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Abstract 

Purpose - The purpose of this paper is to investigate the motivational factors for 

participation in collaborative consumption across industries and if specific factors attracts 

funding. This will be done as an attempt to extend current research within sharing economy 

regarding what factors to consider when attracting funding. 

Method and Methodology - Utilizing a deductive approach, the research questions connect 

motivational factors for participation with funding of industries within the sharing economy. 

Secondary data containing 776 funding rounds were analysed through univariate and 

bivariate analyses and linked to 40 935 observations of motivational factors for participation. 

Findings - The findings entail how some motivational factors for participation in the sharing 

economy can be applicable to all investigated industries, while others are industry specific. 

The study thus suggest that the sharing economy cannot be viewed as one coherent industry 

and motivational factors should not be cross-sector generalized. 

Contribution - The study contributes with a theoretical implication in the way it bridges the 

existing gap by dividing the sharing economy into different industries and connect the 

specific motivational factors underlying the possibility to attract funding. Furthermore, a 

practical implication suggests that companies can use these findings as a guideline to attract 

consumers and ultimately funding. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 
 

The term ‘sharing economy’, often referred to as ‘collaborative consumption’, is an economic-

technological phenomenon that has emerged as a result of technological advancements (Hamari, 

Sjöklint & Ukkonen, 2015). The collaborative consumption encourages a cultural transformation 

of today’s consumption pattern as it exercises a method of sharing an asset rather than owning it 

and has become increasingly popular (Martin, 2016). PWC (2014), released an investigation 

regarding the collaborative consumption phenomena and found numerous motives for consumers 

to take advantage of companies within the sharing economy. By reason of this growing interest, 

the investigation estimated the revenue of collaborative consumption to attain $335bn by 2025, 

compared to 2013’s $15bn. Another appraisal was given by Andrew and Sinclair (2016), who 

estimated in a report written for the European parliament, that the sharing economy will reach a 

revenue of $572bn by 2028. This can be put into comparison with the smartphone industry’s 

revenue of $398bn in 2016 and its rapid development over the past decade (Statista, 2017). As the 

sharing economy has grown, the funding of industries within collaborative consumption has 

increased significantly over the past 5-10 years and will continue to do so (Owyang, Tran & Silva, 

2013). 

  

The sharing economy has more specifically emerged through technological developments in terms 

of Internet platforms, mobile applications and social media (Hamari et al., 2015). Through Airbnb 

for instance, people can find accommodation all over the world (Guttentag, 2013). Via an online 

platform, people can access any type of space a landlord is renting out and by taking advantage of 

this type of collaborative consumption, the supplier earns a profit and the consumer capitalizes on 

an underused asset, resulting in a preferable equilibrium for the participants (Ferrari, 2016). 

Another prominent operator within the sharing economy is Uber, an automotive service that 

provides car rides for numerous people all over the world (Uber, 2017). Having a smartphone 

enables matchmaking between someone that needs a ride to a specific place and a driver who can 

take you there (Cramer & Krueger, 2016). The mobile’s location service expresses current position 

of both potential riders and drivers, the latter one receives information regarding the address and 

if the route is accepted, the driver takes the customer to that location for a pre-determined price 

regulated by Uber’s central service (Uber, 2017). Both Airbnb and Uber are commonly referred to 

as pioneers in the sharing economy because of their revolutionized way of creating value and 
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currently hold a market capitalization of approximately $21bn and $30bn respectively (Jarvenpaa 

& Teigland, 2017). 

 

Further investigating the sharing economy, scholars suggest several motivational factors for 

participation in collaborative consumption (Hamari et al., 2015; Botsman & Rogers, 2011). With 

the knowledge of different motivational factors one can derive the theory of extrinsic and intrinsic 

motivations in relation to people’s incentives for collaborative consumption. With extrinsic 

motivation there tends to be an external factor that motivates you to perform the activity, for 

example financial gains. Intrinsic motivation on the other hand derives from an internal aspiration 

and a self-desire like enjoyment (Ryan & Deci, 2000). As the number of participants within sharing 

economy has risen, the motivational factors for why consumers choose collaborative consumption 

as a way of consuming goods and services becomes of interest. An explanation for this is that the 

understanding of why people performs an action serves as a foundation for stimulating new ideas, 

perceptions and development of patterns (Schank & Abelson, 2013). 

 

As the collaborative consumption exercises a method of sharing an asset rather than owning it, the 

sharing economy encourages a transformation of today’s consumption patterns and ultimately 

industries (Martin, 2016). The motivational factors to why consumers choose to participate in 

collaborative consumption can therefore help to explain the growth of industries within the sharing 

economy (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). As the term sharing economy and its industries will continue 

to grow and receive even more funding in the future, motivational factors for participation in the 

collaborative consumption will be of increased interest. However, while there is a unity regarding 

the sharing economy’s expected growth, the question of which motivational factors attracts 

funding in the different industries remains. 

1.2 Problem Formulation 
 

Considering that the global participation within sharing economy is expected to increase 

substantially over the forthcoming years, the subject is of high relevance for both companies and 

consumers as well as the academic body. The transformation of consumption habits has been 

embraced by today’s society, and consumers expresses several motives for participation in the 

sharing economy as it presents numerous advantages towards the traditional way of consumption. 

The phenomena thus force companies to adapt to the on-going disruption of conventional 

operations in order to stay competitive. Research is already arguing for this change, as several 

industry leading companies recently has embraced this cultural swift (Hawlitschek, Teubner & 
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Gimpel, 2016). The initiatives have a common character in the sense that they all serve as a 

substitute of an already existing industry that provides a good or a service – for instance, Airbnb 

substitutes the hotel industry whereas Uber serves as an alternative to the taxi industry. As this new 

form of consumption has been spreading across industries, the funding within the sharing economy 

has increased significantly over the past years and the reason to why people choose to participate 

in collaborative consumption has become progressively more important.  

 

As mentioned, the motivational factors to why consumers choose to participate in collaborative 

consumption have been investigated by numerous scholars (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2013; Botsman & 

Rogers, 2011; Hamari et al., 2015). Looking at the research made on motivational factors within 

the sharing economy, scholars uses a variety of factors to explain the reason behind this emerging 

trend. However, current research contributions addressing motivational factors of participation in 

collaborative consumption services has a number of shortcomings as many of the research 

contributions within the subject do not differentiate between the various industries (Jenkins, 

Molesworth & Scullion, 2014). This approach may enable issues to emerge, as there might be 

industries that are sensitive in the sense that a cross-sector generalization may not explain the 

motivational factors for participation. Multiple scholars categorize companies of the sharing 

economy into different industries, however, they fail to, in their results, express that there are 

differences between the industries and that these may be a foundation for differences with regards 

to motivational factors for why consumers engage in collaborative consumption (Möhlmann, 2015; 

Hamari et.al., 2015). Rather there is a tendency towards interpreting the findings as representative 

for anyone within the sharing economy. As the future growth of sharing economy is dependent on 

the ability to attract consumers and funding, the current literature may provide ambiguous 

information regarding which motivational factors that needs to be considered in industries in order 

to attract funding within them.  

1.3 Purpose 
 

To contribute to the evolving term of sharing economy and bridge the gap in existing research, this 

paper aims to investigate the motivational factors for participation and the funding of industries in 

the collaborative consumption. Research will benefit from this study as it helps to show if there is 

a relationship between specific motivational factors and industry funding. The paper will also help 

to show potential industry specific factors that has not been identified in existing literature. This 

will be done in order to add to the current research on sharing economy, and to recognize the most 

important factors to incorporate in industries in order to appeal consumers and ultimately funding. 
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In order to fulfil this purpose and guide the research, focus will be on answering the following 

research questions: 

  

Research question 1 - Does industry specific motivational factors exist in the sharing economy? 

  

Research question 2 - Is there a correlation between specific motivational factors and industry funding in the 

sharing economy? 

 

1.4 Thesis Outline 
 

Chapter two brings up previous research of topics relevant to the subject and chapter three presents 

the theoretical framework the thesis is based upon. Chapter four discuss the methodological 

approach, choice of method and the data sample selected for the study. Chapter five presents the 

empirical finding and chapter six analyses these findings and connects them to the research 

presented in chapter three. Chapter seven will present the final conclusion of the research with 

help of the findings to answer the research questions and fulfil the purpose of the thesis. Lastly, 

potential shortcomings of the study, implications and suggestions for further research are discussed 

in chapter eight. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Collaborative Consumption 
  

Botsman and Rogers (2011) have identified the origins of digital sharing economies as far back as 

in the late 1990s and early-mid 2000s. The rapid growth of information technologies has led to an 

increased amount of user-generated content over the last 10 years and also the way in which 

information is created and consumed through various collaborative Internet outlets such as 

YouTube and Wikipedia (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; Nov, 2007).  The term sharing economy thus 

emerges from several technological developments that has made it easier to share both physical 

and nonphysical goods and services through various online platforms on the Internet (Hamari et 

al., 2015).  

 

There is little unity regarding the use of the term ‘sharing economy’, as scholars use it for different 

purposes. For example, some choose to define “sharing” to only include leasing and renting. 

Sharing is an alternative or substitute to the private ownership that is present in both gift giving 

and marketplace exchange. The word sharing can be explained as when two or more people enjoy 

the benefits (or costs) of an asset. Instead of dividing products and services as mine and yours, 

sharing defines something as ours (Belk, 2007). As sharing economy includes several forms of 

economic value exchanges, it extends over existing models from the micro-and macro perspective. 

Seen from a micro-economic perspective, sharing economy is transcending various disciplines, for 

example, the relevance of brands might become less relevant for consumers as they have access to 

different cars from different vendors when car sharing (Eckhardt & Bardhi, 2015). Seen from a 

macroeconomic perspective, the term follows a hybrid market model. Exchanging services and 

goods has been the main focus of market-based models within macro-economics. These models 

focus solely on the transfer of ownership and economic resources between parties, making them 

non-applicable for the term of sharing economy (Puschmann & Alt, 2016).  

  

Sharing economy is explained by Schor (2016), as a way to recirculate goods, increase the use of 

durable assets, sharing productive assets as well as exchange services. Efforts have been made to 

further define sharing economy with the help of other overlapping terms such as collaborative 

consumption - without any broader success (Martin, 2016). However, mainstream media has 

defined collaborative consumption as an “economic model based on sharing, swapping, trading, 

or renting products and services, enabling access over ownership” (Botsman, 2013). Another 

explanation restricts collaborative consumption to only nonmonetary transactions; “the acquisition 
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and distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation” (Belk, 2014, p.1597). Collaborative 

consumption could be viewed from the perspective of borrowing (Jenkins et al., 2014), sharing 

(Belk, 2014), reuse and remix culture (Lessig, 2008), second-hand markets, sustainable 

consumption (Young, Hwang, McDonald, & Oates, 2010), charity (Hibbert & Horne, 1996) and 

even anti consumption according to Ozanne & Ballantine (2010). The different definitions of the 

term collaborative consumption might be an effect of the rapid development and usage of the 

terms, rather than an inherent ambiguity in the concept. The definition of collaborative 

consumption utilized in this paper is based on the paper of Belk (2014), who specifies it as people 

who coordinate the acquisition and distribution of a resource and in return receives a fee or 

compensation. Accordingly, collaborative consumption takes place in systems or networks in 

which the participants rents, lends, trades, barters and swaps goods, services, transportation 

solutions, spaces or money (Botsman and Rogers, 2011; Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012). Thereby, our 

definition of excludes sharing activities where no compensation is involved. 

  

Collaborative consumption has over the past ten years evolved from being a niche trend. Instead, 

it is nowadays part of a large scale that involves millions of users and shows a profitable trend that 

many businesses invest in (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). Furthermore, it has proven itself to be a 

competitive business model and presents a challenge to traditional actors within different markets 

(Möhlmann, 2015). The largest and most successful collaborative consumption services have 

emerged in the last few years. This, because most of the players within sharing economy share the 

characteristics of online sharing, online collaboration, social commerce, and often some form of 

underlying ideology, such as working towards the common good (Hamari et al., 2015).  

  

Access over ownership is the most common form of exchange within collaborative consumption 

and means that participants offer and share their goods and services to users for a limited time 

through peer-to-peer sharing activities, such as renting and lending (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). The 

term ‘peer-to-peer’ refers to the collaborative activities between users online, such as consumer-to-

consumer exchanges, however, it is commonly associated with file sharing. Peer-to-peer platforms 

can be described as a system in which content is decentralized and highly distributed as a result of 

strong user organisation and organic growth (Rodrigues & Druschel, 2010). The essential aspect of 

these platforms is the strong focus on collaboration (Kaplan & Haelein, 2010; Rodrigues & 

Druschel, 2010). A well-known example to explain the term of peer-to-peer platforms is Wikipedia, 

where users work together to create content by sharing their knowledge. 
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2.1.1 Industries in the Sharing Economy 
  

Sharing behaviour among communities, collectives and corporations has been evident for centuries 

according to Belk (2010), but new forms of collaborative consumption now find its way into the 

private, public and non-profit sector (Bauwens, Mendoza & Iacomella 2012; Griffith & Gilly, 

2012). In fact, collaborative consumption spills over to areas that previously not have been utilizing 

collaborative consumption as a result of societal, economic and technological drivers (Belk, 2014; 

Owyang, Samuel & Grenville, 2014). 

  

In the popular press there has become a considerable discussion of the sharing economy as a 

coherent new industry (Economist, 2013). Sharing economy businesses do typically maintain 

certain characteristics, most commonly, these businesses use a web platform, which permits users 

to share or sell things where the transaction cost previously would have hindered such commerce. 

Almost all companies that participate in sharing economy business has a non-sharing economy 

equivalent. While sharing economy remodelled the way in which individuals access underutilized 

goods, the sharing economy seldom invents needs or new markets. Most sharing economy 

businesses replicate an already existing service (Miller, 2016). Crowdfunding, ride sharing, bike 

sharing, clothing swaps, shared workspaces and social lending – the list goes on when it comes to 

examples of collaborative consumption across industries. Even though these examples vary in 

purpose, scale and maturity, according to Botsman & Rogers (2011) they can be organized in three 

different systems, namely ‘Product Service Systems’, ‘Redistribution Markets’ and ‘Collaborative 

Lifestyles’, in order to gain a deeper understanding of the term. 

 

People are more and more shifting to a “usage mind-set” where one pays for the benefit of the 

product without owning the product outright. Product Service Systems is based upon this notion, 

which disrupts conventional industries using models of private ownership. In a Product Service 

System, multiple products owned by a company are shared by the help of a service. Product Service 

System may also help to extend the life of a product as it is based upon the notion that a product 

with limited usage is replaced by a shared service that maximizes its utility. For the users of these 

service systems, the benefits are twofold. Firstly, the consumers do not have to pay for the product, 

which also makes them not responsible for repair, maintenance and insurance. Secondly, as our 

relationship to things moves from ownership to usage, the options to satisfy our needs increase. 
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Social networks or platforms have enabled the redistribution of used or pre-owned goods from 

where they are not fully utilized to where they are, giving birth to the second type of collaborative 

consumption, Redistribution Markets. In some cases, the marketplaces are built upon the idea of 

entirely free exchanges, in others, the products are sold for points or cash, or a hybrid of the two. 

These exchanges of products are often done between anonymous strangers, but sometimes the 

marketplaces connect consumers who already know each other. Redistribution markets encourages 

the reuse and re-selling of old items rather than destroying them, which leads to a reduction of 

utilized resources and waste that go along with a new product. As a result, this category of 

collaborative consumption challenge and disrupt the conventional relationship between a 

consumer, retailer and producer and destroys the thoughts of “buy more” and “buy new”. 

 

Beyond physical goods such as bikes, cars and other used goods that can be swapped, bartered and 

shared, people with similar interests are coming together to exchange and share less tangible assets 

such as skills, space, time and money. This category, called Collaborative Lifestyles, are also 

occurring worldwide as people transcend physical boundaries through Internet. What is necessary 

within this type of collaborative lifestyle is a large amount of trust since human-to-human 

interaction is the focus of the exchange and not a physical product (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). 

 

Owyang (2016), has placed over 150 sharing-economy companies in twelve different indutries; 

‘Learning’, ‘Municipal’, ‘Money’, ‘Goods’, ‘Health and Wellness’, ‘Space’, ‘Food’, ‘Utilities’, 

‘Transportation’, ‘Services’, ‘Logistics’ and ‘Corporate’. More sharing economy companies, in even 

more market sectors, emerge almost daily and represents a serious threat to some of the established 

industries (Kathan, Matzler & Veider, 2016; Miller, 2016). As a report from Deloitte (2016) states, 

new entrants will continue to emerge, because technology has eroded asset ownership as the 

traditional barrier of entry in many industries. The most common and recurring industries in 

current research papers are: Transportation (eg. Uber & Lyft), Money (eg. Indiegogo & 

Kickstarter), Space (eg. Airbnb & Couchsurfing), Logistics (eg. Boxbee & Deliv), Goods (eg. 

Craigslist & Ebay) and Services (eg. Fiverr & TaskRabbit).  

 

Transportation refers to the movement of people by different means such as cars, bicycles and 

busses. Space defines the accommodation industry where people participates in order to find places 

to stay during vacation, travelling or long-term renting, for example. Money focuses on peer-to-

peer lending, a way of lending money through online services that matches lenders with borrowers. 

Logistics refers to movement of goods, products and services. Goods refers to the stimulation of 
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needs and wants where goods often are of a tangible character compared to the Service industry 

and its intangible features. These industries are also those that have received most funding 

according to the study made by Owyang (2016). 

2.1.3 Issues with Collaborative Consumption 
  

Collaborative consumption has over the years received a fair amount of criticism (Balaram, 2016). 

The term “we-washing” and “greenwashing” have been used to refer to practices that are said to 

be socially or environmentally beneficial while in reality it is only a cover up or strategic use of 

language to wash problematic practices (Huang, 2015). Collaborative consumption has also been 

accused of being involved with ‘precarization’ of labour, the process in which the number of people 

who feel job security decreases and has been referred to as a “gig” or the “on-demand” economy 

(Meelen & Frenken, 2015). 

  

Many scholars argue that with the term collaborative consumption there is also a lot of risks 

involved, one for example is that the actor who initiates an exchange incurs a high amount of risk 

that the recipient on the other end not will reciprocate (Santana & Parigi, 2015). There are also 

concerns regarding the fact that the concept creates unregulated marketplaces that pose a threat to 

regulated sectors and businesses. Actors call for the collaborative consumption platforms to 

regulate on the same basis as already established businesses, and for companies active within 

collaborative consumption to proactively adapt to the established practices. It is also the concern 

that it might be an incoherent field of innovation and reinforcing a laissez-faire type of economy. 

Some of the largest sharing platforms, including Airbnb and Uber have received critique for 

transferring risk to consumers, establishing illegal markets, creating unfair competition and 

promoting tax avoidance (Martin, Upham & Budd, 2015). 

  

The sharing economy is on the other hand also considered to be an economic opportunity, a 

pathway to a more equitable, decentralized as well as a more sustainable way of consumption as 

mentioned before (Martin, 2016). To assure that the umbrella term of sharing economy continues 

to grow one must avoid regulatory and market failure that allow participants in different markets 

to gain unfair advantage over others (Malhotra & Van Alstyne, 2014). While the emergence of 

sharing economy has been rapidly adapted on a global level, there is some resistance in different 

areas that prohibits and/or limits shareable products and services. Uber for example was 

established in San Francisco and its introduction to the traditional markets resulted in a 65 percent 

decrease of taxi trips. As a preventive action, San Francisco’s Municipal Transportation Agency 
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(SFMTA) introduced regulation in order to encourage a vibrant taxi industry and stabilize 

competition (Bond, 2015). In addition, insurance policies, safety concerns and legitimacy are also 

some of the debated subjects in relation to Uber’s establishment (Miller, 2016). The second pioneer, 

Airbnb, has been banned from providing short-term rentals (30 days) within the state of New York 

(Brustein, 2016). Fang, Ye, & Law (2016) however, suggests that Airbnb has a positive impact on 

the tourist industry by providing new job positions and higher rate of tourism by a reason of 

diminished accommodation costs. Several questions regarding economical, behavioural and legal 

aspects surrounding sharing economies remain. This economical term has been developing rapidly 

and governments, regulators and other social norms have not fully adopted or established a 

response to the changing marketplaces yet (Teubner, 2014). Despite all the positive aspect of 

sharing economy, the term could equally well further fuel the current consumerist culture. It is not 

enough for scholars to simply endorse the sharing economy. Pargman, Eriksson and Friday (2016, 

p.3) states that “instead of keeping our eyes on the ball (the sharing economy), we need to keep 

our eyes on two balls at the same time (the sharing economy and limits)”. 
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3. Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Motivational Factors in the Collaborative Consumption 
  

Previous research within the sharing economy have divided motivation into either altruism or 

utilitarianism (Albinsson & Perera, 2012; Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Botsman & Rogers, 2011). In 

order to address this, more recent studies have divided the motivation to participate in collaborative 

consumption into intrinsic- and extrinsic motivation (Hamari et al., 2015; Van de Glind, 2013). 

When an activity is driven by intrinsic motivation, it is most often motivated by pleasure. The 

pleasure can be derived from a pure interest in the activity or simply because it is fun to take part 

in (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Extrinsic motivation on the other hand are motivated by some sort of 

outside influence. These influences can, for example, be expectations of rewards that can either be 

tangible in the form of money, privileges and grades or intangible in the form of praise (Guay, 

Chanal, Ratelle, Marsh, Larose & Boivin 2010). According to Eccles and Wigfield (2002), when 

individuals are extrinsically motivated they engage in activities for reasons such as receiving a 

reward. In addition to this, it has been argued by several authors that self-determination plays a 

role in extrinsically motivated behaviour (Deci & Ryan, 1985). As the categorization of motivational 

factors has been divided into either extrinsic- or intrinsic motivation by a large amount of scholars 

in a variety of ways, there is no general categorization available. In order to bridge this gap in 

current literature, categorization made by several authors have been incorporated and investigated. 

In the section below, the most frequent motivational factors that have previously been mentioned 

in literature regarding collaborative consumption will be presented.  

  

Botsman and Rogers (2011) argues that consumers can be motivated to participate in collaborative 

consumption as a result of four different factors including economic-, practical-, social- and 

idealistic factors. The authors mean that consumers can be inclined to engage in collaborative 

consumption because they might receive economic benefits. Consumers can also be motivated by 

the practicality that collaborative consumption presents. They also suggest that the social aspects 

of collaborative consumption can motivate consumers. Since collaborative consumption often 

include social interactions, it can help foster a sense of belonging that traditional consumption 

cannot. Lastly, collaborative consumption can also be seen as a way to encourage more sustainable 

consumption which is included in the idealistic factors. 

  

 



 

 12 

Hamari et al. (2015) and Van de Glind (2013) has in addition to these four motivational factors of 

collaborative consumption presented additional factors. Hamari et al. (2015) suggests that 

consumers can be motivated participate in collaborative consumption by other factors such as 

reputation among peers within a community. Van de Glind (2013), in turn, introduces another 

factor that suggests that consumers can be motivated by a sense of curiosity towards collaborative 

consumption. He argues that the term is an emerging concept and that consumers might get a thrill 

out of testing something completely new. 

  

The different types of motivations mentioned above are the primary factors associated with 

collaborative consumption and especially, financial-, social-, practical- and idealistic motivational 

factors is consistently mentioned in prior research (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2013; Botsman & Rogers, 

2011; Hamari et al., 2015; Van de Glind, 2013). However, when reviewing the literature within the 

subject, other factors have been presented by scholars in order to fully be able to understand the 

motivational factors consumers might have to participate in collaborative consumption across 

industries. In the section below, we will address the six most recurring and important factors in 

order to gain an understanding to why consumers participate in collaborative consumption. Later 

on, the different factors across industries will be presented as either intrinsic or extrinsic with the 

help of previous research from Hamari et al. (2015) and Van de Glind (2013) and through a 

research model, give the reader a clear understanding of how the conceptual framework has 

evolved. 

3.1.1 Economic Factor 
  

As mentioned above, sharing goods and services is often regarded as not only a more sustainable 

alternative but also more economical one (Belk, 2010; Lamberton & Rose, 2012). In fact, recent 

research contributions have been addressing this topic. Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) stress 

economic factors to be a major reason in many cases when practicing collaborative consumption. 

Moeller and Wittkowski (2010), shows that sharing options tend to be cheaper than non-sharing 

options and considers price consciousness among consumers to be a principle determinant of using 

sharing options. Therefore, participating in sharing can be seen as a utility maximizing behaviour 

wherein the consumers, for example, replaces ownership of goods with lower-cost options from 

within a collaborative consumption service (Hamari et al., 2015). 
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3.1.2 Trust Factor 
  

Trust is conceptualized to be a principle determinant of the participation in collaborative 

consumption by scholars (Botsman & Rogers, 2011; Owyang et al., 2014). However, recent 

empirical research contributions have not considered the role of trust when empirically assessing 

the determinants of motivation within collaborative consumption services, particularly not in 

quantitative studies (Möhlmann, 2015). In a collaborative consumption context, trust refers to the 

trust in the provider of a collaborative consumption service and to the other consumers one is 

sharing it with (Chai, Das & Rao, 2011). Thereby, trust is considered to be a principle determinant 

of motivation in choosing collaborative consumption options (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). 

3.1.3 Quality Factor 
  

The perception of quality depends on the experience of the consumer when using a service (Seiders, 

Voss, Godfrey & Grewal, 2007). It is an established idea in consumer- and service research that 

perceived quality is a major determinant of satisfaction for using a service again (Cronin & Taylor, 

1992). This relationship has been confirmed by various empirical studies according to Möhlmann 

(2015). In the context of sharing economy, a user of a car sharing service, for example, might be 

more likely to use the service again after having a positive experience. 

3.1.4 Sustainability Factor 
  

Sustainability is one of the most recurring factors for collaborative consumption. Hamari et al. 

(2015) have categorized sustainability as an idealistic factor, however, this factor also include ethical 

and political concerns which are not of utter importance for the outcome of this paper. The 

reviewing of literature has also shown that most authors are using sustainability as a factor of its 

own. Participation in collaborative consumption is generally expected to be a sustainable alternative 

and refers to the culture of sharing rather than owning the asset (Prothero, Dobscha, Freund, 

Kilbourne, Luchs, Ozanne & Thøgersen, 2011; Sacks, 2011). Thus, by offering someone to lend 

your screwdriver for a fee or a counter performance, the sharing economy provides a sustainable 

option by reducing purchases, which in turn diminishes the environmental impact, reduced costs 

and increases the social relation. Recent developments within collaborative consumption platforms 

suggests that they foster a sustainable marketplace that “optimizes the environmental, social and 

economic consequences of consumption in order to meet the needs of both current and future 

generations” (Phipps, Ozanne, Luchs, Subrahmanyan, Kapitan, Catlin & Weaver, 2013, p.1227).  
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3.1.5 Social Factor 
  

Another driver within the collaborative consumption movement is an apparent change in the values 

in society (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). Consumers are driven by a desire to connect with people, 

not only through friends, but also other people in the community (Albinsson & Perera, 2012). Van 

de Glind (2013) found that social aspects were one of the most common reason among consumers 

to participate in collaborative consumption. This as consumers are motivated by a desire to help 

others and create social cohesion. These desires are filled with a wish of feeling togetherness, 

belonging and esteem. This is referred to as the “we mind-set” by Botsman and Rogers (2011) and 

has been fuelled by technological advancements. 

3.1.6 Practical Factor 
 

Practicality, or also called convenience by many authors, is regarded as another important motive 

for partaking in collaborative consumption (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). In the study made by Van 

de Glind (2013) on different collaborative consumption platforms, the most frequently recurring 

reason for participating in collaborative consumption was practicality. The convenience of 

collaborative consumption, as an alternative to traditional forms of consumptions, has emerged for 

a number of reasons; the most important, yet again, being technological advancements and also 

changing values regarding ownership. Möhlmann (2015) talks about smartphones and their 

capability to display various apps that they assure an even more immediate access to different 

collaborative consumption platforms. Because of the higher level of mobility enabled by mobile 

technology, practicality as a factor has gotten more important. 

  

3.2 Categorization of Motivational Factors 
  

With the help of Ryan and Deci (2000), the authors Hamari et al. (2015) and Van de Glind (2013) 

have respectively categorized different motivational factors commonly mentioned for participating 

in collaborative consumption as either intrinsic or extrinsic. According to Hamari et al. (2015), two 

motivational factors can be identified as intrinsic; enjoyment and sustainability, and two as extrinsic; 

economic benefits and reputation. As enjoyment is a rather all-encompassing factor, one can argue 

that it could to be a part of social motivation. Furthermore, Hamari et al. (2015) considers 

sustainability to be related to ideology and norms, and thus fall into the intrinsic category. Lastly, 

economic benefits and personal reputation fall into the extrinsic category as they are both related 

to rewards (Hamari et al., 2015). 
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(Hamari et al., 2015) 
  

With another perspective than Hamari et al. (2015), Van de Glind (2013) identifies social 

motivation, environmental motivation and curiousness as intrinsic and practical motivation and 

financial motivation as extrinsic. Social motivation is considered to be intrinsic as it is driven by 

the enjoyment that the consumers get from sharing with others. Curiousness is considered to be 

intrinsic but is excluded from this paper due to its broad nature. A consumer can be curious to 

participate in collaborative consumption from all of the factors mentioned above and it is therefore 

not important nor mentioned to any larger extent by other scholars. Environmental motivation is 

considered to be intrinsic as it is driven by the consumers’ willingness to do the right thing. 

Conversely, practical motivation is considered to be extrinsic since it is closely related to the 

fulfilment of the consumers’ needs. Financial motivation is considered to be extrinsic for the same 

reason (Van de Glind, 2013). 
 

(Van de Glind, 2013) 
 

Van de Glind (2013) further suggests that social motivation can be extrinsic in that the users are 

motivated by forward reciprocity. This means that people that in some way share through a 

collaborative consumption platform hope that their favour will be reciprocated by another user in 

the future. Finally, Van de Glind (2013) also suggests that social motivation can be intrinsic in the 

way that users might enjoy the praise from people they lend, share and otherwise help through 

collaborative consumption. In this paper, we consider social motivation to be primarily intrinsically 

motivated as forward reciprocity as well as praise and compliments are associated with those whose 

offer collaborative consumption services, not with the consumers. In addition, sustainability will 

be conceptualized as an intrinsic motivation in line with previous work (Lakhani & Wolf, 2003; 

Nov, Naaman & Ye, 2010). Quality is an important aspect for consumer’s motivation to utilize 

collaborative consumption (Möhlmann, 2015). In this paper, quality will be defined as an intrinsic 

motivation as perceived service quality is a strong driver to why consumer feel enjoyment when 

Intrinsic Motivation Extrinsic Motivation 

Enjoyment Economic benefits 

Sustainability Reputation 

Intrinsic Motivation Extrinsic Motivation 

Social Practical 

Environmental Social 

Curiousness Financial 

--- Curiousness 
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they are sharing with others. Moreover, it is closely linked to practicality and the fulfilment of 

consumers’ needs. Based on the work of Hamari et al. (2015) and Van de Glind (2013), together 

with our own research and assumptions, the following conceptual framework will be utilized: 

 

 

 

As mentioned earlier, the emergence of collaborative consumption can be said to have been 

established by a group of motivational factors. After the considerable study of a number of existing 

academic works and many science publications within the field of collaborative consumption, 40 

935 observations conducted through qualitative and quantitative research was found in the six 

largest industries with regards to funding within the sharing economy (Appendix 1). Several 

motivational factors for participation presented themselves across these six industries and have 

been categorized as seen in table 1 & 2 below: 

 

 

 

 

Label Industry Literature Source 

Extrinsic Motivational Factors 

Economic Factors 

Price Logistics Rougés & Montreuil (2014) 
Economic Logistics 

Logistics 
Space 
Space 
Space 
Money 
Service 
Transportation 
Money 
Transportation 
Transportation 

McKinnon (2016) 
Ocicka & Wieteska (2017) 
Nadler (2014) 
Tussyadiah (2014) 
Schor (2016) 
Chen, Lai & Lin (2014) 
Hamari et al. (2015) 
Erving (2014) 
Baeck, Collins & Zhang (2014)  
Möhlmann (2015) 
Nadler (2014) 

Compensation Money Spindelreher & Schlagwein (2016) 
Earning money Goods Van de Glind (2013) 
Savings Goods 

Service 
Schiel (2015) 
Van de Glind (2013) 

Practical Factors 

Accessibility 
 

Logistics 
Space 
Transportation 

Rougés & Montreuil (2014) 
Nadler (2014) 
Nadler (2014) 
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Table 1 - Extrinsic factors in literature 
 
 

 

Table 2 - Intrinsic factors in literature 
 

 

    

   

  

      
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
    
  

  
  
     

    
  
      

  
  

      
       
  

 
  

    
  

 
 

 
 

 

    
  
  

Practical Logistics 
Space 

McKinnon (2016) 
Schor (2016) 

Convenience Goods 
Transportation 
Service 

Schiel (2015) 
Erving (2014) 
Nadler (2014) 

Trust Factors 

Trust Money 
Transportation 
Transportation 

Chen, Lai & Lin (2014) 
Möhlmann (2015) 
Erving (2014) 

 

 

Label Industry Literature Source 

Intrinsic Motivational Factors 

Social Factors 

Social Logistics 
Space 
Space 
Money 

Ocicka & Wieteska (2017) 
Tussyadiah (2014) 
Schor (2016) 
Baeck, Collins & Zhang (2014) 

Community Involvement Space 
Service 

Nadler (2014) 
Nadler (2014) 

Outward Recognition Money Spindelreher & Schlagwein (2016) 
Meeting People Goods 

Service 
Van de Glind (2013) 
Van de Glind (2013) 

Status Goods Lawson (2010) 
Sustainability Factors 

Environmental Logistics 
Goods 
Goods 
Goods 
Service 
Money 

Ocicka & Wieteska (2017) 
Van de Glind (2013) 
Schiel (2015) 
Lawson (2010) 
Van de Glind (2013) 
Baeck, Collins & Zhang (2014) 

Sustainability Space 
Services 
Transportation 

Tussyadiah (2014) 
Hamari et al. (2015) 
Nadler (2014) 

Quality Factors 

Personalization Logistics Rougés & Montreuil (2014) 
Quality Logistics 

Money 
Money 
Goods 
Services 
Transportation 
Service 

McKinnon (2016) 
Chen, Lai & Lin (2014) 
Spindelreher & Schlagwein (2016) 
Lawson (2010) 
Hamari et al. (2015) 
Möhlmann (2015) 
Nadler (2014) 
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As seen in table 1 & 2, a consumer’s motivation for participating in the collaborative consumption 

can range between or be a combination of numerous different factors as users strive for one or 

more perceived benefits. For the purpose of this paper, these perceived benefits are equal to the 

motivational factors for a consumer to participate in the sharing economy. To solve the research 

questions, these six motivational factors will be associated with their respective industry and further 

on be linked to industry funding in order to see whether some factors attracts more consumers and 

ultimately funding. This linkage will also indicate if there are industry specific factors and if they 

differ across industries. This have been done through the creation of the research model seen below 

(figure 1). It presents the independent variables (predictors) in terms of motivational factors, which 

are thought to influence the dependent variables (effect, consequence) of industries and ultimately 

industry funding (Blumberg, Cooper & Schindler, 2008). 

 

 

Figure 1 - Conceptual framework 
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4. Methodology & Method 

4.1 Methodology 

4.1.1 Research Purpose 
 

With regards to the aim of the study, there are three main ways in which the paper can be 

differentiated, namely through an explanatory, descriptive or exploratory research. There are 

multiple papers in which the motivational factors underlying the usage of sharing economy are 

investigated, however there is a lack of clearance and consistency of the actual results. This implies 

that the paper constructed will function as an extension of the prior explanatory research within 

the subject. What can be distinguished as a difference between this paper and prior ones is that this 

research will emphasize a more descriptive approach rather than the prior often utilized explanatory 

approach. This because, in contrary to several earlier papers, the research aims to investigate what 

factors that drives the development of collaborative consumption as a business model rather than 

how, when and why this is happening (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012). 

4.1.2 Research Philosophy 
  

Research philosophy is divided into epistemological- as well as ontological considerations. The 

prior of the two are concerned with the extent of knowledge that should be considered as an 

acceptable degree when it comes to a certain discipline. Continuously there are two possible 

viewpoints that the research may take with regards to the epistemological considerations, namely 

positivism and interpretivism. Positivism will be adopted as this thesis use observable data and 

conclusions will be drawn on the findings generated from the data (Bryman, 2012). The reasoning 

behind this logic is that theories that are not directly connected to observations cannot be argued 

for being scientific, meaning that observations possess a superior status compared to theory. This 

will enable the researchers to get an independent view and reduce the risk of biased results as the 

conclusions drawn in the paper will be based on a collection and analysis of data and the research 

will not be affected by personal preferences. Criticism towards positivism includes argumentations 

that the humans are too complex to be generalized. However, in order to make a scientific 

contribution and generate a result that can be generalized, large amount of data must be analysed, 

hence positivism will be the superior doctrine (Bryman, 2012).  

 

 The issues connected to social ontology are the questions concerned with the nature of social 

science. The two positions with regards to the mentioned considerations are objectivism and 

constructivism. The prior of the two positions implies that we are faced with different social 
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phenomenon and that these are beyond our affection, meaning that these are external facts 

(Bryman, 2012). Within the fields of management in business and social research, objectivism is 

emphasized as it produces a result that is more unbiased as well as more reliable (Bryman & Bell, 

2011). This is the reasoning behind the selection of an objectivism position with regards to 

ontological considerations. 

4.1.3 Research Approach 
 

Through the utilization of a deductive approach, prior papers conducted within the field can 

function as a base as well as guidance when conducting the research questions, choosing the 

method and the way in which the data will be analysed. Making use of a deductive approach as well 

as aiming to be descriptive cohere, as both approaches emphasize the importance of absorbing 

knowledge within the subject prior the collection of data (Bryman, 2012; Saunders et al., 2012). 

The deductive approach also aligns with the fact that different scholars tend to argue for different 

determinants for the likelihood of success within in sharing economy. This inconsistency is what 

lays the foundation for this paper rather than a lack of suggested factors for the wide usage of 

collaborative consumption. Furthermore, the deductive approach enabled the researchers to 

develop an extensive understanding of sharing economy as a subject including the suggested 

theories connected to the topic. A deductive approach is also coherent with the prior discussed 

positivism and descriptive approach and the three serves as the foundation for the methodology 

utilized in the paper. 

4.1.4 Research Strategy 
 

In order to make the largest contribution possible to the field of research, the strategy chosen for 

this examination is a quantitative strategy, namely secondary analysis. There are numerous 

advantages associated with secondary analysis that suits the aim of this examination. Firstly, given 

the extent of the study, secondary analysis will provide the opportunity to access high quality data 

within a time period substantially shorter than if a data collection process was to be carried out. 

Furthermore, the basis for which the paper was conducted meant that there was data available, 

however, some of them contradicting each other, and through secondary analysis there is an 

opportunity for the researchers to chart trends as well as finding patterns (Bryman, 2012). The 

paper aims to further find relationships between industries and the factors connected to funding 

of sharing economy, and the opportunity to analyse a greater amount of data makes a quantitative 

strategy suitable. Continuously, the reanalysis of data may offer the authors the opportunity to 

construct new interpretations, which is argued that this thesis does through the usage of different 
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data analysis tools. Furthermore, the quantitative strategy is most often used along with the 

previously discussed deductive approach, positivism as well as the objectivism orientation meaning 

that the whole methodology of the research will be more coherent (Bryman, 2012). There are 

however limitations to the usage of secondary data, much of it connected to the lack of control. In 

this case, however, the authors believe, as discussed above, that the data utilized contributed in best 

possible manner to the research. 

4.2 Method 

4.2.1 Data Collection 
 

The data used in this paper is collected from web-strategist.com and their ongoing research on the 

collaborative consumption (Owyang, 2016). The webpage, created by Jeremiah Owyang, founder 

of Crowd Companies, and one of the most eminent researchers within sharing economy, consult 

large corporations in how to engage in collaborative consumption as well as conducting research 

within the subject in order to help companies connect with consumers through web technologies. 

The database includes a worldwide comprehensive aggregation of funding across industries in an 

attempt to analyse and forecast where the market is heading. The database contains data on funding 

regarding the amount, date, industry, company, investors and sources on where the information 

has been gathered from on. The amount of funding is reported in dollars and is therefore the 

currency used throughout the thesis. Furthermore, the database contains valuations of companies, 

debt financing, breakdowns of industries and an overall summary of the data (Owyang, 2016). 

   

In total, the dataset includes 851 observations of funding rounds within the sharing economy 

around the world. Continuously, of the 851 funding rounds made, 76 (9%) of them included an 

unknown value of the amount funded, however, considering the equal distribution of the unknown 

value between industries as well as the large dominance of the six largest industries these unknown 

funding rounds were not considered to have a meaningful impact of this paper. The remaining 776 

observations was subsequently split into the industries reported by Owyang (2016). An important 

note is that roughly 50 percent of the data is from between the years of 2012 and 2016. 

  

Considering the contributions of Jeremiah Owyang to the field of research and the substantial 

explanation of the underlying sources of the data one can argue that the data is of sufficient quality. 

Combined with the usefulness for the aim of this thesis, the data collected can be regarded as 

critical to the result. Continuously, the funding rounds and the companies receiving them was 
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connected to a certain industry meaning that each funding could be associated to an industry in a 

correct manner. 

  

To evaluate the existing research of secondary data, a literature review was carried out to generate 

an overall view of current research. For this study, data compiled from multiple sources was the 

most relevant way of collecting secondary data as the investigation is based on a large amount of 

articles discussing collaborative consumption and its motivational factors across industries. In 

order to identify the most common motivational factors for customer engagement in sharing 

economy, databases such as Web of Science, Scopus, Google Scholar and Primo was utilized. Main 

keywords included, but was not limited to: ‘Sharing Economy’, ‘Collaborative Consumption’, 

‘Motivational Factors’, ‘Satisfaction’, ‘Funding’, ‘Extrinsic’ and ‘Intrinsic’ as well as the specific 

industries investigated, namely: ‘Transportation’, ‘Space’, ‘Money’, ‘Goods’, ‘Logistics’ and 

‘Service’. The selection criteria were further decided with regards to citations meaning that articles 

with a greater amount of citations was prioritized. Even if the majority of articles within the subject 

are constructed within the last years, papers written more recently was prioritized prior to older 

ones. Furthermore, in each article the three factors explained as the most significant motivational 

factors were determined. This procedure was carried out for three papers within each specific 

industry in order to avoid a biased result and also to contribute with more observations. The 

subsequent result was table 1 & 2 presented earlier, in which six different motivational factors were 

found to be the most critical. In total, 18 articles were chosen to serve as framework of the different 

motivational factors mentioned by scholars across industries. 

4.3 Research Ethics 
 

Research ethics within research consist of multiple issues that needs to be considered during the 

examination. One can divide the principles into four main areas; harm to participants, lack of 

informed consent, invasion of privacy and deception (Bryman, 2012). Most of the possible issues 

for this paper revolves around the usage of secondary data. Firstly, the record of all funding rounds 

made to companies within sharing economy was collected through a website providing open access 

to this data (Owyang, 2016). Subsequently, a dialogue was carried out with Jeremiah Owyang, 

founder of the site, who is also responsible for the primary collection of data. This in order to 

confirm that the usage and intention of the data was communicated. With regards to the 

motivational factors found through the literature review, these were based on published articles, 

meaning they are accessible to anyone for purposes like the one of this thesis. Continuously, in 
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order for the examination and the coherent result not to be biased, the findings was solely based 

on statistical data and as mentioned this data is accessible to anyone. 

4.4 Data Analysis 

4.4.1 Univariate Analysis 
 

Univariate analysis is the procedure of analysing one variable at a time and can be done in numerous 

ways. In order to display the frequency of the motivational factors within sharing economy, the 

first step was to incorporate the data in such a manner so that classifications could be done in order 

to assign them as variables. The data for all the funding made within sharing economy was imported 

into Excel, which was done to determine what amount of funding each industry have received. The 

process included a univariate analysis summarising all funding for a specific industry in order to 

create a diagram, namely a pie chart and a bar chart. Diagrams are one of the most common tool 

used when visualizing quantitative data due to the easiness to interpret and understand (Bryman, 

2012). This was done to get an overview of the funding within the sharing economy and to display 

what industries that up until 2016 had received the largest amount of funding, and are thus a vital 

part of the foundation of the paper. The six industries that received most funding rounds were 

classified separately and the remaining were classified as ‘Others’ leading to 7 different categories. 

The six industries with most funding received nine motivational factors from three authors 

respectively explaining the reasons behind customer participation in collaborative consumption. 

Furthermore, in order to get an even better display of the funding of industries, a frequency table 

as well as an associated bar chart was generated taking into consideration not the amount of funding 

but the amount of times each industry have received funding. By doing so, the authors wanted to 

investigate if the amount of funding was a result of several smaller funding rounds or whether 

some industries were dependent on less but larger funding. To get an overview of the motivational 

factors for participation in the different industries, another univariate analysis was made in order 

to display the most common factors. When constructing the analysis, each factor received a number 

so that the data could be quantified and analysed. After being coded, another diagram was 

constructed, using IBM SPSS, an analytic tool for statistics, in order to display the most frequent 

occurring motivational factors for participation. 

4.4.2 Bivariate Analysis 
 

Bivariate analysis is the process of analysing two variables at a time in order to find if there is a 

relationship between the selected variables. The way in which the process is carried out depends 

on the nature of the variables that will be analysed. For the sake of this paper, considering the 
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variables in the data, the way in which the variables were analysed was through contingency tables. 

This method of bivariate analysis is the most flexible in analysing relationships and a way to display 

patterns of associations (Bryman, 2012). For the bivariate analysis, IBM SPSS was used. In order 

to analyse the motivational factors, a process of coding was conducted prior the utilization of the 

program. The process meant that each industry received a number and the same was done with the 

motivational factors, this in order for the program to be able to interpret the data. Each industry, 

and the associated number, was used nine times as it was connected to nine different motivational 

factors. The factors also received a number in order to be interpreted by the program and as there 

was six different factors found each of them received a value reaching from 1 to 6. The following 

result was two nominal variables and the output meant that each industry was present nine times 

and depending on the frequency of the motivational factors they were present with different 

frequency from each other. Through the usage of contingency tables, the authors were able to 

display not only the most frequent motivational factors but as well investigate if some of the factors 

were industry specific, meaning they were not reoccurring when the industry variable was changed. 

Lastly, a contingency table was constructed in order to investigate whether intrinsic or extrinsic 

motivational factors was crucial in order to get funding. This was done by simply assigning intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivations a value and then define all different factors in one of the two, which was 

done using the framework from the literature review. By doing so one can see if there is a pattern 

where one of the two are more frequent as a motivational factor for participation in collaborative 

consumption. The last contingency table thus functioned as an extension to the prior bivariate 

analysis.  

4.5 Trustworthiness of Research 
 

When evaluating the credibility of the research, two factors must be considered, namely reliability 

and validity. The prior is the extent to which the data collection as well as the analysis can lead to 

a result that is reproducible and are thus sensitive to major changes. Not only within the subject 

but in several other more general factors as well, possibly including the economic outlook in 

general, advances in technology etcetera (Bryman, 2012). As mentioned earlier, different scholars 

have received and experienced some differences in factors affecting why consumers engage in 

collaborative consumption. Even if the methods and strategies used vary somewhat, the differences 

in results might raise questions with regards to reliability, which is one of the main reasons for the 

foundation of this paper. There was numerous approaches undertaken to ensure a high degree of 

reliability. The transparency of the data incorporated in the paper has been considered and as 

mentioned the raw data is accessible and the interpretation of it has been explained using a step-
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by-step approach. Accordingly, the results yielded can be replicated and scholars have the 

possibility to perform similar studies, thus increasing the reliability.  

  

Furthermore, validity concerns if the concepts and the associated measures actually is a result of 

that concept or whether there are some underlying and connected features that affects the outcome 

of that concept. In quantitative research, the issue and risk of validity is often of greater concern 

than when other strategies are utilized, meaning that this paper had to address the issue and 

proactively work towards decreasing it (Bryman, 2012). This was done by investigating the 

relationship between motivational factors and funding as well as analysing to what extent the 

specific motivational factors are related to only one industry or sharing economy in general. By 

doing so, the external validity, measuring if the result can be applicable outside the chosen sample, 

was enhanced (Bryman, 2012).  The increased external validity aid the paper in such a manner that 

the factors that are not industry specific may be applicable to other industries and thus also the 

industries yet to utilize sharing economy. 
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5. Empirical Findings 

5.1 Univariate Analysis  
 

The three univariate analyses performed displays firstly information regarding the funding structure 

of companies within sharing economy and further the motivational factors that are most frequent, 

independent of the industry. Figure 2 & 3 provides information about the collected data of the 776 

funding rounds made to companies engaging in sharing economy. By analysing the charts, one can 

clearly find that some industries have received a substantial amount of funding and namely the 

Transportation industry, with 63.25% of the funding, is the industry with by far the most funding. 

Following Transportation, Space (15.32%) and Money (6.40%) subsequently have received the 

second and third largest amount of funding. The three largest industries with regards to amount of 

funding received have collected almost 85% of all the funding made to companies within sharing 

economy. The analysis entails that the following industries receiving the largest amount of funding 

after the three prior mentioned are Services, Goods and Logistics orderly. The category of Other 

received $1,93 billion (5.73%), however, as it consists of multiple industries, each industry within 

the category did not receive a substantial amount of funding. The distribution of funding displays 

that the six largest categories represented 94.27% percent of the funding made during the time. 

 

 

Figure 2 - Bar chart of funding per industry 
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Figure 3 - Amount of funding per industry 
 

Another univariate analysis was constructed to provide another viewpoint of the funding, this time, 

through a frequency table that investigates the amount of times each industry had received funding. 

The subsequent result, displayed in table 3 and figure 4 provides information complementing the 

above discussed findings. The results from the performed analysis displays how there is less 

difference between the industries. Still the most dominant industry, Transportation, did not display 

as great share of the frequency, and were involved in 22.6% of the funding rounds. Continuously, 

Service were the industry involved in second most funding rounds with 19.2% participation. 

Subsequently Goods and the other industries participated in 138 funding rounds separately, 

representing 16.2% each of all the funding made. Space, accounting for 15.32% of the prior 

investigated amount of funding, received 75 funding rounds meaning that the industry participated 

in 8.9% of the funding done. The frequency per industry ranges from 35 recordings of funding 

rounds for the Logistics industry to 176 funding rounds for the Transportation industry. 
 

 
Table 3 - Frequency table of funding rounds 

63,25%
15,32%

6,40%

5,73%

4,12%
3,65% 1,53%

Allocated Funds in Percentage Terms. 

Transportation

Space

Money

Other

Services

Goods

Logistics

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Goods 138 16,2 16,2 16,2
Logistics 40 4,7 4,7 20,9
Money 104 12,2 12,2 33,1
Other 138 16,2 16,2 49,4
Services 163 19,2 19,2 68,5
Space 76 8,9 8,9 77,4
Transportation 192 22,6 22,6 100,0
Total 851 100,0 100,0

Valid
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Figure 4 - Amount of funding rounds 

 

The third univariate analysis display, through a frequency table (table 4) and a bar chart (figure 5), 

the number of times that the different motivational factors for participation in sharing economy 

was present. The frequency table and the associated bar chart displays the frequency in numbers 

as well as the subsequent percent of the frequency of the factor. The analysis shows that the 

economic factor is the most frequent across the different industries, being seen as a motivational 

factor for participation 16 times. Considering the number of samples (54), the economic 

motivational factor can be seen as not only the most vital factor but was argued to motivate 

customer to participation almost one third of the time (29.6%). Continuously the social factor was 

frequent 10 times out of the 54 observations meaning that 18.5% of the times this was seen as a 

motivational factor for participation. Out of the six different motivational factors, the two most 

frequent, namely economic and social, represented almost half of the valid percent in the 

investigation (48.1% i.e. 26 times). Furthermore, sustainability (9 times), practical (8) as well as 

quality (8) represented the three subsequent frequent categories of motivational factors. The 

distribution thus display that these three were almost equally frequent and can be argued to have 

an impact on customer participation, however not the extent of the economic and social factor. 

Lastly, trust was only present 3 times, meaning that this was clearly the least frequent factor 

explaining only 5.6% of why customer engage in sharing economy.  
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Table 4 - Frequency table of motivational factors 

 

 

Figure 5 - Bar chart of motivational factors 
 

 5.2 Bivariate Analysis 
 

The bivariate analysis and table 5 displays the motivational factors for participating in sharing 

economy combined with the industries, generating a result which indicates if there is any 

motivational factor that is industry specific or whether the factor is independent of changes in 

industries. By analysing the result, starting with the most frequent factor, one can see that 

independent of industry the economic factor seems to be vital for participation in sharing economy. 

The table entails how it was mentioned as the principal motivation in three industries; Logistics, 

Space as well as Transportation while mentioned two times in the remaining industries. 

Continuously, it is visible that the social factor, second most frequent, have more of a fluctuation 

as the table displays. While being the principal factor for the Space industry, the social factor was 

not seen as vital at all in the industry receiving most funding, namely Transportation. In the 

remaining industries, the factor was more evenly distributed with presence one time in Logistics 

and two times in the Money, Goods and Service industry. 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Economic 16 29,6 29,6 29,6

Social 10 18,5 18,5 48,1
Trust 3 5,6 5,6 53,7
Practical 8 14,8 14,8 68,5
Quality 8 14,8 14,8 83,3
Sustainability 9 16,7 16,7 100,0
Total 54 100,0 100,0

Valid
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Trust was the least frequent factor and by studying the contingency table one can also see that it 

was only considered a motivational factor for participation in the Money industry as well as the 

Transportation industry. Considering that the factor consisted of 22,2% of the motivational factors 

in the industry with the largest amount of funding, Transportation, one can see that trust is of 

importance in that industry, however considering the sharing economy as a whole it is not a 

common factor due to its dependence on industry. The practical factor is fairly even distributed, 

mentioned one or two times in all industries except for Money, and considering the total amount 

of frequencies one can see that even if not the most vital factor it is a factor that must be considered 

since it is present in almost all industries. Subsequently, a similar pattern was found when 

investigating the quality factor as this variable also was visible one or two times in all industries 

except for Space. Finally, by exploring how sustainability is a motivational factor for participation, 

the results suggest that it is considered to be the most vital aspect for engaging in collaborative 

consumption when goods is the industry. Moreover, it is evenly distributed with regards to 

importance between the other industries and is mentioned in all of them.  

 

 

Table 5 - Contingency table of motivational factors and industries 
 

Summarising, the result of the contingency table display that there were some factors more 

dependent on industries than others. Combining the univariate analysis with the bivariate analysis 

of the contingency table, the results display how the economic factor not only is the most frequent 

but that it is also independent of the industry meaning that it could be argued to be the most vital 

factor independent of the industry analysed. Furthermore, trust is a factor that is not only least 

frequent as it also is dependent on the industry meaning that it is not considered as equally vital as 

other factors. The remaining industries follow a similar pattern with a frequent distribution between 

Logistics Space Money Goods Services Transportation

Count 3 3 3 2 2 3 16

% within Industry 33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 22,2% 22,2% 33,3% 29,6%
Count 1 3 2 2 2 0 10
% within Industry 11,1% 33,3% 22,2% 22,2% 22,2% 0,0% 18,5%
Count 0 0 1 0 0 2 3
% within Industry 0,0% 0,0% 11,1% 0,0% 0,0% 22,2% 5,6%
Count 2 2 0 1 1 2 8
% within Industry 22,2% 22,2% 0,0% 11,1% 11,1% 22,2% 14,8%
Count 2 0 2 1 2 1 8
% within Industry 22,2% 0,0% 22,2% 11,1% 22,2% 11,1% 14,8%
Count 1 1 1 3 2 1 9
% within Industry 11,1% 11,1% 11,1% 33,3% 22,2% 11,1% 16,7%
Count 9 9 9 9 9 9 54
% within Industry 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Total

Motivational 
factors

Economic

Social

Trust

Practical

Quality

Sustainability

Industry

Total
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the industries with some exceptions where it is not considered as a motivational factor for 

participation. 

  

Lastly, another contingency table was constructed in order to investigate if a clear distinction could 

be made, relating the intrinsic and extrinsic factors to the industries and thus the amount of funding 

they received. As table 6 displays, the amount of intrinsic as well as extrinsic factors for 

participation in collaborative consumption are the same, namely 27 factors on each. The result of 

the bivariate analysis entails that with this investigation as reference there is no evidence of that 

intrinsic or extrinsic factors play a larger role in why consumers participate in collaborative 

consumption. The interesting finding with regards to the constructed contingency table is that one 

industry in particular stands out, as the difference between intrinsic and extrinsic motivational 

factors is substantial. As the table displays, the Transportation industry, also the one receiving the 

largest amount of funding, has 7 motivational factors related to extrinsic factors and only 2 related 

to intrinsic. This means that 77.8% of the motivational factors are extrinsic while only 22.2% are 

intrinsic. Continuously, the table suggest that for the industries of service as well as goods there is 

a difference as both of them consist of 66.7% intrinsic factors. For the remaining three industries, 

Logistics, Space and Money the distribution is almost equal with either 55.6% of extrinsic factors 

or 55.6% of intrinsic factors.  

 

 

Table 6 - Extrinsic/Intrinsic factors in industries 

 

 

 

 

 

Logistics Space Money Goods Services Transportation
Count 5 5 4 3 3 7 27
% within 
Extrinsic/Intrinsic factors 18,5% 18,5% 14,8% 11,1% 11,1% 25,9% 100,0%

% within Industry 55,6% 55,6% 44,4% 33,3% 33,3% 77,8% 50,0%
Count 4 4 5 6 6 2 27
% within 
Extrinsic/Intrinsic factors 14,8% 14,8% 18,5% 22,2% 22,2% 7,4% 100,0%

% within Industry 44,4% 44,4% 55,6% 66,7% 66,7% 22,2% 50,0%
Count 9 9 9 9 9 9 54
% within 
Extrinsic/Intrinsic factors 16,7% 16,7% 16,7% 16,7% 16,7% 16,7% 100,0%

% within Industry 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Total

Industry

Total

Extrinsic/Intrinsic factors Extrinsic factors

Intrinsic factors
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6. Analysis 

6.1 Funding of Industries and Motivational Factors 
 
From our findings we can identify how motivational factors affects different industries within the 

sharing economy and what factors that are of importance in order to attract funding for each 

industry. The first section includes an analysis on the different motivational factors and their 

relatedness to funding. The second section includes an analysis on intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivations and how these are different across industries. The secondary analysis of this paper 

allows an analytical interpretation of 40 935 observations, implying that the large sample space may 

be argued as a more representative result concerning the motives for collaborative consumption. 

Thus, throughout the analysis we expect to present results that occasionally differentiates from the 

existing literature. A reason for this disparity may derive from the fact that current literature 

findings are based on industry-, and in some cases, company specific research while this paper 

encompasses a secondary analysis, resulting in more pertinent results. 

6.1.1 Economic Factor 
 

The economic motivations for participating in the collaborative consumption are found to be the 

most dominant determinant according to the frequency table 4 and figure 5. The results are in 

accordance with Möhlmann (2015), Hamari et al (2015) and Van de Glind (2013) to the extent that 

they find the factor significant for participation. However, neither of the authors articulates it as 

the most critical factor for engaging in the collaborative consumption. As mentioned earlier, the 

findings of this paper are based on a diverse and substantially larger sample space than current 

literature, the economic significance may therefore be argued as more prevailing. This may be a 

result of the human behaviour regarding the pursuance of self-interest and rationality. Furthermore, 

this also is supported by the bivariate analysis, meaning that the economic motivations are found 

to be the most independent of factors when it comes to the different industries. Moeller and 

Wittkowski (2010) strengthens this by showing that sharing goods and services has a tendency to 

be less expensive than non-sharing options and further argues that monetary benefits among 

consumers is a principle determinant of using sharing options. The interpretation of this finding 

adds scientific value to current literature as scholars tends to employ findings of specific cases as 

applicable to the whole sharing economy. This has been illustrated in the problem formulation and 

the findings about economic motivations in this section aid to bridge the gap in current research. 
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By incorporating the results, this section highlights a descriptive correlation between funding and 

the satisfaction of monetary benefits. The economic motives are present in almost 30% of the 

recorded motivations according to our results, which makes it vital for companies that seeks 

funding to ensure that monetary benefits are satisfied when offering a good or a service. This is 

also explained by table 5, where it is indicated that the economic factor is solely the most frequent 

in three of the industries and equally occurring in the other three. Moreover, it is the major 

determinant in Transportation, which is the industry that has, without any competition, received 

the largest amount funding. According to the table 5, monetary benefits are always a determinant 

within the industries, however, within the industries of Goods and Services it is not the principal 

factor. This can be explained by the fact that within peer-to-peer sharing, the focus is to maintain 

the collaboration rather than capitalizing on monetary benefits (Kaplan & Haelein, 2010; Rodrigues 

& Druschel, 2010).  

6.1.2 Social Factor 
 

The findings highlight how the social factor is the second most common motivation for 

participation in sharing economy following economic. The factor is fairly evenly distributed 

between the industries with exception for the two most funded industries, as it is not mentioned 

as a factor for Transportation while mentioned by all scholars as vital in the Space industry (table 

5). Möhlmann (2015), argues that one reasons behind this difference is that the Space industry is 

more characterized by consumer to consumer interventions while the Transportation industry, 

contradictory, involves more business to consumer involvement meaning that the social part is not 

as vital. This is also in accordance with the prior explanation of the economic factor, where it is 

argued that peer-to-peer sharing often is more characterized by the actual collaboration rather than 

capitalizing on monetary benefits (Kaplan & Haelein, 2010; Rodrigues & Druschel, 2010). 

Nonetheless, according to the findings there are significant evidence suggesting social as a critical 

motivational factor and accordingly for the funding of corporations engaging in collaborative 

consumption. As discussed in the literature review, several scholars entail the technological 

development as the promoter of social platforms that connects people who desires to engage in 

collaborative consumption and that these platforms also serves as a core in corporations business 

plans (Kaplan & Haelein, 2010; Rodrigues & Druschel, 2010). These arguments subsequently mean 

that the social factor is important and thus also the associated social platform enabling people to 

get in contact with each other. As the social platforms often lays the foundation of entities, in view 

of this paper’s findings and the analysis, this may explain the significant importance of the factor 

as an attraction of funding.  
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However, the factor may not be that easy for companies to assess as customer’s perception of a 

social experience is rather subjective, meaning that for some participants, car sharing might 

stimulate a social need while for others the interaction is not enough. Thus, companies intending 

to attract funding should extensively investigate the specific social demands of consumers. 

6.1.3 Trust Factor 

 

As displayed in the empirical findings, trust is the least appearing motivational factor and only 

functioned as a motivational factor for participation three times, but never the principal factor. 

Furthermore, the findings reveal how the factor was only regarded as a motivation for engaging in 

collaborative consumption within two industries. However, as the table suggest, 22.2% of the 

scholars argue for its importance regarding participation within the Transportation industry and 

accordingly trust can be argued to play a role for the industry and thus the funding attracted to 

firms within it. Considering the substantial amount of funding attracted by companies within the 

Transportation industry the factor can be argued to play a part for the funding for collaborative 

consumption. This could be a result of consumers desired level of trustworthiness when it comes 

to sharing a car with strangers.  However, due to its specificity towards two single industries there 

is also evidence of ambiguity of whether corporations should consider the factor vital for attracting 

funding to their entity. In their paper, Hamari et al. (2015) gave insights to the trust factor by 

instead of viewing at as motivational factor, it should be considered as a possible hazard for why 

people leave corporations and subsequently argues that multiple companies establish trust systems 

to prevent consumers to leave. The scholars further argue that a large amount of corporations 

within collaborative consumption utilize a system where reviews of other users function as a trust 

system. 

 

As mentioned in the literature review, trust is to be conceptualized as principal determinant in 

collaborative consumption (Botsman and Rogers, 2011; Owyang et al., 2014). However, the fact 

that it serves as a determinant does not imply that it serves as a motivational factor. We rather 

suggest that trust may have been conceived as a determinant someone would expect, instead of 

something that serves as a motivation for collaborative consumption. Further, we suggest that 

consumers expect the collaborative consumption to be secure rather than view it as a separate 

motivational factor, which may explain the low number in table 5. The low level of trust as a 

motivational factor could also be an effect of the fact that today’s established collaborative 

consumption industries can be argued to be trustworthy. Nevertheless, corporations must address 
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the importance of trust, but may not view it is a motivational factor in terms of determining the 

amount of funding it may attract. Accordingly, this paper does not find any significant correlation 

between funding and trust as a motivational factor but as the literature review suggests, trust serves 

as a critical feature for a collaborative consumption to be functional (Chen, Lai & Lin, 2014). 

Furthermore, a critical aspect is that this paper is generally based on people who are already 

participating in the collaborative culture. It may therefore provide a misleading result for companies 

intending to attract customers who are not a part of the collaborative consumption community. 

The criticalness of trust may in that perspective serve as a principal as it involves securing a positive 

attitude towards the initiative.  

6.1.4 Practical Factor 
 

By combining the recorded funding rounds with the analysis, we find practicality as a frequent 

motivational factor for participation in collaborative consumption but never as a principle 

determinant. This could be by reason of the fact that the economic achievements or social benefits 

outweigh the practical advantage when consumers choose to participate in collaborative 

consumption. Nonetheless, practically has been of great importance in process of transforming 

consumption habits towards sharing rather than owning the asset. This is because the term 

‘practical’ in the sense of collaborative consumption is largely driven by technology development 

in today’s society. Möhlman (2015) for example, stresses the convenience of utilizing smartphones 

and the applications that provides access to numerous collaborative consumption platforms and 

Van de Glind (2013) also identified practicality as the most frequent recurring motivation for being 

a part of the sharing economy. 

 

The question if practicality will emerge as a more common and principal determinant remains, but 

in shadow of other enjoyed benefits such as monetary and social, it may be the case that it is not 

fully credited. For example, a person who needs a ride to a specific place could access an Uber 

within any minute at a lower cost than regular a regular taxi, but then the perceived monetary gain 

usually has a more significant role according to scholars (Tussyadiah, 2015). But would the very 

same person bother to use an Uber if the process were the same as a regular taxi in terms of 

ordering, describing, waiting and paying? With that said, it might be the case that practical factor is 

not credited enough. In Möhlmann’s (2015) investigation, one of her participators expressed the 

same logic. The participant stated that the practice of using means of collaborative features are 

dependent on the time it takes, in other words, how practical it is. Money was clearly not the 

primary determinant of using collaborative options for the participant. Rather, if he or she were to 
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use Snappcar instead of owning a car the main barrier was that he or she wanted constant access 

to that car for it to be practical enough.    

 

In the perspective of attracting funds, we argue that offering a practical substitute for traditional 

consumption is critical in the long-term perspective. Consumers may appreciate the product or 

service on a short term level because of the perceived gains on a personal level, but it is not a 

necessity that the customer choose the sharing option again only because of those benefits. 

Möhlmann (2015) supports this theory in her paper by showing that practical was found to be 

significant both in terms of selecting the sharing option and also for considering choosing it again. 

Based on the findings and the previous argumentation, we believe that there is evidence of how 

practically as a motivational factor may affect the possibility for attracting funding. 

6.1.5 Quality Factor 
 

The quality factors have shown to be recurring throughout all industries except Space. Between 

the other industries, the factor is almost evenly distributed which indicates the factor’s importance. 

It is however interesting that it not has been mentioned within the Space industry and in order to 

strongly prove that perceived quality is of importance, the quality factor should have been included 

in the industry since it is the second most funded industry. However, our literature review has 

shown that studies on the Space industry not have incorporated the quality factor or any other 

factor closely linked to it (Nadler, 2014; Tussyadiah, 2014; Schor, 2016). Nadler (2014) argues that 

consumers utilizing solutions for Space want to primarily achieve a community involvement and 

thus prioritize the social factor rather than quality, which may help to explain the findings in the 

analysis regarding quality. However, considering the overall result and the presence of the factor as 

motivation for collaboration in all other industries, 14.8% of total factors, argumentations can be 

done meaning that quality is an important factor in order to attract funding to corporations within 

sharing economy. In order to offer a substitute to the traditional consumption, the good or service 

must possess at least the same quality to be competitive and offer additional features to be 

preferable. This is rather obvious knowledge but we suggest that the function of quality as a 

motivational factor has been undermined, since consumers would expect the good or service to at 

least offer a competitive quality. In relation to the research question of this paper, we do not find 

a significant correlation between quality as a principal motivational factor and funding. This is 

because we argue that companies and consumers are aware of the fundamental aspect that in order 

for goods and services to be utilized, they have to offer a certain degree of quality. Thus, the quality 

as motive for collaborative consumption becomes undermined and expected rather than desired. 
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As visible in table 5, quality as a factor is only present one time in the two industries receiving the 

largest amount of funding. We argue that this may be a result of the fact that the industries, as the 

largest considering funding, are mature and the quality of the products within the industry is taken 

for granted.  

6.1.6 Sustainability Factor 
 

Finally, by exploring sustainability as a motivational factor for participation the results suggest that 

it is considered to be the third most vital aspect for engaging in collaborative consumption (table 

4). Supported by our findings, sustainability as a motivational factor has shown through various 

studies to be one of the most important drivers. A possible explanation for the frequent appearance 

may derive from the broad appliance of sustainability, where the relative definition might 

differentiate between individuals. On another note, even though many consumers aspire to pursue 

a sustainable behaviour, they are not necessarily expected to do so. This can be explained due to 

the fact that the pursuance of sustainable behaviour can be costly (Phipps et al., 2013).  

  

Sustainability is also linked to the economic factor. In times where more and more business is 

conducted online through various platforms and where growing scepticism toward capitalistic 

structures and anti-consumption movements is on the rise, sustainable consumption will become 

increasingly important. In the case of car sharing, studies have shown that this activity reduces 

emissions by up to 50% per head (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). This means that consumers can save 

money and at the same time be involved in sustainable behaviour, which may be the reason for the 

factor being present in all industries, however only principal in one. Sustainability can be argued to 

be incorporated in whole idea of sharing economy as the notion of utilizing underused assets is 

based on sustainability (Ferrari, 2016). This may result in a similar perception as with trust that 

consumers tend to expect their usage of collaborative consumption to be sustainable. Accordingly, 

considering this argument and as a result of the reoccurrence in the findings, companies intending 

to attract funding and compete with traditional consumption through the sharing economy should 

emphasize the importance of offering a sustainable alternative. We argue that sustainability must 

be incorporated in the businesses and are hence a vital consideration when companies aim to attract 

funding.  

 

 

 



 

 38 

6.2 Intrinsic & Extrinsic Motivations 
 

The findings generated from the performed analysis reveal that there is no clear distinction between 

whether intrinsic or extrinsic factors function as a motivation for participation in the sharing 

economy, and thus for attracting funding (table 6). What is entailed, however, is that there are some 

differences related to the industry in which the companies operate. While some of the industries 

displays patterns meaning that extrinsic and intrinsic factors are almost equally weighted implying 

that there is no distinction of which one of the two affecting if the industry receives funding, there 

are other industries not as evenly distributed. By reviewing the bivariate analysis including the 

contingency table with intrinsic and extrinsic factors (table 6), the interesting part is that 

Transportation, receiving 63.25% of the amount funded within sharing economy, rely heavily on 

the extrinsic factors. Comparing this with Space and Money, the subsequent most funded 

industries, there is a difference as the distribution of intrinsic and extrinsic factors for those 

industries are fairly even distributed. This strengthens the argument for the foundation of this 

paper, that there are some motivational factors that are industry specific and thus one should be 

careful of displaying the sharing economy as one coherent industry. Hence, the underlying reason 

for receiving funding may vary dependent on the industry that companies operating within. The 

result thus suggest that it may be a more feasible approach to investigate the motivational factors 

solely, rather than through intrinsic and extrinsic, to see what specific factors functioning as 

motivational factors and hence can aid corporations in attracting funding.   

 

Continuously, one can see that as there are multiple motivational factors dependent on the industry, 

thus industry specific, and as there is no pattern suggesting intrinsic or extrinsic factors being 

superior, one have to consider each specific factor to correlate them to the industries as well as the 

funding. Through table 5 the most obvious pattern is that the economic factor is recurring multiple 

times in all industries. Combined with the fact that this factor is mentioned most times not taking 

industries into consideration one can argue that based on the findings in this paper the economic 

factor is what most commonly motivates consumers to partake in collaborative consumption. 

Thus, it could also be argued to be an underlying factor for the likelihood of getting funding for 

corporations. As argued for earlier, one possible explanation for the differences found may be the 

interaction between participants. As mentioned by multiple scholars, their results display the 

difference between peer-to-peer sharing and when one of the participants is a corporation. One 

example for this is the previously discussed Transportation industry, which often is more associated 

with business to consumer interaction than others and hence have different motivational factors. 
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Thus, in order to attract funding, companies may have to distinguish what type of interaction that 

is the foundation of their business idea and develop the strategies based on this.  
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7. Conclusion 

Through multiple analyses of secondary data, the aim of the thesis was to contribute by unifying 

the previous studies’ results, bridge the existing gap in the literature and build on scholars’ 

suggestion of future research. The thesis, and the subsequent results, entails several interesting 

findings as it explores the motivational factors for participation in industries within the sharing 

economy as well as investigating its correlation to industry funding. 

  

Our results suggest that economic motives are independent of the specific industry and serve as 

one of the principal determinants for participation in four industries. The importance of satisfying 

social needs has been proven important as it is present in every industry with the exception of 

Transportation industry. Moreover, social motives are together with economic incentives the most 

vital factor to consider within the space industry according to our results. Through table 5, we find 

strong significance for trust as an industry specific factor as it is only mentioned as a motivational 

factor in the Transportation and Money industry, however, not as a principle determinant. Practical 

and quality incentives display a strong independence in relation to different industries as both 

factors are present within every industry except Money and Space respectively. Finally, 

sustainability is the third most frequent motivational factor for participation in collaborative 

consumption which makes it critical to satisfy, especially in the goods industry where it serves as 

the principal determinant.  

 

Concerning industry funding, we can in figure 3 identify transportation industry in a state of its 

own as it holds 63.25% of the funding made within the sharing economy. Subsequently, Space and 

Money are the second (15.32%) and third (6.40%) most funded. As mentioned earlier, economic 

incentives are independent of industry and are moreover, together with practical, the most common 

motive for participation in the Transportation industry. The Space and Money industry are fuelled 

by economic, social, practical and quality incentives according to the table and are therefore critical 

to satisfy before attempting to attract funds. Considering the funding of Logistics (4.12%), Goods 

(3.65%) and Service industry (1.53%), economic incentives are critical to consider. While social 

motives are a principle in Goods and Service, the results display a lower level of importance for 

the Logistics industry. However, one thing these three industries do have in common is that our 

results suggests that trust is not of importance within these industries and may therefore not be as 

vital as other factors in the pursuance of attracting funding. Furthermore, it is suggested that 

attracting the largest amount of capital does not necessarily correspond to the number of funding 

rounds received (figure 4). 
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Through one of the generated contingency tables, displaying the amount of intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivational factors respectively (table 6), there was evidence that some motivational factors for 

participation was industry specific. Thus, we argue one could not generalize the whole sharing 

economy as one industry. Accordingly, the way to attract funding in sharing economy is dependent 

on the specific industry. However, the motivational factor of gaining monetary benefits, namely 

the economic factor, in collaborative consumption can be argued to be applicable to all industries 

investigated in the paper, and is hence a vital consideration that must be addressed to attract 

funding. Therefore, we suggest that if a company engaging in the sharing economy manage to 

generate a business model in which value in the form of monetary benefit can be captured by 

consumers, the potential attraction of funding to that entity increase. The importance of 

sustainability as a factor and the attractiveness of funding may also be argued for, even if not to 

the same extent, as it is only principal for one sector.  Furthermore, through the analyses, the factors 

social, practical and quality can be argued to affect the possibility of attracting funding when 

operating in some industries but cannot be seen as factors for cross-sector generalization as the 

factors are not present in all industries examined. Lastly, according to this investigation, trust 

should not be seen as a motivational factor for participation in collaborative consumption, 

however, could affect possibility of funding in a negative way if disregarded as it is viewed more as 

an obligation for the firms. 

 

To conclude, this paper has found significant evidence indicating that it exists industry specific 

factors that encourage participation in collaborative consumption. Moreover, our results suggest 

that some factors more effectively attract funding across industries. We therefore argue that one 

should consider what factors for participation that are present within each specific industry and be 

careful of viewing the sharing economy as one coherent industry. 
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8. Discussion  

8.1 Critique of Method 
 

Some limitations and shortcomings was encountered during the research process. Motivational 

factors and how these are classified or grouped is something that differs between scholars. It was 

therefore difficult at times to make an interpretation of what authors considered to be the three 

most important factors in the different industries. As sharing economy is a subject that could be 

considered to be rather newly explored within the academic field, limitations were also found in 

the amount of articles chosen for further analysis. This made it hard for us to be selective in some 

industries and articles could not be prioritized after the number of citations nor if they were 

published or not. 

  

With regards to the analysis of the data, a limitation present was the way in which the analysis was 

performed. The type of the variables in the data meant that a multivariate analysis was not feasible 

to perform. A multivariate analysis, for example a multiple regression analysis, could have provided 

interesting findings on the correlation between the amount of funding and the motivational factors 

for the different industries. Issues with regards to the fact if the relationship found is spurious or 

not may affect the validity of the analysis. This is also described as a common limitation when 

analysing secondary data (Bryman, 2012). 

  

Another limitation to take into consideration when conducting a research based on secondary 

analysis is the lack of control over the data quality (Bryman, 2012). Through the extensive literature 

review and the compilation of the motivational factors for participating in the sharing economy a 

total amount of 40 935 observations were incorporated (Appendix 1). This means that issues may 

arise in controlling the quality of all these observations, which may be seen as a limitation to the 

thesis. The observations made by researchers around the world are often country-specific and has 

most often not been conducted on an international level which means that some results could be 

affected. This is closely linked to another limitation, the sharing economy’s large expansion in the 

US, and the considerate amount of funding rounds from this particular country which could show 

us a result partly only representable for the US.            
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8.2 Contribution 
 

The findings from our research has shown several theoretical as well as practical implications. This 

thesis is the first of research efforts to combine industry funding within the sharing economy with 

its motivational factors. These research efforts in terms of theoretical and practical implications 

will be discussed below. 

 

To bridge the existing gap in current literature, funding was considered in order to make 

distinctions between industries within the collaborative consumption. By doing a cross-sector 

analysis, the thesis suggests that, there are some factors important to consider for scholars. Even 

if the majority, according to this study, are applicable to multiple industries there is evidence 

suggesting that some are specific to certain industries. Thus, the implication is that scholars in 

future research should be careful of considering the sharing economy as one coherent field of 

research, but should rather make a distinction between the industries within it. This argument is 

further emphasized by utilizing the intrinsic and extrinsic factors, where it is argued that the sharing 

economy as a whole are not influenced specifically by either one of the two but the industries 

within it are affected to different extents.  

  

Apart from making contributions to the academic body, the thesis aims to provide practical 

suggestions for the participants in the sharing economy. We have found valuable insights for 

companies to utilize when constructing business ideas and securing the associated entities’ 

attraction when seeking funding. In other words, the findings of the paper suggest the factors 

needed to consider in order to motivate consumers to engage, and take part of, companies’ 

offerings, which subsequently will increase the likelihood of receiving funding. 

8.3 Suggestions for Further Research 
 

Firstly, further research within the sharing economy should investigate additional industries of 

collaborative consumption not mentioned in the paper. Secondly, the industries incorporated in 

this paper should be investigated on a larger scale to verify the findings presented in this thesis in 

order to strengthen the cross-industry results. Thirdly, studies used as a basis for this paper's 

analysis were only conducted among users of collaborative consumption services. Motivational 

factors of participation within the sharing economy might differ between users and non-users of 

sharing services. This is something that could be considered to be investigated in the future. To 



 

 44 

summarise, further research on the sharing economy should be conducted on a larger scale as this 

is an emerging trend that is radically changing industries and consumer behaviour. 
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