy, established in the EU’s Waste Plan and the Swedish Environmental 
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Code, as a guideline in its strategic planning. It can be said that the element of sharing is incorporated 

in the first two, and therefore the most important ones, steps of the waste hierarchy, preventing waste 

and reusing. In the waste plan, strategies and plans are made to explore how they can perform as 

platforms for sharing and circularity. Other activities and platforms, like Fritidsbanken, Multihubbar 

and a local marketplace for used building materials in an industrial scale are also mentioned, that can 

be categorized under SE platforms and activities. No internal SE strategies are to be found within the 

documents of Uppsala. However, it is mentioned in the upcoming waste plan that the municipality 

should set an example in preventing waste and be a role model when it comes to circularity.   

Uppsala works strategically with implementing SE in the construction sector in Uppsala, for example 

by building mobility houses instead of parking houses. Other sharing projects, like tool libraries and 

instrumental rental service, are also in the process of being implemented.  

5.2. Identified Drivers, Barriers and Attitudes Towards a Sharing 

Economy within the Public Sector of Uppsala Municipality 

5.2.1. Drivers 

The survey showed that 18 of 19 respondents in the survey believed that resource saving was the 

main driver for implementing SE in their department/work field. Other identified drivers from the 

survey were economy saving and energy saving. A minority of respondents believed space saving 

was a driver as well as the social aspect of building trust and connections between peers and 

colleagues. The Sustainability Department added a driver, believing that implementing SE could help 

in reducing climate impact and it would be in alignment with the goals of the Municipality. Similar 

drivers were identified in both of the interviews. One of the biggest drivers for Uppsala Municipality 

and Malmström is the possibility for 100% circularity, both for people and the environment. Näslund 

also pointed out that sharing can strengthen the social aspect of society , like building connections, 

and vice versa, as that was one of the results of their integration project.  Both interviewees believed 

that SE platforms could not negatively affect local businesses with linear economy model, and 

Malmström pointed out that through SE platforms, people get an opportunity to engage in and try out 

different things, boosting people’s health and well-being. 

5.2.2. Barriers 

The survey showed that the main barriers according to public servants for implementing SE within 

the municipality were that it could become time consuming, it could cause uncertainty in who should 

be responsible for those platforms, implementation could be complicated and laws and regulations. 

A few comments were added like resources of space, logistics, and the importance of keeping the 
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platforms fair and just for everyone. Similar drivers were identified in the interviews. Umeå 

experienced that safety and trust in sharing was a barrier and differed between platforms. 

Uncertainties popped up regularly in discussion on peer-to-peer sharing according to Näslund, but 

the best possible outcome was when people used sharing services through companies or the 

municipality, both regarding trust and safety as well as guarantee in insurance and laws and 

regulations. While laws and regulations can be a barrier, it can also become a solution. As a political 

tool in the box, rules can be changed or made to make incentives for sharing . Another barrier 

according to Näslund that is important to have in mind when implementing SE in the city is time 

regulation. As of now, it takes people more time to share than to buy new things. That barrier can be 

overcome by locating sharing platforms and services where the people are.  

5.2.3. Attitude 

12 of 19 respondents in the survey wanted to be able to apply or see more alternatives for SE within 

their administration while only two said no. That included sharing different elements of the sharing 

economy, like staff and spaces in a bigger scale and within the whole organization, including all 

subsidiary and public-owned companies. Some wanted to see a more structural system to circling 

furniture and other goods, highlighting the importance of that sharing economy activities and 

platforms are easily accessible and to create conditions for firstly choosing those platforms and not 

a conventional platform, both a municipal system but also organizations and private individuals , as 

one respondent pointed to. 

In the interview, Näslund mentions that through the project Sharing Cities, the mindset and attitude 

of public servants changed. By defining SE, and mapping and documenting what can already be found 

within the city administration of Umeå, a clearer vision for SE and mindset changed according to 

that. The mindset of the community towards SE can vary. While some could be very skeptical about 

the concepts and if or how they work, the ones who tried and tested the sharing services were positive 

towards it, came back and wanted those activities and platform to succeed.  

5.3. Implementation of Sharing Economy at Uppsala 

Municipality 

5.3.1. Grounds for Implementation 

The result from the collected data shows that the basis for implementing SE within Uppsala lies 

mainly in justifiability and need. Uppsala Municipality does have ambitious climate and 

environmental goals, mirroring other international peers. The narrative of Uppsala’s documents 

aligns with sustainability priorities, which creates a better ground for implementing SE . Uppsala’s 
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goals is, among other things, to build on sustainable economic models and offer sustainable jobs. 

Those goals can be justified as reasons for implementing a sustainable economic model as SE.  It is 

vital to connect the implemented sharing economy activities and platforms to the ambitions and goals 

of the city. The goals and targets are the justification for implementing new ideas, meaning that 

sharing cannot be something of its own. Another aspect of implementing SE is asking where the need 

is. For example, a SE service within the transportation sector was needed in Umeå, as transportation 

was one of the biggest GHG polluter within the city. The survey also showed that the public sector 

wanted to see or be able to implement SE in more ways, both with a structural system within the city 

administration but also externally.  

5.3.2. Practical Implication 

One of the most important outcomes of the Sharing Cities project is that they lifted SE up from being 

a dialogue and up to a strategic level. An important discovery in strategic planning for Umeå was 

that instead of inventing new systems and platforms, Umeå found it more successful to build upon 

projects and models that already existed and actors know and work with. Currently, platforms that 

are to be found in Uppsala, like Fritidsbanken and Makerspace, have a sharing economy model. 

To succeed at sharing, one must rethink how the city works and use models around it with long-term 

thinking. After a platform has been implemented, it’s important to analyze how both the platform and 

the sharing movement can grow. That entails having the right actor that is to be responsible for the 

platform, location of the platform, and a future vision of both the platform and the city. As a long-

term vision for sharing economy in Municipalities, the focus needs to be on what kind of resources 

are already to be found in the city and how they can be shared or utilized in other sectors.  

If a sharing platform should be found digitally or physically, depends on the platform. The survey 

showed that when asked if a platform with SE activity should be implemented digitally or physically, 

12 answered with only digitally while seven preferred the platform to be both digital and physical.   

5.3.3. Stakeholders 

It is important to get everyone involved in transitioning the economic model in the city, otherwise 

circularity will not be reached. The document analysis seconds this, mentioning the importance of 

different stakeholders being local businesses as well as the academia, the city administration and the 

civic society. It also needs to happen on higher levels than the city, like national and an EU level . 

The document analysis showed that the characteristics of Uppsala; resources of two universities, a 

well-educated workforce and a public sector with increased environmental awareness and goals, can 

create advantages in implementing SE business models, platforms and activities . 

When starting the Sharing Cities project at Umeå, a common ground and knowledge of the terms SE 
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and CE was vital for all stakeholders. When the definition and goals of implementation became clear 

for everyone involved, the next step was to map and document current SE and CE platforms already 

to be found in Umeå. By mapping these platforms and getting a more holistic overview of these 

activities, a bigger potential in expansion and engagement could be unlocked so SE can accomplish 

its goals. Afterwards, stakeholders began to find connections between one another, and build upon 

each other’s knowledge and systems. Through this dialogue, different stakeholders began to grow 

into partners and collaborate and a movement of the understanding of sharing began to thrive.  

5.3.4. Municipality’s Role  

The municipality can and should take on different roles in sharing projects depending on the 

platforms and activities. Those different roles can be coordinating, facilitating, enabling, owning and 

performing. However, in the long term and for the movement to grow, the municipality should focus 

on facilitating and enabling, and making sure infrastructure is in order. It is then in the responsibility 

of other actors, like local businesses, to drive these platforms. In that way, the platforms conclude in 

diversity of people and actors, and become more robust. The municipality should also support the 

community in engaging in SE activities and platforms by raising awareness on the SE services and 

making them viable. When it comes to laws and regulations, the municipality can steer the community 

in a sustainable trajectory, both with economic incentives, according to Malmström, and being a role 

model in preventing waste and reuse, as mentioned in the waste plan. 

The mindset of the municipality is an important factor in implementation of sharing economy. The 

role of a Municipality in general is to be a sharing service. Through the project of Sharing Cities, the 

City Administration in Umeå became more aware of the role of the municipality, as well as starting 

the dialogue on sharing and circular economy. That dialogue is still active within the various of 

departments of Umeå Municipality that participated in the Sharing Cities project. Even though that 

dialogue has not yet been started in Uppsala Municipality, the survey showed that the public sector’s 

attitude towards SE is positive, and different departments within the city administration showed 

interest in more sharing alternatives.  
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6. Discussion and Conclusion  

In the following section, I will elaborate on the key findings of the research, its contribution to the 

field of literature and suggestions for future research. Lastly, I elaborate on the future vision of 

Uppsala with a social and a sustainable sharing economy.  

6.1. Key Findings 

The aim of this research was to understand and analyze the current circumstances of SE within 

Uppsala Municipality, both internally and externally. The aim was also to evaluate how to adopt and 

implement SE from the governance perspective of Uppsala Municipality. Moreover, the study tried 

to understand the role of the municipality in support the society in engaging with different SE 

platforms and activities. My empirics reveals the following as the key findings: 

The SE practices and strategies within Uppsala Municipality have been analyzed, mapped and 

documented. A few practices are to be found externally, for example Fritidsbanken, Multihubbar and 

Makerspace. A few practices on the sharing of services, workforce, mobility and spaces, are to be 

found internally. However, no clear guidelines were to be found, neither for the city administration 

nor the civic society, on how they can use or work within the SE. A few strategies are to be found 

externally in the unreleased waste plan, but not internally. By mapping and documenting the present 

state of SE in Uppsala, my research indicates that the ideology of SE and a high interest for a more 

sustainable economy is to be found, while concrete, practical information, and ground knowledge on 

SE, is missing. 

The mindset and attitude within the public sector of Uppsala Municipality was analyzed in the study. 

The public sector was asked to identify drivers and barriers to SE within Uppsala Municipality. The 

main drivers to implementing SE were saved resources, economy saving and energy saving. The main 

barriers to implementing SE were that it would be time consuming, there would be uncertainty with 

responsibility, and it would be complicated. The overall attitude of the public sector towards SE was 

positive and they reflected on different opportunities and possibilities to SE, both within the city 

administration and the civic society. This analyze indicates that the public sector is open to a SE and 

a more sustainable economic system, and with a positive attitude, implementing SE on a local 

governance level can make the transition less complicated.  The barriers they identified are parallel 

to what previous research has pointed out, but with a clear definition on SE and a ground 

understanding on implementation, those barriers can be overcome. 

A shared knowledge on SE, a justification on why SE should be implemented and a collaboration 

where every stakeholder finds their place in the project seem to be the main premises to the beginning 

phase of implementing SE in Uppsala Municipality. Internal, the main assets needed are 
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understanding of the SE term and a circular mindset. External, the main assets are visibility, economic 

incentives and locations of SE platforms within the city, that make it easier for the community to 

participate, engage in and choose SE services. The municipality’s role varies for each SE project, but 

it’s mainly to be the neutral, common ground as well as being the enabler and facilitator. Policy 

makers within the municipality can also steer the civic society in a sustainable trajectory.  After 

implementation, adjusting the stakeholders’ roles is needed for the platform – and therefore the SE 

movement – to grow.  

6.2. Contribution and Suggestions for Future Research 

My findings concur with Palgan et al.’s (2021) exploration on the mechanism and roles of 

municipalities when interacting with and governing SE, as understanding on municipal governance 

of SE is poor. Identifying the different roles of municipalities in interactions with different SE 

activities and platforms gives the public sector a more holistic overview of SE within the 

municipality, how it can be supported and how it can thrive without drawbacks for the movement to 

grow. My study also ties in with the findings of Bernandi and Diamantini’s case study on the real 

sharing city (2018). Different dimensions, like technological, economic and human need to be 

interconnected, actors need to be recognized to boost their collaboration and the role of the 

municipality or the government is mainly to act as an enabling state.  Finally, Ma et al. (2018) show 

the importance of social actors as governance partners in the SE, and that local governments need to 

be more agile to accommodate, nurture and integrate them to ensure the city’s efficacy, resilience 

and sustainability. While my findings focus on the role of the municipality and how it interacts with 

other actors in implementation of SE services, the results rather suggest that all other actors, from 

the general public and academia to local businesses and bigger companies, should be given a just 

voice in the dialogue, both in order to work together to find the right position and role for every 

stakeholder involved, as well as finding out where the need for SE services is to be found.  

This study aims to contribute to previous research area as an investigation on SE within a 

municipality and identifies drivers, barriers, possibilities and obstacles with the public sector. Its 

main goal is to analyze the present state of SE within Uppsala Municipality and observe the practical 

implications to SE on a local governance level. While the study provides gains for the academia and 

future research, the findings can also be used to support and guide cities with practical implications 

of a sharing and a sustainable economy. Opportunities can be found for future research, both for 

Uppsala Municipality, other municipalities and academia. With these findings, Uppsala can be 

prepared and well-adjusted to implement SE on a local governance level by starting the implementing 

phase with a long-term vision. Other municipalities can use the same methodology to map and 

document the present state of SE within their own, and later build upon that gained knowledge. As a 

suggestion for future research, identifying which sharing activity or platform are more sustainable 
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than others could be a valuable contribution to the academia. As my study provides mainly qualitative 

data, it could be interesting to measure in quantity how many users would be needed in order for the 

sharing service to be sustainable, or if it can be considered less sustainable than the conventional 

service.    

6.3. Final Reflections and a Future Vision for Uppsala 

There is no one solution to implementation of SE on a local governance level. Cities and 

municipalities need to adapt and implement SE based on their own premise , based on the needs of 

their citizens, where the possibilities lie and what resources are already to be found. There is also no 

standard way of implementing SE in local governments, as it can be implemented on different levels 

in different departments for different actors. The starting phase however seems to be the same for 

all: enabling a circular mindset and making SE recognizable and, therefore, a norm. That mindset 

also holds the sustainable aspect in the foreground and can prevent that a partly and incorrectly 

implemented SE will lead to drawbacks like social exclusion or justification on the linear economy. 

Because the long-term effects of SE within communities are vague and as pointed out in the previous 

literature, sharing economy is not sustainable by default (Mont et al., 2020) , implementation on SE 

needs to be rightly done with clear methods in order to lead to social engagement and interactions, 

less use of raw resources and make economy thrive by creating sustainable jobs and projects.  

Because Uppsala Municipality is preeminent in both planning and practice when it comes to reducing 

environmental harm and improving quality of life of both people and the planet,  Uppsala could 

possibly be the most feasible governance area to initiate. Therefore, there seems to be little hindrance 

to starting the process of a SE implementation on a local governance level in Uppsala.  With 

impending climate change and its environmental effect, city administrations are key actors in lifting 

the importance of urban sustainability. As sharing touches upon every dimension of sustainability, 

SE can become a part of the systemic transformation cities need to make  to tackle the upcoming 

wicked problems. As Näslund said, although the municipality is in itself a  sharing service, this is a 

new way to look at it. Factors like moving the mindset from the ‘tragedy of the commons’ to the 

‘creativity of the commons’, new and simple ways of day-to-day lives, building on collaboration with 

every actor and having a social and sharing economy, all result in a more sustainable society while 

increasing the quality of life of Uppsala residents.  
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10. Appendix 

10.1. Questions From a Questionnaire Sent to Senior 

Servants of Uppsala Municipality on 2022/03/01 

Implementing Sharing Economy as a Governance Tool for Sustainability Transition 

Questionnaire to senior servants at the Uppsala municipality 

The aim of the study is to find out how sharing economy can be implemented within Uppsala 

municipality and how the municipality can support the community in engaging in sharing economy 

platforms. Through this survey, I want to find out possibilities as well as obstacles to the 

implementation of sharing economy.  

What is sharing economy?  

Sharing economy can be described as a part of the circular economy. The goal of sharing economy 

is to use less raw material for production and reduce or eliminate waste by sharing, swapping, trading 

or renting products, services or space. With clear economic and environmental benefits, other 

advantages of sharing economy are social as it builds on trust and connects people, peers and 

communities.  

1. Is your department/work field working with sharing economy?  

No / Yes / Not Sure  

If yes, in what way?  

2. Do you have clear guidelines on how you can work with sharing economy in your department?  

No / Yes / not sure   

3. Would you like to see more sharing economy alternatives in your work field?  

No / Yes / Not Sure  

If yes, in what way? 

4. If a sharing economy platform would be implemented, would you prefer the platform to be 

online or physical? 

Online / Physical / Both / Not sure 
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5. Do you throw away material that could be reused in other departments/fields?  

No / Yes  

If yes, what kind of material? 

6. In your opinion, what would be the main drivers to implement sharing economy in your 

department/work field? You can choose more than one option. 

Space saving / Energy saving / Economic saving / Resource saving / Fun / Built trust between peers 

/ If other, what?  

7. In your opinion, what would be the main barriers to implement sharing economy in your 

department/work field? You can choose more than one option. 

Time-consuming / Complicated / Uncertainty in guarantors / Laws and Regulations / Not relevant / 

If other, what? 

8. Other comments / addition  

10.2. Interview Guide for the Interview with Philip Näslund, 

the Project Manager of the Project Sharing Cities Umeå on 

2022/03/22 

The projects Sharing Cities.   

1. To begin with, the project Sharing Cities was an ongoing project the past 4 years. You have 

implemented a lot of different activities and platforms. What has been the main outcome of the project 

and where do you stand today? 

2. Today, has sharing economy become a focus for you in development of the city, and if so, how? 

How are continuing with SE? 

3. Although you – the municipality – were the driving force of the project, the project was a 

collaboration between different stakeholders and financiers (university, local businesses, 

organizations, startups, etc.). Can you describe this collaboration, how did that work in practice? And 

what was the specific role of the municipality in the process of implementing SE activities? 

SE activities and platforms  

4. How comprehensive are the SE activities and platform; how often are they used, by whom, etc.?  
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• Is there any activity/platform that is more popular than other? Which activity have been 

successful, and which have not? Can you see a pattern in the difference?  

• SE has been growing with globalization and through digital platforms. I noticed that you use 

both digital and non-digital platforms, depending on the activities. Do you see a difference  

in use and users?  

5. Do you have statistics showing the environmental, economic (or social) advantages of your SE 

activities? Have you been able to measure your progress or the difference that you’ve made?  

6. The activities/platforms you have implemented are community projects, but have you had the same 

focus within the organization of the municipality? Do you work with SE internally?    

7. Have these activities and platforms conflicted with other businesses and companies in Umeå, that 

have a linear economy model?  

Drivers, barriers, attitudes and mindset 

8. What do you feel like is the people’s attitude towards sharing and participating in SE activities? 

Both with your colleagues within the municipality organization as well as the people of the 

community?  

• How did you create conditions for people to participate in SE? How did you get people to 

interact? 

9. From a questionnaire I sent out to senior servants at Uppsala municipality, the biggest barriers in 

their opinion on implementing SE was that it could be time consuming, laws and regulations and it 

could cause uncertainty in who should be responsible for those platforms/activities. Did you feel like 

you had the same issues?  

• If so, how did you overcome these barriers?  

10. When you started implementing this project, what were your greatest barriers that you had to 

overcome?  

Implementation of SE activities and future vision 

11. For future references, if other municipalities you have set an example for, were to implement SE 

platforms and activities, what is important to have in mind? Both when it comes to practical and 

policy implications. 

12. While the economic and environmental aspects of sharing are more obvious, has the social aspect 
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become visible in your project? The social aspects of sharing economy are often building trust and 

connections, increased environmental awareness or interest and enthusiasm for community?  

• One of the social aspects that is often mentioned is also that SE creates sustainable jobs. Is 

that your experience? Do you have numbers or been able to measure? 

13. In your opinion, has SE become a municipal tool for a sustainability transition in Umeå?  

14. What is your future Vision for Umeå Municipality when it comes to sharing economy?  

10.3. Transcript of an Interview with Rickard Malmström, a 

Municipal Councilor in Uppsala Municipality on 2022/03/30 

H: I wanted to start by asking you how familiar you are with sharing economy? I’ve conducted 

a survey for chefs and leaders within the municipality and they all agree that they use sharing 

economy in some form, they swap and rent and share with other departments but they also 

agreed that they don’t really have any clear guidelines on what sharing economy is and how to 

use it. Is sharing economy on your table or your radar, have you heard about it before? 

M: Yes, I’m quite familiar with it, but I’m not an expert. I would say I’m an exper t in leading, to 

reach those steps that are needed and it’s my obligation to do that. So I’m not an expert on how to do 

it, but I’m an expert on how we need to make regulations and ask for things to make it done. That’s 

what I would say. It’s very different, the political part is not to be the expert but rather to put the 

guidelines. 

H: Yeah, exactly. For example, Anna told me that the politicians’ role is what to do, while public 

servants are more how we should do it.  

M: Yeah exactly. That’s why we have Anna and you as experts.  

H: But if go back to basics, or politics 101, what is it that drives your decision making in the 

city council? Is it your personal values or the values of your political party, or is it the goals of 

the city or is it maybe pressure from the community, and what happens if there’s a conflict 

there between? 

M: Yeah. I’m a scientist, I have a scientific background as a biologist, so circularity is 100% possible, 

I know that because that’s how it always has been. Now we are in somewhat position where we don’t 

have it, but that’s only for limited time because it’s not possible in the long run. So we will be come 

circular. The question is, how tough will it be for the society before we reach it? Because if we don’t, 

it will be a hard punch for us and for the planet. So that’s what drives me and I will not be 



63 

compromising with that. Not for my party, not for anything. So that’s what drives me.  

H: But do you feel like your goals and what drives you are in alignment with the goals of the 

city?  

M: Pretty much. And of course 100% with Miljöpartiet. Otherwise, I wouldn’t be there.  

H: Of course. But can you elaborate a bit on the collaboration between like policymakers or 

politicians and public servants and the community and local businesses? Like , what is your role 

in that dialogue? 

M: My role is to put those questions on the table and to make them understandable. I’m also a teacher 

so I try to be a little bit of a teacher in this. It is needed. And in the end, if we understand this question 

fully, we will understand that there is not economy or circular economy. Because it’s one question. 

Because you can’t just stop thinking here with your nose tip, you have to think how many generations 

of humans will be living on the planet before its ending. That’s what we have to think about. Will we 

have an economy for the last generation or not? There is the problem because we’re not trained or 

evolved to think like this. Evolution is not stable over time because evolution is just who has been 

doing the most beneficial decision up to now. It doesn’t have any  knowledge about the future. So 

that’s a problem for us humans because we’re programmed to not think about circularity for the 

future. So that’s the problem.  

H: Exactly. Just a practical question, how does the process look like when you’re implementing 

something new or bring ideas to reality. How does it look like? 

M: We set the goal, politically, because we have seen solutions elsewhere or because we are certain 

that there is a solution or in the case of the climate, we know that we need a solution. Not because 

we have it, we don’t know if it’s there. But we know that we need to do it. So that’s why we make 

these decisions and then we hand it over to the professionals working in the Municipality to sol ve 

the problem. And then they come back to us with a proposition; this is one way to do it. Or you can 

do it like this. And if you do it like this, then this will happen, and we think if you do it like this it will 

be differently. And then we have to make a choice for different solutions and say; ok, we take this 

one. And then it’s rolling. If we have the political majority behind it.  

H: Exactly, that’s what you need to have. 

M: That’s what you need to have in every step, of course. But it is possible, and we have seen that 

even if we don’t know how to solve a problem, we don’t even know there is a solution, we get the 

solutions. We just have confidence in these extremely competent people working for us. They will 

make wonders. And they do it all the time. It’s so amazing to be a part of this.  
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H: Inspiring.  

M: Yes, it is. Like you are doing now, you are part of it. I mean, you are trying new paths in a forest 

that has never been walked before.  

H: Yeah, and also like sharing economy is such a new term that people really don’t know exactly 

what it means, but like you said, we are so used to the linear economic model that we need some 

changes.  

M: Yeah. But that kind of brave path finders that you are, that’s Uppsala Municipality. And I normally 

open my meeting with employees with: ok, welcome to another day in the dream factory. Because it 

is, it really is a real dream factory.  

H: That’s great. Just a little bit about the local governance here in Uppsala specifically, because 

Uppsala is a growing city with a rising population. And often with rising population, it increases 

consumption and production. So I’m wondering if you have any goals or strategies to tackle 

those specific problems? And maybe this is a leading question, but do you think we would need 

to decouple from our current economic model and maybe try to find new paths?  

M: The economic model is one of the things we need to address. We don’t have the option to alter 

that on a Municipality level. But of course, that should be done on a national level and an EU level. 

But growing for Uppsala is a way of being responsible for people in the world. We don’t grow because 

we want to grow, we grow because we do. People tend to stay here if they are born here, people tend 

to stay here if they come here as students, people tend to move here and like it here, people tend to 

be in love here and stay here because of love. And we don’t say that Uppsala is full. But the thing 

that we do is that when we grow, we are 100% dedicated to do it as sustainable as possible. And we 

take the opportunity to build more sustainable day-to-day life for all new citizens. And to convert all 

citizens day-to-day life to become more sustainable when we are growing. So we use it a tool and to 

take responsibility for people needing somewhere to stay and live.  

H: And one other with the rising population. One of the gains of sharing economy is that it is 

said to create more sustainable jobs. When it comes to creating jobs for this rising population, 

what are the opportunities you see there? 

M: We have a lot of influence in how things are built. Because when we sell our land for exploitation 

to build houses for living and for working, we can say that you have to do it in a sustainable way. 

That means that things are happening in the building market. Circularity is increasing in the building 

process and we are also planning how things should be situated in the new city. This is crucial to 

make possible this kind of sharing economy. If we talk about vehicles for example. We’re not talking 

about parking houses anymore. We talk about a mobility house where you can have sharing economy 
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with vehicles of course, of different kinds. Cars, bicycles, transport bicycles and whatever you need 

for mobility.  

H: So it’s like a shared property and the people that live in the building can use it. So they don’t 

need their own private cars?  

M: Yes exactly. For example. And mobility is a very big part of our consumption. And we need to 

address the questions on how to make it possible to share other things. For example , we have 

Fritidsbanken to share that kind of stuff, and we are trying to find a way to have the same with 

musical instruments. And you can have this shared space for hardware, tools and stuff and 

Makerspace where you can go fix your things and so on. This is what we can make easier when we 

plan.  

H: Exactly. And it’s not that you always have to find the wheel, it’s also about building on what 

you already have. Like you have the business model of Fritidsbanken so you know how to 

implement that. 

M: Yes. But in the long run, we need to make it not happening by the Municipality. We need to take 

actions so the whole society and the private market also work this way. So that they find a way to be 

relevant on an economic basis and be part of circularity. Because if we don’t reach that we will not 

be reaching circularity.  

H: Exactly. But do you think that maybe you have an advance here in Uppsala because you 

already have the climate protocol, you already have the dialogue between local businesses and 

the Municipality.  

M: Yes exactly. And that’s a very good thing but it is not enough. We also need economical steering 

on buying new things for example. Miljöpartiet for example, we made it possible to lower the tax for 

when you are fixing your bike instead of buying a new one and fixing your clothes instead of buying 

new ones. We are taking way the moms or lowering the moms for that. And you also need to increase 

the tax for when you buy new things. And make it easier to fix you old things and to increase the 

value of used things so you don’t throw them away instead of selling them to someone.  

H: So you make incentives for people to make more sustainable choices. 

M: Yes, you need to steer that with economical steering on national basis and EU basis. Because it’s 

too cheap to buy a new sweater today. And food is too cheap. You have to be conscious about what 

is costing things for the planet, not just for your wallet. And you need to feel that in your wallet. 

Because that’s the connection to most people’s heart. I don’t believe I just said that. But you 

understand what I mean.  
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H: A little bit about the barriers to sharing economy. Because one of the barriers to sharing 

economy according to chefs and leaders within Uppsala Municipality that participated in the 

survey I mentioned, they said that laws and regulation could be a barrier. So in your opinion, 

do you agree? Is that a barrier when implementing new activities and platforms and do you 

think that is something that can be hard to overcome? 

M: it’s a barrier but it can also be a solution. It depends  on the rules. You can make rules that make 

it possible also. And that’s important to remember because we have that tool in the box. Through 

economical steering, for example.  

H: Related to that, when we talk about sharing economy externally, so within the whole of 

Uppsala City, and you’ve touched upon this as well, but how can the municipality support the 

community in engaging in sharing economy activities and platforms? Does the municipality 

have a role in steering the community in a sustainable trajectory or can you stimulate 

behavioral changes?  

M: We have talked a bit about this, but we also have this recycling spot near Bolandskolan where we 

try to make it possible for different social activities that is selling used things and so on. And we can 

do that but as I said, in the long run, we need to have a system that makes it more profitable to sell 

used things than to sell new things. And you can’t reach that by only free market. And that’s not a 

question for the municipality level, we can’t fix that here.  

H: But do you think that maybe local businesses here in Uppsala, for example a store with 

sports goods, do you think they suffer negatively from sharing economy platforms like 

Fritidsbanken because people maybe rather go to them? 

M: Not at the moment, no. I don’t think so. I think it’s the opposite, because people get an option to 

try different sports which means they will then go and buy their own things. What I mean is that they 

should suffer. It should be so much more profitable to use things together than to buy new things and 

then they will suffer if they don’t adjust. Because they need to be a part of this also.  

H: Yeah, I see. But local businesses could also implement sharing economy.  

M: Of course they can, and they need to. And there are some examples in Uppsala. A sport  shop 

where you can rent and you can buy. They are situated out in Sunnersta and they have bicycles, tents 

and whatever for rent. They almost have the same things as Fritidsbanken but they do it on a 

commercial level.  

H: Okay. Then I have just one question left, a final question on the future vision of Uppsala 

when it comes to these related issues; with consumption, with a thriving community and maybe 
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some sharing? Is that in your future vision for Uppsala? 

M: Of course. If I just go to myself, I really would like to be able to buy more used things or share 

things more. But I realize it’s too easy to buy new things. I’m also connected to the wallet from my 

heart. It’s sad to say but it’s very easy to realize that. So that’s the clue in this.  

H: It’s probably also the fact that when you need something, you know where to look for it, it’s 

harder when it’s something used. Where do you go? Where is the platform? Is it digitally, do 

you have to go somewhere? 

M: And I think we have some digital platforms already like Blocket and stuff like that, so you have 

the opportunity. But of course, when the market is increasing, it will be more specific and easier to 

find for everybody. If you’re interested in Blocket, you’re a specialist, you know exactly where you 

can find the good parts. But you need to be devoted.  

H: Exactly. It takes time. Is there something you would like to add in the end? 

M: I hope we reach circularity before the punch, for us and the planet, before it becomes to o hard on 

us. Because if we don’t, it will be suffering. And my question is, are we ready to take that punch or 

will we do what’s necessary to avoid it? Because it will be a better life. It creates employees to do 

this, so the economy will still be growing, but in a different way. It takes more employees to handle 

this than to handle the new things in a very slim organization. So, the economy will still be growing 

but in a sustainable way. Then it’s not a problem that the economy is growing if it makes people 

happy.  

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


