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Abstract 

This thesis aimed to explore trust as phenomenon within sharing economy business models. 

Primarily, it was desired to determine trust antecedents and their impact on user’s behaviour 

within a C2C platform. This study was based on GoMore.dk, as a chosen Danish C2C platform 

provider. Therefore, findings are specifically applicable to this company.  

In the first part of the thesis, the literature review was conducted in order to develop a theoretical 

background. Additionally, relevant variables and relationships between them were identified. A 

conceptual model based on trust was developed from an asset provider's perspective. Basing on a 

proposed model, eight hypotheses were developed. Four independent variables representing 

customer’s trust antecedents were as follows: Broad scope trust, Disposition to trust, Familiarity 

and Company’s reputation. Narrow scope trust, identified as trust to GoMore.dk, was recognised 

as being at the same time dependent and independent variable, and was placed in the centre of the 

model. Both variables - Renters’ reputation and Trust in the community of renters, were 

acknowledged as additional factors influencing an asset provider’s engagement in sharing 

activities within the platform. Furthermore, an outcome variable - Willingness to accept the rental 

request - was applied. 

A self-administered online-mediated survey was conducted on the sample of 190 GoMore.dk 

asset providers to test whether the hypotheses can be supported. The study results were analysed 

by the means of three multiple linear regressions conducted in SPSS Software. This analysis 

implied that among four proposed trust antecedents, only Familiarity did not significantly 

influence user’s trust to the platform provider. Nevertheless, significant correlations were found 

between every other tested variable, thereby, seven hypotheses could have been supported. 

Additionally, the analysis shown that Renters’ reputation had a weaker impact on Trust in renters 

than Trust to the examined platform provider. This, in turn, implied that Narrow scope trust plays 

the most important role when a C2C platform provider wants to enhance an asset provider’s 

involvement in its business activities. 

Finally, this thesis provides GoMore.dk managers and governmental authorities with a few 

theoretical and managerial implications stressing the reciprocally beneficial power of trust 

associated with consumer involvement in sharing economy activities. Furthermore, suggestions 

for future researchers were provided. 
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1. Introduction 

 

Sharing has always been a fundament of consumer behaviour. Since ancient times, it has existed 

as one of the constant consumption needs, which reduces interpersonal boundaries and possession 

attachment (Belk, 2010). Thus, the concept of sharing was employed in a numerous consumer 

researches. Following Prince (1975), a sharing economy “is seen as the most universal form of 

human economic behaviour, distinct from and more fundamental than reciprocity.” (Price, 1975, 

p. 3). Nowadays, providing services and goods in a collaborative way serves as an area for 

discussion concerning current and future quality of life. One of the expectations of the sharing 

economy impact on society is to support the development of sustainable consumption. Along with 

social and economic issues, collaborative consumption is expected to positively influence the 

condition of natural environment. It is commonly known that technological development and 

digitalisation were the main drivers for the creation of new forms of social communication. The 

aim of one of the first online platforms was to facilitate the connection between individuals, as 

well as to enable expressing oneself to a wider public. The next phase of digital reality was 

development of new forms of exchange, allowing consumers to conduct transactions on a wider 

scale (Cruz, Ganga and Wahlen, 2018). 

“In the (...) increasingly digitalised everyday life, contemporary collaborative consumption is 

propelling a contemporary wave towards alternative modes of everyday activity but also 

advancing alternative understandings of consumption. (...) Collaborative consumption is a way of 

accommodating needs and desires in a more sustainable way and possibly lightening the burden 

for individuals, communities and the wider environment.” (Cruz et al., 2018) 

A sharing economy corresponds with the changing needs of the society by promoting a 

sustainable way of benefiting involved parties. An increased awareness among consumers to 

support a shared use over an individual possession, together with a growing scarcity of natural 

resources, contributes to the improvement of the quality of life for individuals and communities, 

as well as the environment. From the economic point of view, sharing activities allow gaining 

profit by putting underutilised goods into work, and reducing usage costs (Botsman and Rogers, 

2010). Collaborative consumption models affect numerous industries, e.g. sharing space in 

tourism, sharing rides in transportation, sharing activities in household maintenance, or sharing 
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investments in financial transactions. The emergence of digital platforms was an additional 

incentive for the popularity growth of sharing models. Platforms facilitate interaction and 

information exchange of both transaction parties. Together with the contemporary reduced need 

of ownership, more and more individuals are becoming attracted by the phenomenon, which 

supports the expansion of peer-to-peer models. A typical P2P platform includes the following 

parties: platform owners, providers of the exchanged assets, and consumers, who rent those 

goods. Thereby, the reason for disruptive character of platforms is straightforward and base on the 

fact that a user can simultaneously be a lessor and renter (Vătămănescu and Pînzaru, 2018). 

The role of online platforms is to mediate exchanges between strangers by facilitating 

communication between them. At this point, the role of trust needs to be outlined, as reducing risk 

and potential uncertainties encourage users’ engagement in collaborative consumption. 

Introducing special trust mechanisms beyond monetary exchange is essential in order to minimise 

risk associated with transacting online. However, a transactor is not only eager to depend on the 

social relationships with other users on the platform, but also to trust the online intermediary 

itself. Nevertheless, saving money and contributing to the environmental protection attracts 

participants and make them more committed. However, negative consequences of involving in 

collaborative consumption will always raise doubts, thus the role of platform provider is to 

minimise them and incentivise the engagement in offered activities (Cruz, et al., 2018). 

 “(...) trust is a prerequisite of behavior and is no less than a “basic fact of social life”“ (Gefen, 

2000, p. 727). 

The concept of trust can be interpreted through various social and economic contexts. It is 

especially important when dealing with new technologies and making important decisions, as well 

as when the interaction involves elements of uncertainty and dependency. Trust translates to the 

confidence in positive expectations of others’ behaviour, which are mainly based on previous 

interactions. It is not only bound up with the organization, but also concerns practitioners 

themselves. Considering a number of possible negative scenarios is burdensome and may even 

entail abandoning the relationship. In order to reach a specific level of trust, fear of the unknown 

and its negative connotations needs to be overcome. In the business context, trust is “the 

expectation that other individuals or companies will behave ethically, dependably, and will fulfill 

their expected commitments under conditions of vulnerability and interdependence” (Gefen, 2000, 

p. 727). The lack of trust, in turn, makes every communication less effective and reduces the 
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readiness to take risks. Therefore, trust is considered as an inseparable element of sharing 

economy models (Gefen, 2000). 

Trust to the intermediary is considered as the first step on the way to engage in the online 

transaction. However, its antecedents and further consequences still raise doubts. Therefore, 

increasing the trustworthiness of platforms is still a challenge for its providers (Pavlou and Gefen, 

2004). According to some scholars, trust within the online environment depends more on the 

transaction process, as face-to-face relationship are nonexistent. Therefore, establishing a safe 

environment, where users feel confident about the outcome of the transaction is another challenge 

for online businesses (Kim et al., 2008). Moreover, operating within online environment, 

electronic commerce and sharing economy business models significantly differ from each other. 

Since a sharing economy concept is not basing on a permanent, but a temporary transfer of goods 

and services, collaborative markets need to guarantee specific set of safeguards. 

Other scholars claim that interactions among members of the platform are more important than 

trust to the platform provider. Interpersonal trust is a shared expectation of platform members that 

other users intend to cooperate in an honest manner. Among factors influencing the level of trust, 

past experiences, institutional signals, and common characteristics can be stressed out. Mutual 

trust between members is a foundation for conducting repeated transactions online, especially in 

terms of C2C interactions supported by feedback mechanisms. One-way trust would never 

contribute to engaging in the opposite trading activity (Chen, Zhang and Xu, 2009). 

This thesis aims to expand the knowledge on trust within the sharing economy context. The 

particular area of C2C online platform business models is chosen in order to narrow the 

perspective of the research. Among two sides of the sharing transaction - asset providers and 

renters, the former’s approach to trust is recognised as underresearched, and thus as an attractive 

research focus. The study is conducted through the example of a particular Danish platform 

provider, which is GoMore.dk. The initial purpose of the thesis is to strengthen the knowledge on 

trust antecedents within the online environment. Moreover, we believe that recognising the factors 

positively influencing user’s level of trust to the online intermediary will assist to incentivise their 

engagement in key activities available on the platform. We also hope the study findings to provide 

a broader perspective for the policy makers to start perceiving sharing economy as an actual 

market phenomenon corresponding with the needs of the modern society.  
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Based on the research areas suggested above, this thesis seeks to address a following research 

question: 

Which antecedents influence trust in a C2C platform, and how does this trust in turn influence 

user involvement in sharing economy activities? 

An attempt to answer the research question starts with the theoretical research comprising existing 

literature regarding sharing economy, trust and its antecedents. Next part of the thesis includes the 

formation of hypotheses and the presentation of a conceptual model. Methodology chapter 

outlines the design of the research and chosen methods of conducting it. Further, proposed 

hypotheses are tested and analysed in the results section. The presentation of results then leads to 

the discussion part, which describes managerial and theoretical consequences of the study. 

Finally, the thesis ends with the implication of limitations and possible areas for future research. 
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2. Literature review 

 

The following chapter contains an overview of the existing literature associated with this study’s 

research question. The aim of this review is to gain a better understanding of key constructs 

relevant to a given topic and to search for potential relationships necessary for further hypotheses 

development. 

 

2.1 Sharing economy 

The wide concept of a sharing economy has recently been on everyone’s minds and numerous 

researchers have been struggling to define it. In the literature, we can find various concepts related 

to this phenomenon, like “social sharing”, “peer-to-peer economy”, or “collaborative 

consumption” (Leung, Xue and Wen, 2019). The last concept is used in several studies, i.a. by 

Botsman (2014) and Hamari Sjöklint and Ukkonen (2015). The former researcher defines it as “a 

system activating the untapped value of assets through models and marketplaces that enable 

greater efficiency and access” (Botsman, 2014, p. 24). The latter scholars interpret it as “the peer-

to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing access to goods and services, coordinated 

through community-based online services” (Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen, 2015, p. 2049). While 

comparing sharing systems with ownership models, Rose and Lamberton (2012) propose 

“commercial sharing programs” and describe them as “systems that provide customers with the 

opportunity to enjoy product benefits without ownership” (Rose and Lamberton, 2012, p. 109). 

Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012), in turn, propose the term of “access-based consumption” and define 

it as “transactions that may be market mediated in which no transfer of ownership takes place” 

(Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012, p. 881). For the purpose of this study, basing on the existing 

literature, we define the sharing economy concept as the connection between supply and demand 

sides, which enable the exchange of under-utilised resources without permanent access to them. 

The growing popularity of a sharing economy is associated with many factors. Hamari et al., 

together with numerous researchers, mention the expansion of information and communication 

technologies (ICTs), but also increased attention over societal or ecological impact (Hamari et al., 

2015). However, as Bardhi and Eckhardt rightly point out, access-based consumption existed long 
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before the Internet became popularised. Car and apartment rentals, museums, public 

transportation and even borrowing books from public libraries are just some of the examples 

(Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012). However, the actual popularisation of shared models has been 

facilitated with the development of the Internet. Rose and Lamberton associate the turning point 

of online sharing economy expansion with the emergence of movie and music sharing. However, 

they also mention the expansion of physical goods sharing systems by emphasising the success of 

car-sharing company Zipcar (Rose and Lamberton, 2012). Furthermore, Leung, Xue and Wen 

supplement above mentioned factors with people’s changing attitudes and values. Focusing on the 

hospitality and tourism industry, the scholars claim that the boost in demand for shared services 

was initiated by the success of two companies – room-sharing Airbnb and ride-sharing Uber 

(Leung et al., 2019). Beyond mentioned aspects, Zervas, Proserpio and Byers (2017) refer to the 

increased supply-side flexibility of the sharing economy. The emergence of such online platforms 

eliminated entry barriers for providers, decreased transaction costs and simplified the management 

of listings (Zervas, Proserpio and Byers, 2017). 

Various scholars attempted to classify sharing economy systems. The most advanced 

categorisation is introduced by Rose and Lamberton, who sort them by different levels of rivalry 

and exclusivity. According to the researchers, rivalry refers to a limited inventory of shared 

products, while exclusivity stands for the ability to control a group of consumers who have an 

access to the product. By qualifying lower and higher levels of rivalry and exclusivity, Rose and 

Lamberton distinguish four types of sharing systems: Public, Access/Club, Closed Commercial, 

and Open Commercial Goods Sharing. Public Goods Sharing is characterised by an open access 

and simultaneous consumption. An example for this is the usage of public roads. Access/Club 

Goods Sharing is restricted to a specific group of people, yet still can be used by different entities 

at the same time, just like within investment clubs. On the contrary, Closed Commercial Goods 

Sharing, like cell phone sharing plans, are usually used by one consumer at a time, each of which 

carries specific characteristics. The last type is the most valid in our study. Apart from the 

obligatory entry fee, Open Commercial Goods Sharing has very few limitations. However, one 

use at a time makes it impossible for other consumers to simultaneously exploit a given unit. Tool 

libraries, food banks, but most importantly bike or car sharing fall into this category (Rose and 

Lamberton, 2012). Leung, et al. on the other hand, suggest another four-type categorisation in 

their news media study. First type is based on recirculation of goods and includes for instance 

eBay.com. The second type is represented by e.g. TaskRabbit.com, and is characterised by the 

exchange of services. The third type involves productive assets sharing, like on Skillshare.com. 
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The last category includes the utilisation of durable assets, like on Airbnb.com (Leung et al., 

2019). Finally, in their classification, Hamari et al. focus only on services available on the 

Internet. The researchers identify file sharing (e.g. The Pirate Bay), open-source software (e.g. 

Github), peer-to-peer financing (e.g. Kickstarter) and online collaboration (e.g. Wikipedia). In 

their study, Hamari et al. analyse 254 websites where the vast majority of them facilitate access 

over ownership by renting goods or services, instead of transfer of ownership (Hamari et al., 

2015). 

Like each economic system, sharing economy has both benefits and drawbacks. According to 

Hamari et al., the development of online platforms fostered the engagement in a sustainable 

behaviour and elimination of social problems, such as pollution, consumerism, or poverty. In 

regards to monetary benefits, collaborative consumption is not only considered as a fruitful 

opportunity for investors, but also allows private entities to gain supplementary profit (Hamari et 

al., 2015). Sharing a property could be tempting when one’s expected transaction profit exceeds 

the expected costs (Weber, 2014). On the other hand, Hamari et al. consider sustainability, 

enjoyment and reputation as non-monetary incentives to use sharing economy platforms (Hamari 

et al., 2015). Lutz and Newlands (2018) complement the list of collaborative consumption 

benefits with “the ability to democratise economic activity and increase inter-personal interaction” 

(Lutz and Newlands, 2018, p. 187). Additionally, Leung et al. mention not only advantages, like 

greater variety of services and products at a better price, or increased employment, but also 

disadvantages of sharing economy platforms. The major drawback is the fact that sharing 

economy lead to a redefined employment model, resulting in the potential sustainability 

disruptions within a given industry. Further doubts concern unjust competition with traditional 

businesses, including legal regulations evasion of sharing economy companies, like in case of the 

dispute between taxis and Uber (Leung et al., 2019).  

As described above, sharing economy concept can be understood in different ways and applied to 

different business models. According to Weber, a common business activity connected with the 

phenomenon is serving as an electronic intermediary enabling sales transactions for durable 

goods, such as apartments, tools or cars. However, only recently intermediaries in form of online 

platforms successfully enabled their users to share goods on a large scale (Weber, 2014). Chen, 

Zhang and Xu (2009) differentiate between business-to-customer (B2C) and customer-to-

customer (C2C) platforms. According to the scholars, in B2C models the platform provider is 

represented by his/her own brand or store name and directly engages in transactions with 
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customers. On the other hand, C2C platform providers do not hold any stock, and serve only as an 

intermediary by offering a space for a good or service exchange. Its members are merchandise 

owners, who build their own social networks and connect with other users (Chen, et al., 2009). 

Zimmermann, Angerer, Provin and Nault (2018), imply that C2C platforms are “accessibility 

based systems that provide mediating services enabling sharing transactions between lenders and 

borrowers and can charge platform fees to both groups” (Zimmermann, Angerer, Provin and 

Nault, 2018, p. 673), and facilitate the exchange of underutilised durable goods (Zimmermann et 

al., 2018). Hamari et al., on the other hand, define a C2C platform as a mobile app, an online 

website, or a combination of both, which might include numerous types of sharing activities, such 

as swapping, renting, donating, borrowing, or purchasing. According to the scholars, platform 

providers have a marginal impact on the actual sharing activities. Instead, scholars propose that 

what influence the successful platform collaboration is users’ social dynamics, like self-

marketing. C2C platform providers only facilitate goods and/or services sharing through 

promoting user-generated content and mutual collaboration (Hamari et al., 2015). Just like Hamari 

et al., Chen et al. also find social interactions among members as crucial in the sharing economy 

environment. However, the scholars additionally examine the impact of relationships between 

users on the trust and loyalty to a specific C2C platform (Chen, et al., 2009). This topic is closely 

related to our research and further developed by Huang, Chen, Ou, Davison and Hua (2017), who 

investigate loyalty to a C2C platform and its impact on online customer’s satisfaction. The 

researchers ascertain that the vast majority of C2C platforms transactions do not repeat in the 

future. This implies that building a long-term relationship is not relevant and customer’s 

satisfaction is usually measured with regard to a single transaction. Accordingly, Huang et al. 

indicate that communication facilities, such as advanced messaging systems, are significant for 

improving the interaction in a one-time transaction (Huang, Chen, Ou, Davison and Hua, 2017). 

 

2.1.1 Examples of sharing economy platforms 

One of the most prominent examples of the sharing economy C2C platform, which is already 

mentioned in this chapter, is Airbnb.com. It was founded in 2008, and currently provides an 

access to more than 5 million accommodations in 191 countries and 81000 cities. As Airbnb.com 

describes itself on its website, it “uniquely leverages technology to economically empower 

millions of people around the world to unlock and monetise their spaces, passions and talents to 
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become hospitality entrepreneurs”. (Airbnb Press Room, 2019). What is more, the term “people-

to-people platform”, instead of customer-to-customer platform is used in the description, as 

Airbnb.com benefits every single stakeholder group, including guests, hosts, local communities 

and employees (Airbnb Press Room, 2019). The platform offers three different types of 

accommodation – entire home, private room and shared room. In order to gain higher market 

share, Airbnb.com has recently introduced an additional offer – “Experiences” (Lutz and 

Newlands, 2018). With the new service, the platform provides an access to different activities 

organised by local hosts (Airbnb Press Room, 2019). 

As previously mentioned, sharing economy models require a lot of communication among 

platform users. Considering the Airbnb.com success, supporting social interactions is one of its 

strengths (Lutz and Newlands, 2018). One of the main features enhancing this is a feedback 

system. Airbnb.com is encouraging both hosts and guests to evaluate themselves and thereby 

maximise the probability of a successful booking. This helps to increase not only trust among 

users, but also trust towards the platform itself (Zervas et al., 2017). What is more, a listing 

description includes not only location, photos, price, or availability, but also hosts’ reviews, photo 

or a personal statement. Looking at the service from provider’s perspective, listing an offer does 

not mean an automatic acceptance of every request. It is possible to verify and contact each guest 

before closing the deal (Zervas et al., 2017). 

The success of Airbnb.com results from its unique business model, which enable private 

customers to resolve pre-existing market problems - lack of trust between hosts and renters and 

inability to reach the critical mass on both sides of the market. The case of collaborative housing 

success has been noticed by academic scholars and analysed in numerous studies (i.a. Zervas et 

al., 2017; Lutz and Newlands, 2018). However, since it can be used as a general model for peer-

to-peer sharing of any durable good, in our thesis we examine a carsharing C2C platform, a less 

studied phenomenon. Carsharing can exist in both – B2C and C2C contexts. In the C2C context, it 

is usually called peer-to-peer (P2P) carsharing and is described as a marketplace for private 

owners to rent out their vehicles for a predetermined period of time and includes a monetary 

compensation. In P2P environment, the car owner is usually described as peer-provider and their 

activities include: providing the vehicle, preparing the offer, conducting the transaction and acting 

as a legal partner for the peer-user. However, in online P2P carsharing, platform provider is 

actually the service enabler who manages and advertises in the marketplace, connects transaction 
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partners, and in return, charges a commission from the rental fee (Wilhelms, Henkel and Falk, 

2017). 

The C2C platform, on which we base our research, is GoMore.dk that was initially founded in 

2005 as a ridesharing portal. Nowadays, the platform is providing its users with three different 

types of services – ridesharing, peer-to-peer car rental, and private leasing (About GoMore.dk, 

2019). A single GoMore.dk user can use all three services – lease a car from through the platform, 

offer shared rides when travelling by themselves, or allow other users a short-term rent of their 

car. In this study we take an asset provider’s perspective. Therefore, a peer-to-peer car rental is 

mostly examined. 

Similarly as in Airbnb.com, a GoMore.dk rating system involves both renters and asset providers. 

After the rental is completed, both parties can review and rate the other party. They both have 14 

days to complete the review and are only able to see other user’s review after completing it 

themselves or after 14 days deadline is reached. Two main components of an asset provider’s 

rating are: an acceptance rate on booking request measured in percentage and an average response 

time on booking request. Both of them have an impact on positioning provider’s offer on the list, 

where a higher acceptance rate and faster response time position the offer better than others. 

Renters considering taking a car from a specific provider are also able to read personal comments 

from other users about the previous rentals (GoMore.dk Support, 2019).  

GoMore.dk attracts asset providers mainly by giving them a few privileges. By using the 

platform, they can earn extra money, which minimise the cost of the car ownership. Additionally, 

every rental is insured by the insurance company Tryg, so that any car damage does not affect 

asset provider’s personal car insurance. Furthermore, GoMore.dk provides the car owner with the 

rental history of other users, so that they know who is requesting the car, before the acceptance. 

What is more, GoMore.dk membership itself is free of charge. The asset provider only needs to 

pay a commission when the car rental is confirmed. The platform also facilitates flexibility in 

terms of car availability and a rental price, as well as provides tools to make the offer more 

attractive, such as customised description or photos (How rental works for car owners, 2019). 

From the renter’s perspective, several benefits can also be identified. Firstly, GoMore.dk states 

that a peer-to-peer rental is cheaper than a traditional form. Secondly, the service is not based on a 

subscription model, which implies paying fees only in case of renting a car. Additionally, apart 

from high availability of cars, user can choose from a large variety of vehicles on the platform. 
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Finally, as previously stated, every single car rental is insured by the insurance company, so that 

renters do not need to worry about thefts, damages or accidents (How rental works for renters, 

2019). 

 

2.2 Trust 

 

2.2.1 Trust in the online environment 

Trust has been always a challenging topic for researchers. A lack of a common definition of trust, 

a lack of transparency in the relation between trust and risk, problems with defining trust 

antecedents or outcomes, and difficulties with determining appropriate parties involved are just 

some of the main issues in trust-related studies. The most typical model of trust, which is called 

dyadic, involves a party to be trusted (trustee) and a trusting party (trustor). In such a setting, trust 

is defined as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on 

the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective 

of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995, p. 712).  

However, most of the studies on trust within online environment focus on the traditional model of 

Business to Consumer (B2C) Internet commerce. One of the examples of such is a study 

conducted by Kim, Ferin and Rao (2008), who analyse the decision-making model in e-commerce 

and relates it to trust. The scholars notice that most of the researchers consider only technical 

aspects of trust, like security and privacy issues. When it comes to behavioural and social aspects 

of trust, studies were either narrowly focused on the community of sellers, or defined trust as a 

subjective belief and person’s expectations. Kim et al. recognise that consumer trust may refer to 

numerous parties - firm, seller, or product itself - and prove to be more significant in the online 

environment, than in physical transactions. In their study, scholars focus on trust in an online 

vendor and defined it as a “(…) subjective belief that the selling party or entity will fulfil its 

transactional obligations (…)” (Kim, Ferrin and Rao, 2008, p. 545). As there is no face-to-face 

relationship, trust on the Internet is more focused on the transaction process. Since online users 

often deal with some level of uncertainty and risk, platform vendor is expected to provide users 

with confidence about the positive outcome of a potential transaction. According to Kim et al., 
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trust is one of the determinants of e-commerce transaction decision and serve as a solution for 

other determinant – perceived risk. A perceived benefit, in turn, serves as an incentive to purchase 

a product or service (Kim, et al., 2008). Scholars examine the antecedents of trust within the 

online environment in more detail, which we analyse in the further parts of our study. 

On the other hand, Pavlou and Geffen (2004) in their study examine institution-based trust. 

Institution is a third-party marketplace providing an institutional context for transactions among 

people who have not cooperated with each other before. Given the example of Amazon.com end 

eBay.com, scholars even suggest a new nomenclature of such online intermediaries – “info-

mediaries” or “cybermediaries”. Similarly to traditional middlemen, their task is to collect, 

process, and supply its users with information necessary for conducting a transaction. Institutional 

mechanisms include tools facilitating successful transactions, such as financial guarantees, escrow 

services or feedback systems. Their aim is to facilitate online transactions by reducing potential 

risks and create a trustworthy platform. At the same time, Pavlou and Geffen point out that in 

online marketplaces, a one-to-one model of trust (dyadic) cannot be applied. In contrast, the 

scholars distinguish trust referring to a community of sellers (one-to-many), as there is a low 

likelihood of cooperating with the same entity in C2C online marketplaces. Trust in the 

community of sellers is the primary motivation for a buyer to consider a purchase on a specific 

marketplace. According to some researchers, institutional trust outbalances interpersonal trust, as 

placing confidence in the platform is easier than dealing with the effects of differences resulting 

from contrasting cultural or social backgrounds. Thus, relations where a buyer places his or her 

confidence in a seller seldom expand spontaneously, but frequently depends on a reliable 

institution. Pavlou and Geffen claim that dyadic trust to the specific seller exists only when the 

buyer is able to trust a community. On the other hand, intermediaries’ aim is to establish a secure 

environment with fair procedures by e.g. detecting questionable sellers. With tools like feedback 

mechanisms, buyers can judge individual sellers and contribute to the overall reputation of the 

community. Simultaneously, the effectiveness of those tools contributes to building trust in the 

intermediary itself, which is measured in reputation or familiarity (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). 

In our study, dyadic model of trust in not applicable, thus it needs to be extended. In the C2C 

business model context a triadic model of trust should be applied, where a platform provider is 

another party to be trusted. As a result we can differentiate between two trust relationships – 

members’ trust to the platform provider and mutual trust among platform members (Chen, et al., 

2009). According to Chen, Huang, Davison and Hua’s (2015) C2C online shopping study, two 
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parties are involved in engaging a buyer in the transaction. Therefore, scholars differentiate 

between trust-in-seller and trust-in-platform. While identifying the impact of those types of trust 

to the purchase intention, the idea of trust transfer is presented. This process involves the trustor, 

the trustee, and a third party as a broker. In the C2C context, it can be explained as transferring a 

buyer’s trust from the platform to the seller. Nevertheless, it happens only when the broker is a 

known party, unlike the seller (Chen, Huang, Davison and Hua, 2015). 

 

2.2.2 Narrow scope trust 

In their study, Bailey and Bakos (1997) distinguish between the four most important roles of 

platform providers: minimalising the operating costs, aggregating supply and demand, matching 

parties from different sides of the market, and generating trust (Bailey and Bakos, 1997). Trust to 

an Internet vendor can be defined as “consumer's subjective belief that the selling party or entity 

will fulfil its transactional obligations as the consumer understands them” (Kim et al., 2008, 

p.545). In terms of online platforms, this involves trust in the website, its brand, and the company 

as a whole (Kim et al., 2008).  

Kim, Song, Braynov and Rao (2005) stress the difference between trust in e-commerce and 

traditional businesses. According to them, when it comes to physical stores, trust is usually 

associated with personal relationships and interactions between a merchant and a customer. On 

the other hand, in order to gain trust online, intermediaries should primarily take care of the 

establishment of credible processes, which allow consumers to feel confident about potential 

transactions (Kim, Song, Boyanov, Rao, 2005). Well-functioning relationships between a 

customer and a service provider are crucial and narrow scope trust is considered as one of the 

most important variables for their development (Hansen, 2012a). Especially in the online 

environment, where actions of others are unknown, trust serves as a solution for any uncertain 

situation encountered. It helps to deal with uncontrollable future and potential risks (Kim et al., 

2008). Gefen (2000) notices that narrow scope trust can lower the need for legislation and 

regulation, as well as extensive negotiations, or organizational control. Thereby, trust in the 

intermediary can even reduce transaction costs and serve as an additional safeguard. Hence, NST 

is contributing to the quality improvement of any business relationship (Gefen, 2000). 
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In their cross-cultural research on trust, Jarvenppa, Tractinsky and Saarinen (1999) describe issues 

encountered in online merchandising. According to them, trust in an Internet store is “a 

consumer's willingness to rely on the seller and take action in circumstances where such action 

makes the consumer vulnerable to the seller” (Jarvenpaa, Tractinsky and Saarinen 1999, p. 4). 

Jarvenpaa et al. claim that consumer trust is based on the reputation and size of an organization. 

Both aspects indicate a company’s goodwill and integrity. The researchers suggest that web 

retailers use many techniques to improve consumers’ perception of their size and reputation. One 

of the methods to demonstrate the company’s size is to promote a wide range of products and 

services or expose significant investments. Failing to meet customers’ expectations weaken the 

image of large firms in particular. In order to improve the reputation, companies publish positive 

references and emphasise partnerships with other parties. An additional premise of trust is the 

longevity of the organization. With time, firms manage to grow in size and gain reputation 

(Jarvenpaa et al., 1999). 

 

2.3 Antecedents of trust 

Trust in a particular platform provider is a foundation for the model, which we created for the 

purpose of this thesis. In order to provide a better understanding, basing on Kim et al. findings, we 

determine four trust antecedents - broad scope trust, familiarity, disposition to trust and a 

platform’s reputation. All of the chosen trust antecedents are the equivalents of a classification 

suggested by the scholars. Broad scope trust is identified with a cognition-based category, within 

which antecedents are equating to users’ perceptions about and observations of trusted entities. 

Familiarity belongs under experience-based category and refers to individual experiences with an 

online vendor. Disposition to trust is connected with personality-oriented antecedents, which 

relate to individual characteristics of the trusting party. Finally, reputation falls into the affect-

based category and includes opinion of others about the trustee in the form of reviews, referrals or 

recommendations (Kim, et al., 2008). Below we discuss in detail each trust antecedent involved in 

our model. 
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2.3.1 Broad scope trust 

Broad scope trust (BST) refers to the sharing economy phenomenon in general, and not to a 

specific platform vendor. In this section, we adapt the approach of Torben Hansen (2012b). In the 

article about financial services, BST is defined as “the expectation held by the consumer that 

companies within a certain business type are generally dependable and can be relied on to deliver 

on their promises” (Hansen, 2012b, p. 281). The financial industry is a relevant example, since a 

lack of trust to the banking industry disclaims a person’s willingness to use services of any 

particular bank. Grayson, Johnson and Chen (2008) explain BST by an example of 

pharmaceutical industry. According to them, parents are more willing to vaccinate their children 

when they trust that the whole pharmaceutical industry is properly regulated. Grayson et al. 

further explain that the level of BST may differ between persons, just like the narrow scope trust 

varies within specific companies, which is discussed previously in this chapter (Grayson, Johnson 

and Chen, 2008). Furthermore, Hansen, in the article about customer-seller relationships, adds 

that broad scope trust has a positive impact on narrow scope trust. According to the scholar, BST 

indicates the existence of the commonly accepted norms within a given industry. Those entities 

that follow them are favoured, whereas the ones that refuse to stick to them are discriminated. 

Based on the relationship with NST, BST is even said to enhance trust among members of a 

specific institution (Hansen, 2012a). 

Ferrin, Dirks and Shah (2006) in their labour market study are referring to social nature and 

context of broad scope trust. They notice that recently people have been participating in multiple 

dyadic relationships, subconsciously creating a complex social network. According to Ferrin et 

al., business entities might benefit from this network. One way to take advantage of it is to 

cooperate with the similar companies. However, even without the official cooperation, a trustee is 

able to benefit from being within the network of companies. This seems especially profitable for 

market entrants, who might compare themselves with other, better-known parties. The more 

trusted third parties are involved in the network, the higher the chance of gaining reputational 

benefits (Ferrin, Dirks and Shah, 2006). BST is perceived to be an experience-based measure, so 

previous interactions with a similar party might affect the level of trust to a new provider. 

According to Delgado-Marquez, Hurtado-Torres and Aragón-Correa (2012), associations with 

other, already trusted third parties facilitate involvement in the unknown yet similar, relationships. 

The researchers notice that even the existence of one commonly-known and trusted party within 



19 
 

the network noticeably encourage the willingness to engage in a new relationship (Delgado-

Márquez, Hurtado-Torres and Aragón-Correa, 2012). 

Pennington, Wilcox and Grover (2003), in their article about B2C e-commerce, introduce a twin 

concept. The scholars mention “system trust” and define it as “a belief that the proper impersonal 

structures have been put into place enabling one party to anticipate successful transactions with 

another party” (Pennington, Wilcox and Grover, 2003, p. 201). B2C e-commerce vendors need to 

form and follow institutional mechanisms in order to gain customers trust. According to 

Pennington et al. there are two types of system trust antecedents - structural assurances and 

situational normality. The former refers to BST and include common safeguards, like laws, 

guarantees or contracts. The latter makes the vendor looks appropriate for conducting business 

and concerns NST, such as a well-designed website (Pennington et al., 2003). 

 

2.3.2 Familiarity  

Several studies conducted by i.a. Gefen (2000); Lessig and Park (1981), or Komiak and Benbasat 

(2006), distinguish trust from familiarity (Gefen 2000; Lessig and Park 1981; Komiak and 

Benbasat 2006). Trust is more concentrated on individual’s beliefs about ongoing or future 

interactions, whereas familiarity revolves around the understanding of past interactions and 

personal experiences. Both familiarity and trust reduce complexity in different, yet 

complementary ways. Familiarity creates a pattern of behaviour among certain environment 

(Gefen, 2000), while trust, as Gulati (1995) emphasizes, generates one’s expectations about 

others’ positive future behaviour (Gulati, 1995). Nevertheless, familiarity and trust are not 

identically significant, due to the fact that trust refers to the unpredictable behaviours of others 

(Gefen, 2000). 

In accordance to the theory mentioned by Gefen, familiarity is a “precondition for trust” because 

“it creates a framework and understanding of the environment and the trusted party within which 

the expectations of trust can be explicated” (Gefen, 2000, p. 726). Additionally, familiarity gives 

not just “a framework for future expectations, but also lets people create concrete ideas of what to 

expect based on previous interactions” (Gefen, 2000, p. 728). As Lessig and Park mention, trust 

can be built thanks to familiarity by repeated interactions between parties. According to those 

authors, there are two ways of assessing product familiarity. One way is to examine how much 
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someone knows about a certain product, while the other way is to assess how much someone 

believes he or she knows about it. The former method refers to the personal long-term memory 

and the amount of knowledge about a product, thus showing how someone’s memory accounts for 

his or her purchase decisions. On the other hand, the latter familiarity measure acts as a self-report 

of respondent’s knowledge about the product, hence giving information about his or her typical 

biases while making a purchase decision (Lessig and Park, 1981). Nevertheless, as interactions 

between a customer and a company are usually temporary, familiarity within a sharing economy 

have to be studied advertently and repetitively (Gefen, 2000). Yet, as Komiak and Benbasat 

(2006) impose, familiarity within an online environment plays an important role by reducing 

uncertainty and contributing to building trust between online intermediary and single user 

(Komiak and Benbasat, 2006). 

 

2.3.3 Disposition to trust 

Disposition to trust is another precondition for trust, however, it is not influenced by ongoing 

experiences or interactions (Gefen, 2000). Kim et al. determine it as a ”general inclination to 

display faith in humanity and to adopt a trusting stance toward others” (Kim et al., 2008, p. 552). 

Faith in humanity refers to the basic assumptions about other people, whereas trust attitude 

towards others concerns individual strategy, which people make to trust others. McKnight and 

Chervany (2001) define disposition to trust differently. They define it as “the extent to which one 

displays a consistent tendency to be willing to depend on others in general across a broad 

spectrum of situations and persons” (McKnight and Chervany, 2001, p. 45). This definition takes 

a psychological perspective on disposition to trust, and refers to the overall willingness to rely on 

people (Mayer, et al., 1995). People with strong faith in humanity are usually less critical and 

believe that actions of others are foreseeable and ethical. Although a person with a high 

disposition to trust does not always think of others as being trustworthy, they nevertheless are 

willing to rely on them (McKnight and Chervany, 2001). 

Moreover, one of the components of disposition to trust - trusting stance - “means that, regardless 

of what one assumes about other people generally, one assumes that one will achieve better 

outcomes by dealing with people as though they were well-meaning and reliable” (McKnight and 
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Chervany, 2001, p. 47). In other words, disposition to trust is a permanent and not depended to a 

certain situation individual approach and capability to trust other people.  

On the contrary, some scholars claim that disposition to trust does not refer to the knowledge 

about a concrete trusted entity and is not something that people are born with (McKnight, 

Cummings and Chervany, 1998), but is shaped by lifelong experiences, culture, social 

environment, or education (Gefen 2000; Kim et al., 2008). Finally, taking all academic 

approaches, disposition to trust is most likely to be effective either at the very beginning of a 

relationship, when parties do not know each other well, or during an intense relationship, when 

trust is put to the test (Gefen, 2000). 

 

2.3.4 Company’s reputation 

Based on the existing literature, recommendation, reputation, review system and referrals fall into 

the affect-based trust antecedents (Kim, et al. 2008). Reputation, as another precondition for trust, 

is distinct from before mentioned familiarity and disposition to trust, mainly because it relates to 

indirect interactions with the company (McAllister, 1995; Chen, Chen and Meindl, 1998). 

According to Kim et al., reputation is the level of respect and feelings that customers have about a 

selling party based on their past experiences. Through each transaction, an online intermediary 

demonstrates its level of integrity. Transactions serve as a social process of building reputation, 

because consumers are likely to believe that the service provider will continue to honour its 

obligations (Kim, et al. 2008). Jarvenpa et al., in turn, define reputation as the degree to which 

customers consider that the selling party is honest and concerned about them. In their paper, 

scholars equate reputation and size of the company with trust. Nevertheless, the results of their 

study have shown that the company’s reputation has much stronger impact on a consumer’s 

willingness to trust than the size (Jarvenpaa et al., 1999).  

The Internet widens customers’ possibilities to share endless information and opinions about 

products and services. Nowadays, people are eager to reach to a wide audience to share their 

opinions and experiences. This creates a new form of sharing information online, called electronic 

word-of-mouth (Wang, Shen, Sun, 2013). According to Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, and 

Gremler (2004), word-of-mouth can greatly influence customers’ purchasing intentions and 

decisions. Electronic word-of-mouth takes place in various forms, i.a. as online discussion 
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forums, news groups, Web-based customer-opinion platforms, or social media channels (Hennig-

Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh and Gremler, 2004). 

 

2.3.5 Feedback system 

As Akerlof (1970) implies, information asymmetry might incentivise uncooperative behaviour 

that could result in mistrust within the marketplace (Akerlof, 1970). Therefore, the majority of 

online service providers within sharing economy embed a public feedback mechanism, which 

gives information needed on both provider’s and renter’s reputation, and helps building trust 

among users. Online feedback systems enable users from both sides of the market to post 

comments after a service provision and rate each other performance (Ba and Pavlou 2002). 

Moreover, asset providers can view renters’ profiles, read existing comments about a concrete 

user, and see the details about their past rentals. This unedited feedback system neatly creates the 

true picture of renter’s reputation and conduces to more appropriate user’s behaviour, thus, 

additionally improving the quality of each rental through the platform. 

According to Ba and Pavlou (2002), feedback is a crucial part of each business model that is 

based on online transactions. A public feedback mechanism enables platform users to fleetly react 

to others’ actions, post a reliable opinion, and contribute to form a particular user reputation. 

Thus, such a reputation system is an essential part of building trust between providers and renters 

(Ba and Pavlou, 2002). 

Furthermore, thanks to online technology, a good feedback system facilitates the accumulation, 

aggregation and diffusion of information. This substitutes a well-known offline word-of-mouth 

communication, and gives user san incentive to cooperate within a platform (Pavlou and Gefen, 

2004). That is why the total amount of claim notifications is usually small within sharing 

economy platforms (Weber, 2014). 
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3. Hypotheses 

 

3.1 Broad scope trust 

Broad scope trust within sharing economy is understood as customer’s awareness of available 

sharing options, its assumptions, as well as advantages and disadvantages. Regardless the product 

or service, the customer always has a variety of alternatives to choose from. In case of apartments 

or cars, there are a lot of established C2C service providers. Hennig-Thurau, Henning and Sattler 

(2007), in their file-sharing study, point out that consumers usually look for a satisfactory choice, 

willing to put the minimum effort and pay the lowest price. However, without the knowledge of 

sharing economy options, people will never consider renting a car from a private owner. 

Therefore, the better the consumer’s knowledge and awareness of sharing economy market, the 

more natural and automatic is their willingness to rely on C2C platforms (Hennig-Thurau, 

Henning and Sattler, 2007). 

Another determinant of broad scope trust is user’s experience. According to Rousseau, Sitkin, 

Burt and Camerer (1998), repeated interactions strengthen the willingness of the trustor to rely on 

a particular trustee. A repeated positive experience with a sharing economy platform can create a 

sense of identity with the idea of sharing. Frequent successful interactions are making it easier for 

the consumer not only to intensify the relationship with the platform provider, but also to expand 

his or her scope of interest to similar vendors and services (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer, 

1998). 

Awareness of and experience with sharing options are important factors encouraging a consumer 

to participate in collaborative consumption. Nevertheless, trust is a crucial aspect in our research 

and according to Chai, Das and Rao (2012) is positively effecting knowledge sharing within the 

society. As sharing economy models are a mixture of technical and social aspects, trust is the 

primary condition for users to consider participating in any of the peer-to-peer transactions. With 

interpersonal trust being the most difficult to achieve on the Internet, trust in the platform provider 

is a critical factor. However, knowledge sharing between users and platforms is also essential in 

creating a positive reputation of the sharing economy idea. Chai et al. explain the phenomenon 

through the example of bloggers by distinguishing three dimensions of trust - among bloggers, to 
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the service provider and the overall trust in bloggers’ behaviour (Chai, Das and Rao, 2012). We 

recognise similar relationship in GoMore.dk peer-to-peer carsharing, and therefore, propose the 

following hypothesis. 

H1: Increased degree of trust in sharing economy enhances the asset provider’s trust in 

GoMore.dk 

 

3.2 Familiarity 

Familiarity is an individual activity-based awareness, which lessens complexity (Gefen, 2000). 

Through familiarity customers can develop a foundation for trust, thus it is said to be “the 

precondition for trust” (Gefen, 2000, p. 728). In case of our study, familiarity with GoMore.dk is 

i.a. the knowledge of how to create a user profile, rent a car within the desirable price range and at 

a certain location, and of how to order a car through the app. The user’s trust in the platform 

provider implies both user’s willingness to share his or her personal information, like credit card 

details, without a fear that it would be misused, and user’s exclusion that the online vendor may 

have other unethical intentions. 

The crucial part of building positive expectations towards a certain service provider entails 

understanding the context of its business. The more familiar with the online platform interface and 

its services current and potential users are, the more likely they hold positive expectations towards 

the platform provider, hence more trustworthy it is perceived by them (Gefen, 2000). 

Accordingly, the higher the level of familiarity is, the more likely a user would perceive an online 

platform as useful and efficient. Moreover, when the majority of users have positive experiences 

and provide favourable recommendations about the platform, their familiarity would enhance trust 

in an online vendor, and likely increase interest of other consumers (Komiak and Benbasat, 2006). 

Conversely, potential users who lack familiarity about either sharing economy or, more 

specifically, peer-to-peer services, would have no reason to trust GoMore.dk (Gefen, 2000). Yet, 

because of the fact that experience directly impacts trust, a person can build trust through 

familiarity but also lose trust due to negative memories with a given service provider (Gefen, 

2000; Komiak and Benbasat, 2006). The arguments above suggest that: 
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H2: Increased level of familiarity with GoMore.dk enhances the asset provider’s trust in 

GoMore.dk 

 

3.3 Disposition to trust 

Based on the existing literature, disposition to trust has the strongest impact on trust when a 

person is put in an unfamiliar situation. Thus, whenever something new happens, people usually 

incautiously depend on their disposition to trust (Johnson-George and Swap, 1982). Therefore, in 

our case, disposition to trust would directly impact future users’ trust to GoMore.dk in the case 

when the platform is still undiscovered. Additionally, disposition to trust is “cross-situational and 

cross-personal” (McKnight and Chervany, 2001, p.42) as it shows the degree of how much 

confidence individuals have in others and rely on experience with other people and service 

providers (McKnight and Chervany, 2001). 

Furthermore, as people have different levels of disposition to trust, their inner tendency and 

willingness to trust also varies (Kim, et al., 2008). Overall, as McKnight et. al stress out, 

individuals tend to be trusting, although their trust might be sometimes hard to justify (McKnight, 

et al., 1998). However, when a person has a high disposition to trust, it is likely that it will 

positively influence his or her trust to a concrete online intermediary; in our case – GoMore.dk. 

Although, it does not always imply that a person with a high disposition to trust think of others as 

being trustworthy, nevertheless this person is willing to rely on them (Kim, et al., 2008). Thus, we 

propose that: 

H3: Increased disposition to trust enhances the asset provider’s trust in GoMore.dk 

 

3.4 GoMore.dk Reputation 

Several scholars i.a. Antony, Lin and Xu (2006); and Boot, Greedbaum and Thakor (1993), imply 

that positive reputation of a selling party, or an online intermediary, is one of the most important 

factors contributing to both risk reduction and the trust-building process (Antony, Lin and Xu, 

2006; Boot, Greedbaum and Thakor, 1993). This is due to the fact that a positive reputation 

provides existing and potential users valuable information that the online service provider is 
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reliable, honest, and is able to fulfil business commitments and expectations of its customers in 

the past (Doney and Cannon, 1997; Jarvenpaa et al., 1999). By looking at the service provider 

reputation a customer assumes that its actions will remain the same. Thus, when online service 

provider has a positive reputation, a customer concludes that the company is trustworthy and its 

actions are ethical. Analogously, when the reputation is negative, a customer infers that the 

company will not fulfil its obligations towards him or her, and therefore he or she assumes that it 

is not trustworthy (Kim, et al., 2008). Basing on the raised arguments, we suggest the following 

hypothesis: 

H4: The higher GoMore.dk’s reputation, the more asset provider trusts GoMore.dk 

 

3.5 Narrow scope trust - Trust in renters 

From the provider’s perspective, the online platform serves as an intermediary in the transaction 

with the final renter. Its role is to persuade an asset provider that cooperating with an unknown 

renter is safe. In case of GoMore.dk, two ways of assuring its members about the reliability of car 

rental process can be distinguished. Firstly, the platform uses different institutional mechanisms, 

like feedback systems or an obligatory insurance with every rental. Alternatively, GoMore.dk 

depends on the recognition of its services and users awareness of mentioned before sharing 

economy phenomenon. Since Internet users find well-known platforms trust worthier, GoMore.dk 

cultivates its brand image. Moreover, trust in the community of renters is an inseparable element 

of C2C environment for an asset provider. Therefore, it is claimed that the higher trust to the 

mediator, the better it transfers to renters. In other words, minimising the risk of the institutional 

mechanisms failure automatically minimises any uncertainties about the renting party, which has 

been already proven in a B2C environment by Pavlou and Gefen on the example of Amazon.com 

(Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). 

Although many scholars distinguish institutional trust from party trust, most of them focus on 

trustworthiness of sellers, rather than buyers. In this study, a provider’s perspective is being 

examined, however in order to further investigate the following hypothesis, assumptions from 

similar researches are taken into consideration. Therefore, we base on Pavlou and Gefen’s 

definition of institution based trust as a “buyer’s perception that effective third-party institutional 

mechanisms are in place to facilitate transaction success” (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004, p. 37). Those 
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mechanisms are, for example, security measures or guarantees. In case of GoMore.dk this 

includes driver’s license verification, link to social media account, user’s photo, address and 

above all - reviews. What is more, every single user needs to accept general terms and conditions, 

which allow GoMore.dk to revise profiles and to block distrustful accounts. By verifying engaged 

parties and avoiding opportunistic behaviour, the platform is supporting provider’s belief that 

renters will conduct the transaction according to their expectations, even without having a full 

ability to control them (Verhagen, Meents and Tan, 2006). 

In order to gain long-term car owner’s trust, GoMore.dk is trying to sustain its loyal users. From 

the asset provider’s perspective this means increasing direct advertisement and improving 

customer service. By doing so, it also cultivates trust towards other members of the platform and 

encourages them to conduct economic exchanges (Chen, et al., 2009). Based on the arguments 

discussed above, we suggest the following hypothesis: 

H5: Increased trust in GoMore.dk enhances asset provider’s trust in renters. 

 

3.6 Renters’ reputation 

Online intermediaries, like GoMore.dk, generate trust through a public feedback mechanism 

embedded in their platforms (Weber, 2014). According to Doney and Cannon, the platform’s 

feedback-based reputation system could be effective as long as asset providers believe that the 

public feedback is true, and is able to provide them reliable information about renters’ past 

performances. Therefore, if the majority of GoMore.dk asset providers consider the company’s 

recommendation system as credible, then the trust-building process would incentivise them to 

trust a concrete renter, basing only on the aggregated feedback from the previous asset providers 

(Doney and Cannon, 1997). What is more, Ba and Pavlou mention that a public feedback 

mechanism also gives incentives for asset providers to act properly and cooperatively in order to 

create their own positive reputation (Ba and Pavlou, 2002). 

Nevertheless, it is important to emphasise that within sharing economy platforms, each provider-

renter transaction and performance evaluation in the form of feedback might have a great impact 

on the comprehensive evaluation of trust in renters. Therefore, even a single inappropriate 
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behaviour of a certain renter might be enough to raise negative feelings about the whole 

community of renters (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). Therefore, we suggest that: 

H6: The higher renter’s reputation, the more asset provider trusts renters. 

 

3.7 Trust in renters 

As mentioned before, the final acceptance of the renter’s request requires a certain level of trust to 

GoMore.dk. However, we also claim that trust to the community of renters is another factor 

considered by an asset provider before renting out his or her car. Within the online environment, 

feedback systems are the most common instruments used for building reputation. Nevertheless, 

most of the previous studies focused on the seller’s reputation and its positive influence on 

consumers’ trust. Jones and Leonard (2008) find that sellers with the higher reputation are more 

likely to sell their products or services and generally for the higher price (Jones and Leonard, 

2008). In the C2C platforms context, an asset provider needs to trust the community of renters in 

order to become involved in sharing activities. With the certain level of trust to GoMore.dk, asset 

providers consider renters as a virtual community, described as communities allowing social 

interactions and multiple-sided ongoing exchanges facilitated by online communication tools. 

GoMore.dk is concentrating on people being in need of a car and the ones that have excess 

resources. Both parties may evaluate themselves after conducting the transaction. The aim of 

those ongoing evaluations is to create a community and contribute to the growth of long-term 

trust. (Rothaermela and Sugiyamab, 2001).  Therefore, we propose that: 

H7: Increased asset provider’s trusts in renters enhances his/her willingness to accept 

renter’s offer.  

 

3.8 Narrow scope trust – Willingness to accept a rental request 

Even though the car owner is familiar with Gomore.dk, he or she still needs to consider all the 

benefits and drawbacks of becoming an asset provider on the platform. In case of GoMore.dk, 

trust in the platform provider may foster the car owner to at least investigate renting options, 

eventually offer his or her car, and accept a request from a specific renter. The process of renting a 
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car begins with listing it on GoMore.dk, which initially does not require any fees and allows an 

asset provider to adjust price or availability. 

From the renters’ perspective, they have an access to a wide range of rental options. After finding 

a suitable vehicle, placing a rental request is required. The inquiry can be either accepted or 

refused by an asset provider. In each asset provider’s profile there is additional information about 

the bounce rate, which is the ratio of accepted to the total number of requests. It can be assumed 

that a lower bounce rate indicates lower trust to the community of renters, as well as to the 

platform. After the rental request is accepted, both parties meet personally to hand over the car at 

the agreed time and place. They need to fulfil all the necessary procedures provided by 

GoMore.dk and sign the rental contract, which is the last step before the renter can use the car. 

When the rental is over and the car successfully returned both parties are able to rate their 

experience and declare whether their trust to both renter and the platform has been beneficial 

(How rental works for car owners, 2019). 

To sum up, according to the steps required for each asset provider before renting the car, two 

main conditions of trust are identified. Firstly, we presume that the decision of offering a car 

comes from the belief that GoMore.dk is a reliable partner, properly takes care of entrusted 

personal details, thus can be trusted in terms of conducting the transaction with a stranger. 

Secondly, listing a car on the platform does not automatically mean renting it out. In order to 

finish the transaction, provider needs to accept the specific offer from the renter. Therefore: 

H8: The higher trust in GoMore.dk, the more the asset provider is willing to accept 

renter’s offer. 
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4. Methodology 

 

In this chapter we are going to explain the methodology behind our study. First, we clarify the 

philosophy of science. Next, research design of our study is outlined. Subsequently, we discuss 

suitability of techniques exploited in this thesis before data analysis, like the data collection form, 

sampling method and chosen measurements. 

 

4.1 Philosophy of science 

We choose a philosophy of science and its assumptions by the nature of knowledge, and by how 

we want to develop this knowledge. In our study, we aim for exploring trust antecedents within 

sharing economy from the asset provider’s point of view. Therefore, in order to follow the right 

research strategy for this topic, we focus on the way we as researchers view the world, and what 

suits our research question best. Since we prefer “working with an observable social reality” 

(Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016, p. 113), the philosophy of positivism seems to be the 

closest to our research. 

However, before explaining the motives for positivist approach, ontological assumptions are 

considered. This thesis perceives social entities as objective, meaning that they “exist in reality 

external to social actors concerned with their existence” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 110). We do 

consider subjective factors influencing one's motives and intentions, like personal disposition to 

trust. Nevertheless, most of the research criteria are objective and try to explain regularities of 

group behaviour by causal explanations. 

When it comes to acceptable knowledge, we explain what is considered important in our field of 

study with the chosen epistemological philosophy. The issue is to determine whether the social 

reality can be studied with the same procedures as natural sciences. As mentioned, our thesis 

mostly embraces a positivist approach. The matter of our observation is phenomenon, which can 

be confirmed by senses and produce credible data. Additionally, existing theories helped us to 

develop eight hypotheses, which we present in the previous chapter. Positivism assumes that the 

research is undertaken in a value-free way. As researchers, we stay independent and do not 
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influence results by our own values. Testing and confirming or rejecting hypotheses allow 

explanations of laws to be evaluated. Usually, positivist approach is associated with quantitative 

research and statistical analysis, which is also applies to our thesis (Saunders et al., 2016). 

The reason why we focus on quantitative data is because it makes it easier to compare different 

views on the topic. For the same reason, we decide to stick to the mono data collection technique 

and combine a single questionnaire with quantitative data analysis procedure. We perceive the use 

of only numerical data and statistical analysis as easier to interpret results and indicate 

relationships between variables in a given model (Saunders et al., 2016). 

In this thesis, we take a deductive research approach. We develop eight hypotheses basing on 

existing literature and design a research strategy to test them. This is contrary to the inductive 

approach, where researcher first needs to collect appropriate data to then analyse it and formulate 

a theory based on the results. In the literature we see the trend to assign those research approaches 

to research philosophies, where deductive approach posits more of positivism, and inductive more 

of interpretivism. Thus, deduction is the closest to a scientific research and is a common approach 

to a research within the natural sciences. Deductive research approach holds a few crucial 

characteristics. First, deduction clarifies causal relationships between chosen variables. Second, 

taken concepts are executed in a way that allows data to be quantitatively measured. The last 

characteristic of deductive research approach is generalisation (Saunders et al., 2016). However, 

this study cannot be generalised statistically, as we did not randomly collect our research sample. 

 

4.2 Research design 

In this part of the thesis we discuss our research purpose and strategy, as well as time horizons. 

According to Saunders et al., they all constitute to transforming a study from just a research 

question into a research project (Saunders et al., 2009). We also outline our tactic of collecting 

data and analysing results. 

The existing literature was reviewed in order to obtain theoretical support, and identify a set of 

variables and potential relationships between them. Therefore, we could develop prior 

understanding of possible answers to the research question. This part of our study is demonstrated 

in the “Literature Review” and “Hypotheses” chapters. 
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In our study, we want to examine the significance level of trust antecedents influencing 

GoMore.dk providers. In order to answer the research question and meet the objectives of our 

study, we employ a strategy of a self-administered internet-mediated survey. Our data collection 

process has a cross-sectional design, which is characteristic to a survey strategy. Contrary to 

longitudinal design, it was conducted only once and over a particular and very short time-frame. 

Our choice of survey strategy is followed by the extent of existing knowledge, our philosophical 

foundation, as well as the amount of time and necessary resources we carry. This strategy is 

frequently used in different studies, as it enables researchers the collection of substantial data in 

an eminently economical, less time-consuming and efficient way. Moreover, a well-carried out 

survey can provide meaningful insights and explanations for existing relationships between 

variables (Saunders et al., 2016). 

The survey as such is often a linked to a deductive approach, which we have taken. The conducted 

survey allowed us to collect valuable quantitative data, which we analyse in the next chapter. 

Moreover, it is an appropriate technique to enable the researcher to carry out a statistical analysis. 

However, the drawback of this kind of strategy is that it is usually not wide-ranging. Every 

questionnaire can contain limited number of questions, and not every respondent is willing to 

answer them all.  Nevertheless, in order to meet the principle of scientific strictness, and because 

of taken deductive research approach, we as researchers need to stay autonomic of what is being 

examined. Therefore, because of choosing self-administered online survey, we cannot influence or 

suggest answers to respondents, in order to ensure the research remains the high level of 

objectivity (Saunders et al., 2016). 

 

4.3 Questionnaire design 

Before a potential respondent could answer the questionnaire, he or she was directly messaged 

through GoMore.dk with an explanation of the purpose of our study and why he or she was 

chosen to participate in it. The link attached to the message led everyone to the same version of a 

questionnaire, which was fully written in English. Since we were asking for the participation of 

only people who live in Denmark, we needed to kindly excuse those who were not fluent in 

English and refused their participation. On the first page of our questionnaire we put a notice in 

which we introduced ourselves, once again explained in detail the purpose of the survey, notified 
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that people under 18 years old could not participate, assured anonymity, and introduced the 

possibility to participate in a draw. At the end of the questionnaire we thanked respondents for 

participating and notified them that answers have been automatically saved and collected 

(Saunders et al., 2016). 

As an incentive, the possibility to win a prize in the form of 250 DKK Q8 petrol station voucher 

was given to every respondent. To take part in the draw, respondents were asked to leave their 

email addresses as the last step before finishing the questionnaire. The reason to incentivise 

potential participants in a monetary way was to compensate them for the effort and time 

committed to fill out the questionnaire and at the same time increase the response rate. Some of 

the scholars claim that monetary incentives decrease the quality of responses, as respondents feel 

less devoted, and hence, spend less time to reply. On the contrary, Deutskens, de Ruyter, Wetzels 

and Oosterveld (2004) claim that the lotteries are proved to be the most effective reward 

comparing to vouchers or charity donations. (Deutskens, de Ruyter, Wetzels and Oosterveld, 

2004). We also decided to offer a relatively valuable prize, as Bryman (2012) suggests that larger 

monetary amounts might not improve the response rate (Bryman, 2012). 

The questionnaire was specifically designed to demonstrate development and consequences of 

trust in the sharing economy platform from a car provider perspective. It contained 34 separate 

closed questions formed in 8 matrix questions and had 3 filtering and 3 demographic questions. 

Additionally, there was one optional open question with a blank space to provide email address 

for those respondents who wanted to participate in a draw. We decided to ask only closed 

questions in our questionnaire, since open questions are commonly used in semi-structured and 

in-depth interviews when a researcher is unsure of the possible answers (Saunders et al., 2016). 

There are a few advantages that closed questions offer. Firstly, respondents find them easy to 

complete, while researchers regard them as simple to process. Secondly, closed questions increase 

the level of comparability of responses. Lastly, thanks to the display of already defined possible 

answers, this type of question can clarify its meaning for research participants. However, as 

Bryman emphasizes, closed questions may also have some drawbacks, for example annoying 

those respondents who cannot find an answer that is adequate to them (Bryman, 2012). Therefore, 

to simplify the choice of the most applicable answer for respondents, matrix questions were used 

and evaluated with a 7-point Likert rating scale, where 1 stood for strongly agree, 4 - neither agree 

nor disagree, and 7 – strongly disagree. Additionally, matrix questions allowed us to ask more 

than two similar questions at the same time and display them as one separate block (Saunders et 
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al., 2016). However, according to Dillman (2007), some respondents find this kind of question 

design difficult to understand, which can negatively affect their response (Dillman, 2007). 

The questionnaire began with 3 filtering questions. According to the literature, such a layout 

“require[s] the interviewer to ask questions of some respondents but not others” (Bryman, 2012, 

p. 219). In our case, filtering questions served as confirmation that the respondent qualifies for the 

survey target group. Therefore, if any of the answers were negative, we thanked such a person for 

the trouble and did not ask any further questions. Firstly, we asked every person who clicked the 

survey link whether he or she owns or leases a car and is already a member of GoMore.dk. It was 

due to the fact that within the online environment we were not certain whether the person 

answering questions is really the one that we aimed to reach. Secondly, we wanted to include only 

respondents living in Denmark, as this is the primary market for GoMore.dk. We decided not to 

ask more filtering questions, as according to Saunders, respondents are said to be annoyed when 

being asked more than three questions not directly associated with the study questions (Saunders 

et al., 2016). 

The very last part of the survey consisted of socio-demographic questions. We asked respondents 

to reveal their attribute variables, in other words background information about their 

characteristics. Those are usually things that they possess, rather than do. In our case, we asked 

for age, gender and the highest level of completed education to ensure the widest possible range 

of demographic features. One of the probable threats to our study was age and gender 

disproportion, as Internet users tend to be represented mostly by young men (Saunders et al., 

2016). The reason for placing socio-demographic questions at the end of the questionnaire was 

strictly practical. Namely, questions about age or educational level are embarrassing for some 

people. Therefore, we decided to ask for personal details at the end to minimise the risk of 

abandoning the survey by resentful respondents (Bryman, 2012). 

The questionnaire was generated by means of “Qualtrics: The Leading Research & Experience 

Software”. It is an American online survey creator program and we found it having the most both 

user- and respondent-friendly design amongst other survey creators available on the market. Since 

respondents tend to value how the questionnaire is visually presented, its design can play a crucial 

role in collecting unbiased responses from the study participants. According to Dillman, 

“respondent-friendly” design of the questionnaire increases survey response rate (Dillman, 2007). 

Moreover, Qualtrics enables researchers to design a professional-looking questionnaire in 
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different languages. Furthermore, it has a convenient option of viewing research results in real-

time. 

 

4.4 Pilot testing and assessing face validity 

Before we started the data collection process, we conducted a pilot test. It is usually recommended 

for researchers to avoid a situation where respondents are having difficulties with responding to 

questions and to minimise data recording issues. Moreover, thanks to the pilot test both validity of 

questions and reliability of collected data can be assessed (Saunders et al., 2016). Additionally, a 

researcher can execute an initial analysis on the data collected through pilot test and check if the 

chosen questions can provide him or her with answers enabling hypothesis testing. According to 

Bryman, the pilot test should not be conducted on those who may become respondents of the 

actual research sample. Instead, the scholar advises to carry out a pilot test on a small group of 

people who share similar characteristics to members of the chosen sample of the study (Bryman, 

2012). The number of pilot test participants is reliant on the size of the project, time constraints, 

type of research, research objectives, and research question (Saunders et al., 2016).  

Eventually, we conducted a pilot survey with ten respondents between the age of 24 and 55, living 

in Denmark who owns a car. Most of them were our Danish friends and their family members. 

After respondents finished the questionnaire, we reviewed it with them and asked questions 

mentioned by Saunders et al. Those questions included how long it took respondents to fill in the 

questionnaire, whether the introduction and further instructions were clear, whether any question 

was ambiguous or caused difficulties while answering, and whether they found the questionnaire 

layout appropriate. Next, pilot test participants were asked to provide additional comments 

(Saunders et al., 2016). Pilot test was conducted in order to verify whether chosen questions are 

understandable and unambiguous and the questionnaire is clear, easy to fill in, and properly 

recorded. Eventually, the pilot test helped us to determine the face validity of our survey. In 

accordance to Hair, Bush and Ortinau (2009), face validity is defined as “the subjective yet 

systematic assessment of how well a construct’s measurable components represent that construct” 

(Hair, Bush and Ortinau, 2009, p. 337). In other words, content (questions, measures, scales) and 

structure ought to be logical to respondents and “reflect accurately what it was intended to 
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measure” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 592). Aforementioned steps confirmed that the questionnaire 

was ready to be sent out to the actual sample (Saunders et al., 2016). 

 

4.5 Measures 

After conducting the literature review, we developed a theoretical model that consists of eight 

attributes on which respondents may vary. Those attributes are commonly called variables, and 

according to Bryman, can be divided into independent and dependent, where “the former are 

deemed to have a causal influence on the latter” (Bryman, 2012, p. 48). For the need of further 

analysis, we distinguished and examined three main relationships between the variables in our 

model. First one entails that “Narrow scope trust” is dependent from four other independent 

variables - “Broad scope trust”, “Familiarity”, “Disposition to trust” and “GoMore.dk reputation”. 

In the second relationship, “Narrow scope trust” together with “Renters reputation” become an 

independent variable from “Trust in renters”. The last dependency involves “Willingness to 

accept a rental request” as a dependent variable that rests on both - previously dependent - 

“Narrow scope trust” and “Trust in renters” variables. Each and every scale in our questionnaire 

was measured on a unified 7-point Likert scale, where 1 stands for “Strongly disagree”, 4 stands 

for “Neither agree nor disagree” and 7 stands for “Strongly agree”. 

All of the constructs in our questionnaire were either adopted or adapted from previously 

reviewed articles published in top tier journals. We checked all the journals against ABS 

Academic Journal Guide 2015. The guide measures the relative quality of 1401 academic journal 

titles and rank them from 4* to 1, where 4* stands for the highest status. ABS recognised 8,4% of 

journals as 4 and 4*; 22,3% as 3; 34,3% as 2 and 35% out of the total number as 1. Our thesis was 

written only with the help of journals ranked as 4*, 4 and 3, considered as credible journals in 

each given field (ABS Academic Journal Guide, 2015). Our intent was to guarantee the highest 

possible construct validity together with the protection of internal consistency of chosen scales. 

Thus, only through a valid questionnaire appropriate data can be collected, whilst through a 

reliable one there is a certainty that data is gathered consistently. The above mentioned construct 

validity is defined as “the extent to which your measurement questions actually measure the 

presence of those constructs you intended them to measure” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 373). 

Internal consistency, in turn, is one of the measures of reliability and “involves correlating the 
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responses to each question in the questionnaire with those to other questions in the questionnaire” 

(Saunders et al., 2016, p. 373). According to Bryman, the most common method of assessing 

internal consistency of multi-item scales is Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. It varies between 1 and 

0, where satisfactory level is achieved when the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha exceeds 0.70 

(Bryman, 2012). However, according to Peterson and Kim (2013), coefficient alpha has a weaker 

link to true reliability (Peterson and Kim, 2013), because it assumes that “all indicators are 

equally reliable” (Hair, Hult, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2016).  Therefore, various alternative measures 

of true reliability, like composite reliability, have been developed (Peterson and Kim, 2013). 

Eventually, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha and composite reliability are typically interpreted in the 

same manner. However, specifically for composite reliability, values above 0.95 should be 

excluded, as they imply that all variables of the indicator are assessing the same thing (Hair, et al., 

2016). 

All the scales and measurements that we used for this study are presented below, while the 

complete questionnaire is attached as Appendix 1. 

 

4.5.1 Independent variables 

 

4.5.1.1 Broad scope trust 

The distinction that we made in our thesis between Narrow (NST) and Broad scope trust (BST) 

was inspired by Hansen (2012a). In his articles, NST is dependent from BST, where trust within 

different industries encourages further relationships between specific business entities and its 

consumers (Hansen, 2012a). 

In order to measure “Broad scope trust” 3-item scale was adapted from Hansen (2012a). However, 

the author himself based on the study conducted by Tax, Brown, and Chandrashekaran (1998), 

who, in turn, adapted it from another research of Bruner, Hensel and James (2001). Nevertheless, 

since all items in the scale used by Hansen have reported to remain both a high level of composite 

reliability (.83) and a satisfactory level of discriminant validity (p < 0.05), as well as have been 
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indicated as being appropriate for hypothesis testing on the Broad scope trust, we have chosen to 

base on this scale (Hansen, 2012a). 

Implemented adaption concerned mainly wording. In all items we changed the focus from 

financial entities to sharing economy platforms. The biggest change concerned the first item, 

where not only financial companies were substituted for sharing economy platforms, but also 

“keeping promises” (Hansen, 2012a) was formulated in a more specific manner, stressing the 

function of platforms - mediating in transactions with others. However, reverse code of this item 

was also supported. The items in our questionnaire were as follows: “In general, I believe that 

sharing economy platforms cannot be relied upon to mediate in transactions with other users”; “In 

general, I believe that sharing economy platforms are trustworthy”; “Overall, I believe sharing 

economy platforms are honest”. All items in this scale were assessed by adopted 7-point Likert-

scale, where 1 stands for “Strongly disagree” and 7 for “Strongly agree”. 

 

4.5.1.2 Familiarity 

5-item “Familiarity” scale was adapted from Gefen (2000). The items were originally measured 

on a 7-point Likert-scale ranging from “1 - Strongly agree” to “7 - Strongly disagree”, which for 

the needs of our study were put in a reversed order. Other adaptations included wording of items, 

since Gefen’s study concerned purchasing books via Amazon.com, while ours renting out cars on 

GoMore.dk. In his study, Gefen focused not only on familiarity with the service provider, but also 

with all the activities related to the specific service (Gefen, 2000). This allowed us to adapt the 

scale not only to measure familiarity with GoMore.dk itself, but also with a peer-to-peer rental or 

feedback system on the platform. The items included in the final version of the scale used in our 

study were as follows: “I am familiar with GoMore.dk.”; “I am familiar with renting out cars on 

the Internet.”; “I am familiar with peer-to-peer rental service.”; “I am familiar with the process of 

renting out a car on GoMore.dk.”; “I am familiar with the feedback system on GoMore.dk.”. The 

scale has been measured to carry a very high level of reliability (α=.93) in Gefen (Gefen, 2000). 
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4.5.1.3 Disposition to trust 

Five items included in “Disposition to trust” scale were also taken from Gefen. The items were 

fully adopted, without any changes in wording. This scale included: “I generally trust other 

people”; “I tend to count upon other people”; “I generally have faith in humanity”; “I feel that 

people are generally reliable”; “I generally trust other people unless they give me reason not to”. 

The measurement of the scale was also adapted from the same author. However, 7-point Likert-

scale again needed to be reversed in order to ensure consistency in our study. Disposition to trust 

in our model served as a dependent of “Narrow scope trust”, being the only variable that is not 

situation-specific and does not involve any knowledge of a trusted party. Its aim was to reflect a 

general faith in humanity and trustworthiness of respondents, which are not a result of the specific 

experience with a service provider, but the consequence of socialization and live experience. 

Similarly to the Familiarity scale, Gefen examined this set of items to provide a high level of 

internal consistency (α=.89) (Gefen, 2000). 

 

4.5.1.4 GoMore.dk Reputation 

In order to measure the reputation of GoMore.dk, 4-item scale was adapted from Kim, et al. 

(2008) where it was called “Site reputation”. All items were assessed by 7-point Likert-scale (1 = 

“Strongly disagree”, 7 = “Strongly agree”) and consisted of: “GoMore.dk is a well-known C2C 

platform.”, “GoMore.dk has a good reputation”; “GoMore.dk has a reputation for being honest”; 

“I am familiar with the name of this platform”. The following scale has been proven to have a 

relatively high level of reliability (α=.84) in Kim, et al. Adaptation involved replacing initial 

“Website” with “GoMore.dk” or “Platform”. Similarly as in our study, Kim’s et al. model 

suggests that positive reputation creates trust in the form of high level of esteem towards the 

selling party. The scholars assumed that reputation is an outcome of past interactions and if the 

obligations are honoured, consumer can expect a continuity of trustworthy behaviour in the next 

transaction (Kim et al., 2008). 
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4.5.1.5 Renters reputation 

In our study we identify renters reputation with the perceived effectiveness of GoMore.dk 

feedback mechanism. Therefore, we applied Pavlou and Gefen’s 4-item “Perceived effectiveness 

of feedback mechanism” scale, which we significantly adapted to our study. In mentioned 

research, the scholars focused on Amazon.com and its Rating and Feedback mechanism, as a tool 

for providing desirable information about a seller’s reputation. In our model, traditional online 

auction marketplace was replaced with C2C platform, where an asset provider can be perceived as 

a seller, as he or she is getting paid in exchange for a temporary rental. In such a situation, rating 

of both sellers and buyers is desirable. This is due to the fact that perceived risk is present on both 

sides of the transaction. Sellers also want to be assured that feedback about buyers’ provide 

reliable information about their past behaviour within the platform (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). 

Accordingly, since in our study we took an asset provider’s perspective, renters’ reputation is 

more applicable. Therefore, “sellers” were replaced with “renters” in items of wording, together 

with “Amazon.com” replaced by “GoMore.dk”. Thus, four adapted items in our questionnaire 

were as follows: “I feel confident that Gomore.dk’s Rating mechanism gives accurate information 

about the renters’ reputation”; “A considerable amount of useful feedback information about the 

transaction history of renters rentals is available through Gomore.dk’s Rating mechanism”; “I 

believe that the Gomore.dk’s Rating mechanism is effective”; “I believe that the Gomore.dk’s 

Rating mechanism is reliable and dependable”. All of the items were assessed by an adopted 7-

point Likert-scale ranging from 1- “Strongly disagree” to 7 - “Strongly agree” and has been 

reported to have a very high level of internal consistency (α=.95) in Pavlou and Gefen (Pavlou 

and Gefen, 2004). 

 

4.5.2 Dependent variables 

 

4.5.2.1 Narrow scope trust 

Three first items of a “Narrow scope trust scale” were adapted from Kim, et al. (2008) “Consumer 

trust” scale with minor modifications in wording. The words “site”, “Website” and “Website 

vendor” were changed to “GoMore.dk”. Eventually, the items of this part of the scale looked as 
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follows: “GoMore.dk is trustworthy”; “GoMore.dk gives the impression that it keeps promises 

and commitments”; “I believe that GoMore.dk has my best interests in mind”. Kim, et al. reported 

items in this scale as carrying a high level of reliability (α=.85) (Kim et al., 2008). Furthermore, 

we fortified the scale with items used by Chai et al. in their debate about knowledge sharing 

among bloggers. While investigating “Trust in blog service provider” the scholars focused on 

more specific aspects, like safeguards or legal structures. Thus, we needed to adapt the scale by 

replacing “Blog service provider” with “GoMore.dk” and “rental intermediary”, but also narrow 

our research to renting out cars by the asset provider instead of blogging activities. Three 

complementary adapted items were as follows: “As a rental intermediary, GoMore.dk provides 

enough safeguards to make me feel comfortable renting out my car”; “As a rental intermediary, 

GoMore.dk provides a robust and safe environment in which I can rent out my car”; “I feel 

assured that GoMore.dk legal and technological structures adequately protect me from problems”. 

Chai et al. scale has been proven to carry very high level of consistency (α=.93) (Chai et al., 

2012). We treat blog providers similarly to C2C platforms, as they also mediate between asset 

providers (bloggers) and consumers (readers). Since different issues concern traditional electronic 

commerce studied by Kim et al., and platform services, which were the focus of Chai et al. study, 

we decided to combine adapted items from both scales. 7-point Likert-scale (1 = “Strongly 

disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”) was adopted to our final scale. 

 

4.5.2.2 Trust in renters 

4-item “Trust in community of sellers” scale was adapted to our study from Pavlou and Gefen to 

measure “Trust in renters”. The scale has been proven to have an extremely high level of internal 

consistency (α=.97). The items were assessed by an adopted 7-point Likert scale. As mentioned 

earlier, car owners replaced traditional e-commerce sellers in our study. Therefore, we substituted 

original “sellers” for “renters” and “Amazon.com” for “GoMore.dk”. In their study, Pavlou and 

Gefen focus on beliefs about dependability, honesty, reliability and trustworthiness (Pavlou and 

Gefen, 2004). Four items used in our questionnaire were as follows: “Gomore.dk renters are in 

general dependable”; “Gomore.dk renters are in general reliable”; “Gomore.dk renters are in 

general honest”; “Gomore.dk renters are in general trustworthy”. 

 



42 
 

4.5.2.3 Willingness to accept a rental request 

Our three-item “Willingness to accept a rental request” scale was inspired by “Willingness to 

buy” and “Intention to purchase” scales used by numerous scholars, including Gefen et al. (2000) 

or Kim et al. (2008). Scales used by above mentioned scholars has been reported to have a 

sufficient level of reliability, exceeding α=.78. After thoroughly reviewing the literature, we failed 

to find an already existing scale corresponding to the needs of our study. 

Our intent was to measure whether a GoMore.dk asset provider, who in this case is substituted for 

a buyer, would be willing to rent out his or her car to another GoMore.dk user. The difference 

between accepting a rental request and just offering a car on GoMore.dk needs to be 

distinguished. Placing an offer on the platform does not automatically imply that an asset provider 

is forced to rent out his or her car to each and every user who wants to rent it. The system works 

in a way that an asset provider can evaluate potential renter before the transaction is made. Due to 

this fact, we formulated our own scale measuring willingness to accept a rental request. By doing 

so, factors influencing the final decision of a lessor, like: the availability of an asset, renters 

reputation and trust to GoMore.dk, were stressed. Hereby, the scale included the following items: 

“I am likely to accept a rental request on GoMore.dk at a time when I do not use my car”; “I am 

likely to accept a rental request on GoMore.dk unless the potential renter has a negative rating”; “I 

am likely to accept a rental request on GoMore.dk as long as the platform itself stays 

trustworthy”. By conducting the pilot study and measuring the level of internal reliability of the 

final construct, we ascertained a sufficient level of internal consistency of a given variable. 

 

4.6 Sampling 

For various reasons, collecting data from the whole population of GoMore.dk users is hard to 

execute. It is mainly because of our time limitations, reliance only on the goodwill of respondents, 

as well as the access, since there are almost 10000 cars to rent in Denmark according to 

GoMore.dk Official Press Kit (GoMore Press Kit Denmark, 2017). Therefore, we collected a non-

probability sample, which means “the probability of each case being selected from the total 

population is not known” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 213). In contrast to the probability sampling, a 

non-probability method posits that the distribution of population is unknown before the study, 
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hence it is impossible to determinate a representativeness of the final sample size and generalise 

study results. However, by ensuring a response rate to be relatively high, our in-depth findings can 

serve as a representative sample for a given research question. We used a convenient sampling 

technique, as the survey was sent to the selected by us GoMore.dk users. We are aware of the 

possible bias caused by obtaining individual cases from a varied population. Nevertheless, our 

subjective judgement of the sample depended on one of the features of the GoMore.dk platform. 

The platform’s algorithm orders asset providers from the most responsive and experienced users 

at the top of the list to those who have just started using GoMore.dk. at the bottom. Therefore, we 

asked specific users from the beginning of the list to fill out the questionnaire and assumed that 

they would better contribute to our study, than randomly selected users (Saunders et al., 2016).   

According to Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2014), the general rule of thumb for determining 

the sample size in regression analysis “requires a minimum sample of 50 and preferably 100 

observations for most research situations” (Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson, 2014, p. 172). 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), in turn, suggest a special formula for calculating sample size for 

multiple regression, which is N > 50 + 8m and m corresponds to the number of independent 

variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). Accordingly, in our case, the sample size should be 

higher than 114. Thus, our final sample size of 231 is appropriate for the hypothesis testing. The 

response rate of our survey equals 31%. Our data collection lasted five days and it was conducted 

between 15th and 20th of March 2019. We directly messaged 747 GoMore.dk users through the 

platform with the request to fill out the survey. However, after eliminating unfinished and 

incomplete responses, we received 191 useful responses. Therefore, the final response rate was at 

the level of 25,6%. Moreover, filtering questions used at the beginning of the questionnaire 

enabled only adult inhabitants of Denmark who own or lease a car to participate in the survey. 
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5. Results 

 

In the first part of this chapter we present collected data. Further, we analyse the results and define 

whether our hypotheses can be supported. 

The chosen analysis method was regression coefficient, as our intent was to test the strength of 

relationships between dependent and independent variables. The model was divided into three 

relationship groups within variables and determined three separate group of relationships with 

only one dependent (either “Narrow scope trust”, or “Renters reputation”, or “Willingness to 

accept a rental request”) and a few independent variables within each of them. Therefore, a 

coefficient of multiple determination needed to be calculated (Saunders et al., 2016). Multiple 

regression is “a family of techniques that can be used to explore the relationship between one 

continuous dependent variable and a number of independent variables or predictors (usually 

continuous)” (Pallant, 2007, p. 146). It is based on correlation, but it enables more complex 

analysis of the interrelationship among selected set of variables. We selected this method of 

analysis because, according to Pallant, it is suitable for the investigation of real-life research 

questions. Multiple regression provides information about the whole model, as well as 

contribution of each individual variable. Thus, through multiple regression a researcher can test 

whether deleting or adding a variable redounds to the predictive power of the model, over and 

above the variables which are already in the model. Different scholars distinguish multiple types 

of regression analysis, depending on the nature of the research. Pallant determinate three most 

common types of multiple regression analysis: standard, hierarchical, and stepwise (Pallant, 

2007). Since we simultaneously entered all our independent variables into the equation in SPSS 

software program, our multiple regression is standard. This commonly chosen approach was used 

as we intended to examine both how much variance in each dependent variable could be defined 

by a set of independent variables as a group and “how much unique variance in the dependent 

variable each of the independent variables explained” (Pallant, 2007, p. 147). 
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5.1 Standard multiple regression interpretation 

The final sample size of N = 191 was transferred into Excel spreadsheet and afterwards inserted 

into IBM SPSS Statistics 24 software. For the needs of linear regression analysis, the variables 

were computed into indexes. Values of the indexes were averaged from corresponding them 

items: 

• BT1-BT3 for Broad scope trust (BST) scale, 

• FM1-FM5 for Familiarity (FAM) scale, 

• DT1-DT5 for Disposition to trust (DSP) scale, 

• RP1-RP4 for GoMore.dk reputation (GRP) scale, 

• NT1-NT6 for Narrow scope trust (NST) scale, 

• TR1-TR4 for Trust in renters (TIR) scale, 

• RR1-RR4 for Renters reputation (RRP) scale, 

• WA1-WA3 for Willingness to accept a rental request (WAO) scale. 

Additionally, item BT1 needed to be recoded into the reversed scale (1=7, 2=6, 3=5, 4=4, 5=4, 

6=2, 7=1) in order to keep all items consistent and loaded positively. As linear regression is 

unable to test multiple relationships in a single statistical test, we defined three separate 

regressions to test the whole model: 

• Regression #1: NST as a dependent variable and BST, FAM, DSP, and GRP as 

independent ones, 

• Regression #2: TIR as a dependent variable and NST with RRP as independent ones, 

• Regression #3: WAO as a dependent variable and TIR with NST as independent ones. 

 

The graphic presentation of the model tested in this thesis is shown below in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual model. Source: Author’s own work 

 

5.1.1 Checking assumptions of multiple regression  

 

5.1.1.1 Multicollinearity and singularity  

Generally, in multiple regression models, multicollinearity and singularity ought to be avoided. 

The former phenomenon occurs, when independent variables are highly correlated (.90 or more). 

The latter takes place when an independent variable consists of other independent variables, 

which did not occur in our model. In terms of multicollinearity, none of the correlations between 

independent variables exceeded the level of .90, with the correlation between GRP and NST being 

the highest - .625. As additional confirmation for absence of multicollinearity, values from 

Collinearity Statistics - Tolerance and VIF, fulfilled suggested criteria (respectively, not below .10 
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and not above 10) (Pallant, 2007). TIR and NST as independent variables in Regression #3 had 

both the lowest Tolerance (.622) and highest VIF (1.608). 

 

5.1.1.2 Outliers 

Both dependent and independent variables should be checked for the possible extreme outliers 

scores. Neither very low (standard residual values less than -3.3) nor very high scores (more than 

3.3) are desired. In SPSS outliers are displayed on Scatterplot. In case of our regression models, 

we found only one outlier in Regression #1, two outliers in Regression #2 and one in Regression 

#3, which is within an acceptable margin for error. Moreover, most of the scores in each 

regression are concentrated in the centre, which is a desirable layout suggested in the literature 

(Pallant, 2007). This is shown below in Figures 2, 3 and 4. 

 

Figure 2. Scatterplot NST – BST, FAM, DSP, GRP. Source: SPSS 
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Figure 3. Scatterplot TIR – NST, RRP. Source: SPSS 

 

Figure 4. Scatterplot WAO – TIR, NST. Source: SPSS 
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5.1.1.3 Normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, independence of residuals  

Numerous aspects are connected with residuals, for example, differences between predicted and 

obtained dependent variable scores. One of them is normality, which indicates that residuals ought 

to be normally distributed between predicted dependent variables scores. Linearity signals that 

residuals should have a straight-line relationship. Homoscedasticity, in turn, implies that the same 

variance of the residuals between predicted dependent variables scores should be identical for 

predicted scores (Pallant, 2007). 

Different tools can be used to evaluate residuals in SPSS - Casewise Diagnostics and Residuals 

Statistics tables, or Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual. Extreme residuals can 

be identified in Casewise Diagnostics table. In order to check whether diagnosed cases have any 

undue influence on the model, Residuals Statistics table is more suitable. Within Residuals 

Statistics table Cook’s distance, which should not exceed the value of 1 can be found (Pallant, 

2007). In Regression #2 we found a case with Cook’s distance of 1,19745 and thus, decided to 

remove it from our sample. Therefore, we needed to recalculate standard multiple regression and 

reliability on the updated data set. Consequently, our final sample size shrank to N = 190, which 

provided us with a slightly different final response rate equalling 25,4%. The correlation between 

GRP and NST remained the highest - .562, while TIR and NST kept the lowest Tolerance (.741) 

and highest VIF (1.349). 

In regards to Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual, Tabachnick and Fidell 

suggest a desirable look of the plots. First of all, if residuals distribution is normal, points on the 

graph go up along the straight line running between bottom left and upper right corners. This 

occurred in all our three cases as shown in Figures 5, 6 and 7. In terms of linearity, every clear 

curvature of the line is unpreferable, as it weakens the analysis. All of our plots remained 

relatively linear. On the other hand, if heteroscedasticity is present, the band enclosing the 

residuals is not equal in width at all predicted dependent variable values (Tabachnick and Fidell, 

2007), which was not the case in our model. 

Finally, data set was also checked for independent error using Durbin-Watson statistic and did not 

reach the maximum suggested level of 2 (respectively, the values equalled 1.513, 1.815 and 1.668 

for Regression #1, #2 and #3). Another assumption taken into account in the analysis of our study 

was non-zero variance. According to Field (2009) “predictors should have some variation in 
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value” (Field, 2009, p. 220).  In our study, none of the values equalled 0, meaning that there was 

some variation, what is further indicated in the hypothesis testing section. 

 

Figure 5. Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual NST – BST, FAM, DSP, GRP. Source: SPSS 

 

Figure 6. Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual TIR – NST, RRP. Source: SPSS 
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Figure 7. Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual WAO – TIR, NST. Source: SPSS 

 

5.1.2 Testing for reliability – Cronbach’s Alpha results in SPSS 

In order to check reliability for chosen measures, Cronbach’s alpha values were analysed. Table 1 

presents those values generated in SPSS for all variables in our model. As mentioned before in the 

methodology chapter, according to Bryman, the value of Cronbach’s alpha should exceed .70 in 

order to gain a satisfactory level of reliability (Bryman, 2012). As shown in Table 1, one variable 

- WAO did not exceed the minimum acceptable value (α = .650). However, other scholars, i.a. 

Hinton, McMurray, Brownlow and Cozens (2004) argue that .60 is an acceptable value of 

Cronbach’s alpha, as they describe values between .50 and .70 as moderate (Hinton, McMurray, 

Bronlow and Cozens, 2004). Thus, although WAO had a relatively low reliability level, it was 

still regarded as an internally consistent scale. Field, in turn, draws attention to the fact that the 

value of alpha depends on the diversity of constructs and the number of items in the scale (Field, 

2009). Reliability test in SPSS showed that deleting any of the items from a following scale would 

not increase Cronbach’s alpha value (“Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” values for WA1, WA2, 

and WA3 were .665; .514, and .415, respectively). Additionally, it needs to be emphasized that 

WAO was the only measure in our model that was neither adapted nor adopted. While creating 

the items for this measure we were only inspired by several scales used by other scholars, which is 
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further explained in the methodology chapter. That is why further research should be done to 

improve the value of internal consistency of this scale. Furthermore, all the other scales in the 

model have been reported as reliable. While variables RRP (α =.920) and TIR (α =.916) had a 

very high, GRP (α =.728) and FAM (α =.734) reached a sufficient level of internal consistency. 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, BT1 required recoding into BT11, as being the only 

negatively worded item in the BST scale. We noticed that the statement “In general, I believe that 

sharing economy platforms cannot be relied upon to mediate in transactions with other users” 

distinctly confused respondents, mainly due to the fact that all the other items in the questionnaire 

were positively worded. We identified this as a direct reason for Cronbach’s Alpha value reaching 

an unacceptable level of .285. As a confirmation of our assumption, Cronbach’s Alpha if Item 

Deleted value equalled .829. Therefore, we eventually decided to remove BT11 from the BST 

scale. Afterwards a new BSR scale was created and used in the further parts of this thesis. 

  Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items   

NST .854 6   

BSR .829 2   

FAM .734 5   

DSP .844 5   

GRP .728 4   

TIR .916 4   
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RRP .920 4   

WAO .650 3   

Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha values. Source: SPSS 

 

5.1.3 Validity 

Taking validity issues into consideration, besides previously mentioned content and construct 

validity, in our study we also secured nomological and external validity. Nomological validity is 

an “assessment of how well one construct theoretically fits within a network of other established 

constructs that are related yet different” (Hair et al., 2009, p. 338). As it is proven through 

conducted survey and data analysis, we developed this kind of network composed of distinct 

antecedents and an outcome, which relate to each other in a statistically significant manner. 

According to Hair et al. (2009), external validity describes the degree to which research results 

can be predicted to be true for the entire target population (Hair et al., 2009). Since we did not 

randomly selected study participants, our results cannot be generalised. Thus, external validity is 

not secured. 

 

5.2 Evaluating the model 

By looking at R square value, we are able to estimate “how much of the variance in the dependent 

variable is explained by the model” (Pallant, 2007, p. 158). Our model explains 38.4% of the 

variance in NST, 27.4% in TIR and 27.8% in WAO. What is more, statistical significance is 

reached in every regression at the level of .000 (p < .0005) (Pallant, 2007). 
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5.2.1. Evaluating each of the independent variables – hypothesis testing  

In order to check which independent variable redounded to the prediction of the corresponding 

dependent variable in each of the three regressions, we based on the information from the 

“Coefficients” SPSS output table. In order to compare variables, we considered the standardized 

coefficients values. Since standardization implies that these values “have been converted to the 

same scale” (Pallant, 2007, p. 159), we were able to compare our variables. Furthermore, we 

looked at the Beta values, as we wanted to compare the contribution of each independent variable 

to the dependent one and verify whether the value is positive or negative. Additionally, we 

examined the significance value (Sig.) for each independent variable to check if they are 

statistically significant. If the Sig. value exceeds .05, the variable is not statistically significant to 

the prediction of the particular dependent variable, and the smaller this value is (p < 0.05; 0.01; 

0.001), the better. The last values that we checked were the Part correlation coefficients. We 

squared those values for each independent variable to analyse what percentage of the total 

variance in the dependent variable is described alone by that independent variable (Pallant, 2007). 

R-squared values range from 0 to 1 and the closer the value is to 1 the higher level of predictive 

accuracy it implies. There are no strict rules of thumb concerning the appropriate value of R-

squared. It is due to the fact that it specifically depends on the research type and complexity of a 

given model (Hair et al., 2016). Furthermore, values ensuring non-zero variance assumption have 

been checked. 

In order to test our hypotheses, we discuss the values mentioned above extracted from SPSS for 

each independent variable. The overview of those results is shown in the Table 2 below. 

HYPOTHESIS 
INDEPENDENT 

VARIABLE 

STANDARDIZED 

COEFFICIENTS 

BETA 

p 

VALUE 

R 

SQUARE 
RESULT 

H1: Increased degree of 

trust in sharing 

economy enhances the 

asset provider’s trust in 

GoMore.dk. 

BSR .169 .008** .024 SUPPORTED 
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H2: Increased level of 

familiarity with 

GoMore.dk enhances 

the asset provider’s trust 

in GoMore.dk. 

FAM .040 .526 .001 REJECTED 

H3: Increased 

disposition to trust 

enhances the asset 

provider’s trust in 

GoMore.dk 

DSP .179  .004**  .029 SUPPORTED 

H4: The higher 

GoMore.dk’s 

reputation, the more 

asset provider trusts 

GoMore.dk. 

GRP .437 .000*** .148 SUPPORTED 

H5: Increased trust in 

GoMore.dk enhances 

asset provider’s trust in 

renters. 

NST .452 .000*** .169 SUPPORTED 

H6: The higher renter’s 

reputation, the more 

asset provider trusts 

renters. 

RRP .136 .048* .021 SUPPORTED 

H7: Increased asset 

provider’s trust in 

renters enhances his/her 

TIR .377 .000*** .106 SUPPORTED 
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willingness to accept 

renter’s offer. 

H8: The higher trust in 

GoMore.dk, the more 

the asset provider is 

willing to accept 

renter’s offer. 

NST .223 .002** .037 SUPPORTED 

Table 2. Hypothesis overview. Source: Author’s own work 

The p values for regression relationships: * = statistically significant at 0.05, ** = statistically significant at 

0.01, *** = statistically significant at 0.001 

  

As demonstrated above, every hypothesis from our model could have been tested. Besides 

Familiarity as the only one independent variable, which was statistically insignificant, every other 

variable was proven to be statistically significant. Therefore, seven out of eight hypotheses were 

supported. Below, each hypothesis is described in detail, while the graphic presentation of the 

model enriched with final results of the study is shown in Figure 8. 

 

H1- H4 

In Regression #1 we tested 4 hypotheses (H1-H4) in relation to NST as a dependent variable. In 

terms of BSR, a statistically significant positive relationship was found (β = .169, p=.008**). R 

Square value indicates that BSR alone describes only 2.4% of NST. Non-zero variance 

assumption was met for this independent variable (Variance = .746). It translates to the fact that 

Broad scope trust is a relevant predictor of Narrow scope trust, which supports H1. In regards to 

FAM, the non-zero variance assumption was also met (Variance = .596). Its predictive power was 

only at the level of 0.1%, providing a very small contribution to the model. The relationship 

between FAM and NST was positive (β = .040). However, NST has not been proven to be 

affected by FAM, as the significance level of FAM considerably exceeded .05 (p = .526) making 

the variable statistically insignificant. Thus, H2 was rejected. Concerning DSP, the relationship 
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with NST was found both significant and positive (β = .179, p = .004**). The predictive power of 

DSP itself in relation to NST was 14,8% (R square = 0.148). As a predictor, DSP had a variation 

greater than 0 (Variance = .479). It all meant that Disposition to trust explicitly affected NST, thus 

H3 was also supported. Finally, the relationship between NST and GRP has also been proven to 

be positive and significant (β = .437, p = .000***). The predictive power of GRP equalled 14.8% 

(R square = .148). The value of variation was .345, which supported non-zero variance 

assumption. This indicates that H4 could be supported. 

 

H5- H6 

In Regression #2, with TIR as a dependent variable, we conducted an analysis of relationships 

with NST and RRP. The results revealed a fairly positive effect of the former variable (β = .452, p 

= .000***). Furthermore, NST alone explained TIR to a greater extent than RRP (R square = 

.169). Again, non-zero variance assumption was met for both of the variables with Variance 

equalling .508 for NST and 1.116 for RRP. This made H5 supported. Regarding RRP, the variable 

had a marginally significant effect on TIR (β = .136, p = .048*). It also explained a dependent 

variable to a much lesser extent (R square = .021). Nevertheless, RRP still statistically supported 

H6. 

 

H7- H8 

While testing hypotheses H7 and H8, we analysed the results of Regression #3, where WAO is 

dependent from NST and TIR. As mentioned earlier, the non-zero variance assumption was 

proven to be met for both NST and TIR. The predictive power of NST and TIR was 3,7% and 

10,6%, respectively. Within both independent variables we found a positive, statistically 

significant relationship. For NST the values equalled β = .223, p = .002**, whilst for TIR β = 

.377, p = .000***. Based on those results, we concluded that both H7 and H8 were supported. 
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Figure 8. Results within the final version of the model. Source: Author’s own work 

  

In sum, NST affected both TIR and WAO, supporting H5 and H8, respectively. NST, itself, was 

affected by BST, DSP, GRP, supporting H1, H3, H4, respectively. TIR was affected by RRP, 

supporting H6 and affected, itself, WAO, supporting H7. Only H2 was rejected, as FAM did not 

affect NST. 

 

5.2.2 Describing the central tendency and dispersion  

While analysing the central tendency of the variables in our model, mean value, which represents 

an average value from a given data set, was used. All of the variables showed a strong tendency of 

positive answers (mean value for the whole model equalled 5,90208), indicating that the vast 
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majority of respondents agreed with the given statements. In terms of dispersion, we examined 

standard deviation, which is an extent to which values vary from the mean (Saunders et al., 2016). 

The spread was not wide, with maximum standard deviation for RRP of 1,0574 and the average 

standard deviation of all the variables of 0,7889. Mean and standard deviation values are 

presented in Table 3. 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

NST 5,9570 ,71273 190 

BSR 5,8368 ,86355 190 

FAM 6,2958 ,77192 190 

DSP 5,8537 ,69210 190 

GRP 6,1658 ,58769 190 

TIR 5,9895 ,65759 190 

RRP 5,4553 1,05659 190 

WAO 5,8772 ,88697 190 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics. Source: Author’s own work 

All variables measured in 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented strongly agree, 4 - neither agree nor 

disagree, and 7 – strongly disagree. 
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As shown in Figure 9, our sample was not representative in terms of age distribution. There was a 

clear overweight of respondents between 25 and 54 years old. We gathered the smallest sample of 

people at the age of 65 or more, however all age groups are represented by the study. 

 

Figure 9. Age distribution of the final sample. Source: Author’s own work 

In terms of gender, there was almost equal distribution between males (58,4%) and females 

(41,6%). The results are shown in Figure 10. 

 

Figure 10. Gender distribution of the final sample. Source: Author’s own work 
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Respondents were also asked in the questionnaire to indicate their highest level of completed 

education. The results are illustrated in Figure 11 and imply that there was a lack of both non-

educated respondents and those holding a PHD degree. The majority of the respondents held 

Bachelor’s or Master’s degree. In conclusion, our study was not entirely representative both in 

terms of age and education, hence could not be generalized.  

 

Figure 11. Distribution of the highest level of completed education of the final sample.  

Source: Author’s own work 
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6. Discussion 

 

This chapter contains the discussion of the research results related to the suggested hypotheses 

and the research question: “Which antecedents influence trust in a C2C platform, and how does 

this trust in turn influence user involvement in sharing economy activities?”. It starts with the 

discussion of the theoretical implications, including the confrontation of existing theory with 

results obtained in this study. Next, managerial implications are discussed, where we focus on 

applying the results to real-life scenarios. Lastly, we explain limitations of the study and 

recommend potential areas for the future research. 

 

6.1 Implications 

 

6.1.1 Theoretical implications 

This section is divided into three parts accordingly to the three simple linear regressions 

conducted for the analysis of this study. Each regression aimed to explain the particular 

relationship between independent and dependent variables. By the means of Regression #1 we 

were able to support hypothesis #1, #3 and #4 and reject hypothesis #2; of Regression #2 to 

support hypothesis #5 and #6; of Regression #3 to support hypothesis #7 and #8. Below, we 

discuss theoretical implications in detail. 

 

6.1.1.1 Implications from Regression #1 

Regression #1 defines antecedents of Narrow scope trust on the example of GoMore.dk platform 

provider. Firstly, the results of our study supported the hypothesis implying that Broad scope 

trust, and more specifically trust to sharing economy services, has a significant effect on trust to 

GoMore.dk. The vast majority of respondents in our study declared that honesty and 

trustworthiness of sharing economy models is already appealing to them. This indicates that a 

successful C2C platform should aim for attracting people, who already put faith in or at least 
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experienced a similar service. The study results are consistent with Hansen’s early-stage 

relationships findings. The scholar claims that trust to a transaction party develops in the 

intermediate stage of any marketing relationship (Hansen, 2012a). Since GoMore.dk peer-to-peer 

rental is a relatively a new offering, as it was launched in 2014, it seems reasonable that potential 

users would most likely initially rely on their confidence in sharing economy, rather than market 

newcomer assurances. Therefore, being an asset provider on GoMore.dk requires a specific 

degree of trust to the peer-to-peer car rental service, as well as to the intermediary itself. On the 

contrary to the traditional e-commerce, indicated finding is especially relevant in the sharing 

economy context, considering the fact that the transaction subject is only temporarily shared with 

the other party and will be returned after the agreed period of time. In our study, we proved that 

those, who decided to become a peer-to-peer asset provider, already have faith in and experience 

with other C2C platforms. 

On the contrary of what we have expected while developing our model and creating hypotheses, 

results from Regression #1 indicate that Familiarity (FAM) did not affect trust to GoMore.dk 

(NST). Some scholars, i.a. Komiak and Benbasat find that familiarly can reduce uncertainty and 

play an important role in developing trust between users and a platform provider within online 

environment (Komiak and Benbasat, 2006). Moreover, according to Gefen, as interactions can be 

temporary, familiarity within sharing economy should be examined steadily (Gefen, 2000). 

Hence, we wanted to include familiarity in our model and test whether it might become one of the 

trust antecedents. As Gefen further implies, people are able to develop their own pattern of 

behaviour within online environment thanks to familiarity. Therefore, platform users can decrease 

the level of complexity by learning and understanding how to operate with a certain website, 

platform or mobile application (Gefen, 2000). A possible explanation as to why only this trust 

antecedent did not affect NST is the fact that in our research, through the filtering questions, we 

selected to examine only respondents who were already GoMore.dk asset providers. As results 

proven, the study participants were already familiar with GoMore.dk, understood its services, 

functions, and how to navigate within the platform, before taking part in the survey. Therefore, 

familiarly is not a significant variable in our model and H2 was rejected. 

After analysing the results of conducted Regression #1 we proved that disposition to trust (DSP) 

play a crucial role in affecting Narrow scope trust (NST), thus it was confirmed to be one of the 

trust antecedents. Disposition to trust, according to McKnight and Chervany, is an extent to which 

people rely on others (McKnight and Chervany, 2001), or as McKnight et al. add, a general 
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tendency to demonstrate faith in humanity (McKnight et al., 1998). This tendency is said to be an 

outcome of socialization process and life experience. Furthermore, as stated in the hypotheses 

chapter, according to Kim et al., it is highly probable that a respondent’s high level of disposition 

to trust will positively affect their trust to platform provider (Kim, et al., 2008). As mentioned 

above, in our study we examined only already existing GoMore.dk asset providers. The majority 

of them either strongly agreed or agreed that they generally trust others and have faith in 

humanity. Respondents also indicated that in general people are reliable and dependable. 

Therefore, the respondents who trust GoMore.dk, at the same time have a high level of disposition 

to trust. Hence, following the findings of Gefen (2000) and Kim et al. (2008), disposition to trust 

was proven to have a positive effect on trust in GoMore.dk. Thereby, Hypothesis #3 can be 

supported. 

Finally, GoMore.dk reputation (GRP) has been proven to significantly affect Narrow scope trust 

(NST), what validates Hypothesis #4. According to several scholars, the reputation of online 

intermediary, in our case - platform provider, has been proven to be a crucial aspect in trust-

building process (Antony, Lin and Xu, 2006; Boot, Greedbaum and Thakor, 1993). As Kim et al. 

highlight, a positive reputation is an indication for both potential and existing users that a platform 

provider is honest and reliable. On the contrary, a negative reputation makes people believe that a 

company is not trustworthy (Kim et al., 2008). Nevertheless, if the company stays unknown to the 

potential customers or only a small group of people is aware of its existence, than it might also 

negatively affect a given company. The results of our study indicated that most of respondents 

think favourably about GoMore.dk, finding it a well-known, honest C2C platform with a good 

reputation. This supports that in our model GoMore.dk reputation can be treated as one of the trust 

antecedents, and therefore the higher it gets, the more asset provider trusts the platform provider. 

 

6.1.1.2 Implications from Regression #2 

Numerous scholars proved a positive impact of institutional trust on interpersonal trust (Pavlou 

and Gefen, 2004; Verhagen et al., 2006), which is NST on TIR in our model. A possible 

explanation as to why GoMore.dk asset providers, in order to trust renters, first need to trust 

platform provider is that relationships at the individual level seldom emerge spontaneously and 

more often require guarantees from stable institutions. This is applicable especially to the online 
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environment, as parties involved in the transaction usually have no direct contact, do not know 

each other and therefore may represent different cultural or social environments. By providing 

regulations and guidelines, intermediaries facilitate building trust between users (Pavlou and 

Gefen, 2004). In accordance to above-mentioned arguments, we proved that asset providers, who 

have already trusted GoMore.dk should also trust renters, which validates H5. 

It is unexpected, however, that Renters reputation (RRP) have a far less significant effect on Trust 

in renters (TIR) than Narrow scope trust (NST). As explained in the Hypotheses chapter, RRP is 

directly associated with the feedback mechanism, which, in case of C2C platforms, allows both 

sides of the market to express their opinion about experiences with other platform users (Doney 

and Cannon, 1997). In their studies, Pavlou and Gefen (2004), Doney and Cannon (1997), and 

Pavlou and Dimoka (2006) claim that feedback mechanism has a direct impact on the trust-

building process (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Pavlou and Dimoka, 2006; Doney and Cannon, 1997) 

by moderating information asymmetry (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). Furthermore, scholars indicate 

that in general people have a tendency to count on opinions of others in order to develop their 

trust beliefs (Pavlou and Dimoka, 2006). Additionally, as Pavlou and Gefen implies, when a 

feedback mechanism is perceived as effective, it should itself build trust in the community 

(Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). Following the literature, feedback mechanism is identified as a crucial 

trust antecedent (Pavlou and Fygenson, 2006). In our study, we checked through the survey 

whether GoMore.dk asset providers regard the Rating mechanism as reliable, dependable, and 

effective. The results have shown that only a part of respondents strongly agreed with the 

statement that GoMore.dk Rating mechanism is effective enough. Thus, improving the reliability 

of the feedback mechanism is still one of the challenges for GoMore.dk. Nevertheless, the results 

of our study cannot determine whether a stronger impact of Narrow scope trust on Trust in renters 

compared with Renters reputation is a general tendency for C2C platforms or a particularly direct 

effect of an ineffective GoMore.dk Rating mechanism. On the other hand, what we can assume is 

that specifics of GoMore.dk rental process may be one of the explanations for RRP having weaker 

impact on TIR than NST. Listing a car for rent is the first level of the rental procedure and 

evidently requires a feeling of trustworthiness to the platform provider. Nevertheless, an asset 

provider is not forced to make the car available for every single user who expresses such a 

desire.  Before accepting the offer, it is always possible to review a potential renter’s profile. This 

can explain why Renters reputation is an antecedent, but not a prerequisite for Trust in renters. 

Thereby, H6 is validated and implies only a marginal, but still significant impact on the dependent 

variable. 
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6.1.1.3 Implications from Regression #3 

Through Regression #3 we wanted to test Hypothesis #7 and #8 with “Willingness to accept the 

offer” as an outcome variable. Both of the hypotheses deal with trust and were supported, 

meaning that trust to GoMore.dk renters and the platform itself influences the asset provider’s 

willingness to accept the final rental offer. Our findings correspond to many previous studies, 

including Pavlou and Geffen. In their study about institution based trust in online marketplaces, 

they recognised trust as a major uncertainty reduction mechanism in online transactions (Pavlou 

and Geffen, 2004). Translating this into our thesis assumptions, trust in GoMore.dk should be one 

of the main conditions considered when accepting a rental request. Nonetheless, we found out that 

in relation to Trust in renters, NST and RRP are not equally important. In Regression #2 analysis, 

to our astonishment, NST turned out to be way more significant in terms of trusting renters than 

their reputation resulting from feedback mechanism. Concerning relationships determined in 

Regression #3, when considering whether to accept a specific offer, an asset provider attaches 

greater importance to trust to the transaction party than to the intermediary. The structure of the 

rental process on GoMore.dk might be a possible explanation for this finding. Listing a car on the 

platform does not immediately mean renting it out. Therefore, in order to start using GoMore.dk 

as an asset provider, it seems enough to believe in good intentions of the intermediary. Next, each 

and every rental request can be reviewed by the lessor in order to maximally reduce potential 

risks. At this stage, trust to a specific renter and checking his or her reviews seems more powerful. 

Verhagen et al. came to a very similar conclusion. The scholar also found that the impact of party 

trust is very strong and additionally affected by trust to the intermediary (Verhagen et al., 2006). 

Other scholars, including Pavlou and Gefen proved that in the e-commerce environment, Narrow 

scope trust is more relevant than party trust (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). However, our study does 

not concern traditional online marketplaces, but sharing economy platforms, hence considers 

provider’s and not buyer’s or seller’s perspective. Therefore, we believe that rental intention 

reveals greater dependence from renters than intermediaries’ trustworthiness, as goods are not 

sold but temporarily shared. Asset providers wish their properties to be returned undamaged, 

which directly depends on actions of a renter and not on GoMore.dk. Accordingly, lessor’s 

willingness to accept a rental offer is higher, when he or she is able to confide in potential renter. 

Accordingly, above-mentioned arguments validate both Hypothesis #7 and Hypothesis #8. 
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6.1.2 Managerial implications 

Basing on the findings from our research, in this part of the chapter we discuss implications for 

GoMore.dk managers and Danish politicians. For the platform provider marketing managers, we 

focus on aspects influencing users’ involvement in platform’s activities, especially the willingness 

to accept the rental offer. Additionally, for governmental authorities, we suggest the actions 

encouraging citizens’ sustainable consumption. 

 

6.1.2.1 Implications for GoMore.dk marketing managers 

Firstly, a strong positive relationship between Broad and Narrow scope trust was recognised, 

suggesting that people who already have an experience with and trust other sharing economy 

platform providers are more willing to engage in activities with the next peer-to-peer service 

within an online environment. This might be a considerable piece of advice for GoMore.dk 

managers, who should investigate potential cooperation with other collaborative consumption 

platforms. Since most of them are not direct competitors of GoMore.dk, potential benefits arising 

from the partnership may turn out to be remarkable. A possible collaboration might be formed 

with a platform from the hospitality industry, like Airbnb.com. As mentioned in the literature 

review chapter, Airbnb.com is a well-known service provider, thus people who are already 

familiar with the platform should be more sympathetic towards peer-to-peer car rental. This would 

be an opportunity for GoMore.dk to expand the user base from both sides of the market — lessors 

and renters. What is more, services offered by both platforms are complementary, as travellers 

who use sharing economy housing options also tend to search for a car rental service while 

travelling. Such an opportunity was already recognised by i.a. Booking.com - online platform 

providing B2C and C2C accommodation services and Wizz Air - Hungarian airline providing an 

online platform for purchasing tickets. Both companies benefit from mutual recommendations to 

customers who are either booking hotel rooms or buying flying tickets online, and therefore, 

attract more users. 

Secondly, the results of our study indicate that GoMore.dk reputation has the strongest impact on 

trust to the platform provider among all trust antecedents in our model. Our findings emphasize 

the general significance of the brand reputation as a tool for building trust and driving 

involvement on the platform. Thus, we reckon that brand managers should keep promoting 
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GoMore.dk as an honest, reliable and ethical partner, thereby, creating a positive company’s 

reputation. Therefore, GoMore.dk should stand out from the competition through exemplary 

customer care, involvement in social and economic growth of the community, sustainable 

consumption promotion, and other activities increasing user’s level of respect towards the 

company. Our study confirmed that by doing so, the platform provider should automatically 

increase trust to its business activity. 

In order to increase the number of successful transactions, GoMore.dk should try to maintain the 

highest possible number of loyal and reliable asset providers. Since GoMore.dk is not a 

monopolist on the peer-to-peer rental market, in case of losing trust to the platform, the asset 

provider is able to switch service providers. Numerous strategies can be implemented in order to 

avoid it. One of them is a “Trusted Partners” loyalty program, which favours the most reliable 

users and let them become more devoted to a specific platform provider. Hamari et al. (2015) 

suggest elements of gamification to incentivise users to better involve in the sharing economy 

activities. By monitoring user’s behaviour and rewarding his or her achievements, the interaction 

with the platform can be treated as a game. The scholars proved that this makes the customer 

more committed. Trusted partners systems have been successfully used in many online service 

providers (Hamari et al., 2015), like Booking.com or eBay.com. 

For GoMore.dk, losing users for the benefit of competitors, like SnappCar.nl, is not the only 

threat. Even existing asset providers might become an obstacle by avoiding finalising the 

transaction through the platform and thereby not paying the commission. Here again, Narrow 

scope trust plays a significant role, as promoting the trustworthiness and indicating the advantages 

of the legitimate transaction may increase the willingness to use the platform. At the same time, as 

indicated in our model, full trust in renters can only be achieved in combination with Narrow 

scope trust. Moreover, the lessor is not able to fully control and monitor renter’s actions. In case 

of a misalignment between their interests, the renter might intentionally behave inadequately 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). That is why the platform is providing users with formal assurances, which are 

essential in case of undesirable activities of any of the transaction sides. Hence, users are 

substantially risking by attempting to perform a transaction outside the platform. 
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6.1.2.1 Implications for Danish politicians 

Further, key implications for the governmental authorities are discussed. First of all, politicians 

should in our opinion acknowledge that by supporting sharing economy activities, sustainable 

consumption among citizens could be promoted. As our study has proven, in order to gain the 

sufficient level of trust to engage in sharing economy activities, consumers prefer to have a trusted 

intermediary. Individual disposition to trust varies between people and their nationalities. We 

reckon that people do not trust each other enough to share their goods or services with strangers 

without any safeguards. According to Jarvenpaa et al., trust between transaction parties can only 

be built if a renter believes that a lesser will provide goods and services on the predefined quality, 

amount and time (Jarvenpaa et al., 1999). Therefore, governmental authorities should implement 

policies supporting peer-to-peer service providers. Since we believe that both platforms and 

citizens would benefit from them, we discuss reciprocal advantages below. 

Firstly, thanks to the peer-to-peer rental, usage of cars is in fact reduced. Due to the fact that while 

using a shared good, people need to pay for the actual time of using the car, the direct costs of car 

exploitation are more evident for them. This serves as an incentive to use other means of 

transport, such as bikes or public transportation, and hence treat the car as a backup in case of 

having no other alternatives. Furthermore, according to Rose and Lamberton, “one purported 

major advantage of sharing is the ability to provide ecological benefits” (Rose and Lamberton, 

2012, p. 123). Thanks to the decreased usage of cars, pollution is reduced and the public space is 

less occupied, as there are fewer cars parked on the streets (Hu, 2019). From the governmental 

authorities’ point of view, this implies reduction of investment in the parking infrastructure and 

roads. Secondly, government is in general acknowledged as a credible source of information. 

Therefore, we believe that political support is a crucial factor in a successful development of a 

peer-to-peer carsharing. Moreover, policy-makers have the easiest access to the powerful local 

channels of communication, so they can effectively promote sharing economy activities and 

discourage the unnecessary car usage. Additionally, governmental authorities have the right to 

create policies and recommendations facilitating peer-to-peer car rental by making, for instance, 

free parking spots reserved only for shared cars. 

We believe that governmental authorities could use the above suggestions as a foundation for the 

sustainable future of the local communities. 
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6.2 Limitations and future research 

In this part of the thesis we suggest areas for researchers interested in examining a similar topic in 

their studies. Additionally, several methodological, theoretical and practical limitations are 

considered.  

First considered limitation is connected with the chosen sampling method. We were not able to 

collect contacts of the whole population of GoMore.dk asset providers and did not randomly 

select participants for the questionnaire, due to the reasons described in the methodology chapter. 

As a consequence, the study could not be generalised and casts doubt on the external validity of  

the conceptual model (Hair et al., 2009) Therefore, we recommend future researchers to cooperate 

with GoMore.dk and benefit from probability sampling and become able to randomly reach out to 

the whole platform population. 

Moreover, there are some demographic conditions that remain unexplored. Our research was 

limited in terms of diversity of respondents’ age and the highest level of completed education. An 

attempt of generalising our findings should include more spread age and educational level 

distribution within the sample to increase its quality. What is more, for the purpose of this thesis, 

we decided to narrow our study to the national context: GoMore.dk assets providers living in 

Denmark. Since GoMore.dk services are also provided in Spain, France, Sweden, and Norway, it 

seems reasonable to expand our study to those nationalities in the future. On the other hand, since 

we tested the roles of chosen trust antecedents only within Denmark, we recommend to examine 

those aspects also among nationalities where GoMore.dk is not operating yet, but can potentially 

launch. We have also seen a great interest in conducting the study in cultural contexts. According 

to Gefen, disposition to trust may vary between people from different countries. Therefore, we 

suggest our model to be tested in the future in cross-cultural terms (Gefen, 2000). 

Potential further research should also consider improving some of other results obtained in this 

study. Firstly, the level of internal consistency of the outcome variable WAO was found to be 

slightly below the commonly acceptable value of α = .700. Refining included items or 

complementing additional ones, and retesting the whole scale is desirable for WAO. Secondly, the 

predictive power of independent variables in our model was proven to be rather weak, and 

explained less than 40% of the variance in NST and almost 30% in TIR and WAO.  Hence, a 

natural extension would be to search for and test other trust antecedents explaining those three 
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dependent variables. Finally, as mentioned in the theoretical implications part, our model was not 

able to determine the cause of a stronger impact of NST on TIR in comparison with RRP. 

However, a possible explanation might be ineffectiveness of GoMore.dk Rating mechanism, 

which can be examined in future research. 

Another limitation to our research is that we took an asset provider’s perspective. Therefore, as 

previous scholars have already studied other platforms renter’s approach to trust, we encourage 

further research to combine and examine trust antecedents impacting both transaction sides under 

one research. What is more, another avenue for further research could be to test whether our 

model settings would generate different results not only under a competitor of GoMore.dk, but 

also under another C2C sharing economy platform. We anticipate that taking, for instance, Dutch 

platform Snappcar.nl, might greatly influence the results. Besides including a platform that 

provides similar services, there are also several other C2C platforms that may be taken into 

account by potential further researchers. 

In our study we did not take into consideration two factors that may possibly have a strong 

influence on trust to platform providers like GoMore.dk. One of them is the insurance provided 

for the period of the rental, which in case of GoMore.dk is maintained by Tryg Company. We 

assume that the absence of such a safeguard might have a negative impact on trust between both 

sides of the market. Another factor is the level of ownership, since we believe that whether 

someone is or is not an owner of the car might make a difference in his or her approach to renting 

it out. It is worth mentioning that a private leasing option is one of GoMore.dk services. The 

company’s partner LeasePlan enables users to lease either new or used vehicles and to rent them 

out through the platform in order to lower the rental rate (How our leasing works, 2019). 

Therefore, we identify level of ownership and existence of insurance as potential trust antecedents 

for the further research. 

In sum, our model provides a research framework that might be improved or expanded in the 

future studies by different platform, perspective, cultural, or other context like level of ownership 

insurance conditions. 
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7. Conclusion 

 

This thesis aimed to explore trust phenomenon within sharing economy models. The study 

intention was to determine trust antecedents and their impact on customer behaviour within a C2C 

platform. Moreover, an asset provider's perspective was taken and his or her willingness to accept 

the rental request served as an outcome variable of proposed theoretical model. Findings of this 

study helped to respond to the research question by identifying factors affecting user’s attitude 

towards the platform provider and towards other users as the potential transaction parties. In this 

study, GoMore.dk served as an example of the C2C platform provider. Thus, our findings are 

particularly applicable to this company. 

 

Initially this study explored sharing economy characteristics and predictors of customer’s trust to 

the online intermediary. Thereby, four trust antecedents were identified, applied into the 

theoretical model and further examined. Those antecedents were as follows: Broad scope trust, 

Disposition to trust, Familiarity and Company’s reputation. Next, with Narrow scope trust in the 

centre of the conceptual model, other aspects preceding an asset provider decision to share his or 

her goods through the platform were examined. This allowed to raise an issue of Feedback 

mechanisms and Trust in the community of renters as supplementary factors affecting lessors 

involvement in online sharing activities. An outcome variable - Willingness to accept the rental 

request, served as a final measure of user’s engagement in the sharing economy activities from an 

asset provider’s perspective. 

 

The analysis of the study results implied that the majority of the originally assumed variables 

positively affect trust, and therefore, contribute to enhanced willingness of an asset provider to be 

actively involved in the C2C platform activities. Nevertheless, one of the hypotheses could not be 

supported in respect to the examined respondents. In the conceptual model, Familiarity was found 

as a statistically insignificant factor influencing their trust to an online intermediary. Furthermore, 

on the contrary of what was initially assumed, Trust in the platform provider was found to have 

greater impact on Trust in renters than a feedback mechanism. 

 

 

 



73 
 

Based on the above mentioned arguments, the answer to the given research question is: 

In order to gain trust to the concrete C2C platform provider, a broader context of sharing 

economy need to be taken into advisement. Customers, who already consider online 

intermediaries as trustworthy, are more likely to use another C2C platform. This likelihood 

increases together with the high level of user’s disposition to trust and platform provider’s 

favourable reputation. Trust to a concrete C2C platform provider is, in turn, an essential 

precondition for becoming an actively involved asset provider. Fulfilling this condition should 

eventually enhance trust to renters, and finally, contribute to increased sharing activity within the 

platform. 

Lastly, this thesis provides future researchers, governmental authorities and GoMore.dk managers 

with a better understanding of trust building process within online environment. Study findings 

imply a few theoretical and managerial implications stressing the power of trust concerning a 

consumer involvement in sharing economy activities. In terms of internal strategy, cooperation 

with other platforms should be considered and greater importance should be attached to the 

company’s reputation, as it is proven to be the strongest trust antecedent. Concerning external 

factors, governmental authorities are expected to support both sides of the market - incentivise 

inhabitants to involve in sharing economy activities and advocate platform providers by 

promoting the benefits of sustainable consumption. Therefore, it seems to be commonly beneficial 

to take study findings into account and apply corresponding suggestions. 
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9. Appendices 

 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire 

 

Q16 Welcome to our survey!      

 

We are Master students at Copenhagen Business School in Service Management, currently 

writing our thesis about trust in sharing economy with the example of GoMore.dk.      

 

We would highly appreciate if you could help us and take time to fill out this survey. We promise 

that it will take no longer than 5 minutes to complete and we will treat all answers confidential.      

 

In appreciation to your time and feedback, we will hold a drawing among respondents for a 

250dkk Q8 petrol station voucher.      

 

Moreover, we would like to kindly remind you that you need to be above 18 years old to attempt 

this questionnaire.      

 

Thank you very much for your valuable contribution! 

 

Q1. Do you live in Denmark? 

o Yes  

o No 

 

 

Q2. Do you own/lease a car? 

o Yes 

o No 
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Q3. Are you a GoMore.dk user? 

o Yes 

o No 

 

Q4. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

In general, I 

believe that 

sharing 

economy 

platforms 

cannot be relied 

upon to 

mediate in 

transactions 

with other 

users. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

In general, I 

believe that 

sharing 

economy 

platforms are 

trustworthy.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Overall, I 

believe sharing 

economy 

platforms are 

honest.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q5. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I am familiar 

with 

GoMore.dk.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
I am familiar 

with renting out 

cars on the 

Internet.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I am familiar 

with peer-to-

peer rental 

service.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I am familiar 

with the 

process of 

renting out a 

car on 

GoMore.dk. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I am familiar 

with the 

feedback 

system on 

GoMore.dk.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q6. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I generally 

trust other 

people.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
I tend to count 

upon other 

people. o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
I generally 

have faith in 

humanity.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
I feel that 

people are 

generally 

reliable. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I generally 

trust other 

people unless 

they give me a 

reason not to. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q7. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

GoMore.dk is a 

well-known C2C 

platform. o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
GoMore.dk has a 

good reputation.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
GoMore.dk has a 

reputation for 

being honest. o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
I am familiar 

with the name of 

this platform. o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q8. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

GoMore.dk is 

trustworthy.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
GoMore.dk gives 

the impression that 

it keeps promises 

and commitments.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I believe that 

GoMore.dk has 

my best interests 

in mind. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

As a rental 

intermediary, 

GoMore.dk 

provides enough 

safeguards to make 

me feel 

comfortable 

renting out my car.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

As a rental 

intermediary, 

GoMore.dk 

provides a robust 

and safe 

environment in 

which I can rent 

out my car. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I feel assured that 

GoMore.dk legal 

and technological 

structures 

adequately protect 

me from problems.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q9. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

GoMore.dk 

renters are in 

general 

dependable. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

GoMore.dk 

renters are in 

general reliable.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
GoMore.dk 

renters are in 

general honest.  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
GoMore.dk 

renters are in 

general 

trustworthy. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q10. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I feel confident that 

GoMore.dk Rating 

mechanism gives 

accurate 

information about 

the renters’ 

reputation.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

A considerable 

amount of useful 

feedback 

information about 

the transaction 

history of renters 

rentals is available 

through 

GoMore.dk Rating 

mechanism.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I believe that the 

GoMore.dk Rating 

mechanism is 

effective. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I believe that the 

GoMore.dk Rating 

mechanism is 

reliable and 

dependable.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q11. To which extend do you agree with the following statements? Please rate on the scale 

below. 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I am likely 

to accept a 

rental 

request on 

GoMore.dk 

at a time 

when I do 

not use my 

car.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I am likely 

to accept a 

rental 

request on 

GoMore.dk 

unless the 

potential 

renter has a 

negative 

rating. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I am likely 

to accept a 

rental 

request on 

GoMore.dk 

as long as 

the platform 

itself stays 

trustworthy. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q12. What is your age? 

o Under 18 

o 18 - 24 

o 25 - 34 

o 35 - 44 

o 45 - 54 

o 55 - 64 

o 65 and more 

 

 

Q13. What is your gender? 

o Male 

o Female 

o Prefer not to answer 

o Other 
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Q14. What is your highest level of completed education? 

o I have no formal education 

o Primary school 

o High school/Secondary school 

o Bachelor degree 

o Master degree 

o PhD 

 

 

Q15. If you would like to be entered into the drawing, please enter your email address 

below. We will email the winner. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 


