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Executive Summary 

 

In the past couple of years, the sharing economy has become a widely discussed topic. Especially 

for Millennials, who count as the main consumer group of sharing economy businesses and 

services, certain sharing platforms such as car sharing or home sharing seem to have become an 

integral part of their lives/lifestyles. The relevance of this matter has therefore motivated the 

authors of this thesis to investigate millennial consumers’ perceptions of and drivers towards 

participating in different sharing economy business models. The choice has fallen on exploring a 

Business-to-Peer sharing economy business model offering bike leasing, Swapfiets, as well as a 

Peer-to-Peer sharing platform offering meal sharing, Eatwith. Subsequently, the thesis draws 

theoretical and practical implications from these findings. 

 

The research question and sub-questions are investigated through the theoretical lens of the 

Business Model Canvas, digital businesses as well as consumer culture theories such as the 

concept of self. Data was collected in a qualitative matter, following which, secondary data was 

collected by doing online research and primary data was gathered by conducting semi-structured 

consumer interviews. The collected data was then analyzed accordingly by applying mentioned 

theories. 

 

Deriving from the data analysis, three main findings have emerged: The first finding can be 

generated from our business model analysis of the sharing economy business models Swapfiets 

and Eatwith and the comparison with their traditional business model pendants. Hereby, three 

attributes were examined that characterize the sharing economy business model: digital 

competitive advantage, technology and Web 2.0, and the presence in cities. Furthermore, the 

findings suggest that Swapfiets’ bike leasing service caters better to the needs of millennial 

consumers than a traditional bike shop does. A reason for this is that Swapfiets’ value proposition 

successfully combines advantages and disadvantages of accessing versus possessing a bicycle. 

For Eatwith’s business model it was found that it fulfills the criteria of being a successful digital 

business model as it provides all three sources of digital competitive advantage, namely content, 

customer experience and platforms. 
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The second finding emerging from the interview data revolves around influencing factors for 

Millennials to participate in the sharing economy in general, as well as in the sharing services of 

Swapfiets and Eatwith in particular. It was found that the overall motivators were based around 

the following themes; economic motivators (value for money, saving costs), convenience, social 

motivators, sustainability reasons and lack of space in cities. For Swapfiets, the economic and 

convenience factor were found to be main drivers for participation, whereas for Eatwith a large 

focus was put on the gained social interaction and unique experience from the Peer-to-Peer 

sharing service. 

 

The third finding, which surfaced from the influencing factors and drivers towards participation, is 

the formation of four specific consumption groups, to which interviewees were assigned. The four 

consumption groups formed, ‘Trend Follower’, ‘Social Adventurer’, ‘Green Consumer’, and 

‘Economic & Convenience Consumer’, are all characterized by its members’ social linkages and 

specific influencing factors as for which reasons they participate in the sharing economy. 

 

Practical implications concerning the marketing of sharing economy businesses and brands are 

drawn from these findings. One recommendation for Business-to-Peer sharing economy 

companies is to promote their goods and services similar to traditional products. Hereby, branding 

plays an important role. However, the customer experience as well as data from platforms and 

partnerships can be seen as digital competitive advantage over traditional pendants and should 

be equally taken into account. Another proposal for Peer-to-Peer sharing economy platforms 

demonstrates the marketing as a digital business by emphasizing content, customer experience 

and exploiting external partners and data gathering. Additionally, the segmentation of target 

groups can be improved with the new understanding of consumers within consumptions groups. 

 

As our findings were somewhat specific to two particular sharing economy businesses (Swapfiets 

and Eatwith), a generalization of the results is not possible. However, a better understanding of 

the consumer group of Millennials can be gained from the research in this thesis.  
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1. Introduction 

 

As scholars noticed, the usage of the word sharing is manifold. It is present in multiple contexts, 

from sharing secrets or an experience with relatives, sharing friends or sharing a picture on social 

media (Frenken, Meelen, Arets, & van de Glind, 2015). John (2013) goes so far as to claiming that 

the term has become so omnipresent that it has lost its meaning. 

 

An additional context conveys the phenomenon of the sharing economy: People following the 

trend of sharing and accessing e.g. cars, apartments or other services or goods of everyday life 

has emerged in recent years (Amaro, Andreu, & Huang, 2018). Social connections between 

people, for example neighbors, have lost significance through the rise of consumer capitalism in 

the last couple of decades. The sharing economy with its technological platforms have been 

working on reversing that exact trend (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). Based on social exchange, 

these sharing economy platforms enable a Peer-to-Peer network, which brings people back 

together. According to several scholars, the reason for this lies in the financial crisis with its 

beginning dating back to 2007 and consumers’ increasing skepticism towards capitalistic systems 

(Albinsson & Yasanthi Perera, 2012; Möhlmann, 2015; Amaro et al., 2018). Besides consumers 

sharing services and goods among themselves via sharing economy platforms (Peer-to-Peer), a 

great number of businesses emerged focusing on a sharing economy approach by providing 

shared access to a good or service, such as car sharing or bike leasing (Business-to-Peer). 

 

The public also pays growing attention towards the sharing economy. An important role hereby 

plays the extensive discussion around regulatory, cultural and ethical challenges arising from the 

sharing economy (see e.g. Flegenheimer, 2015; Gorenflo, 2015). Additionally, the media puts 

companies following a sharing approach into perspective. Forerunners are leading sharing 

economy firms such as Airbnb, the “hip poster child of the sharing economy” (Stephany, 2015, 

p.3). They attract media coverage through large investments and expansion plans. A rapid growth 

in new ventures based on the sharing economy logic makes further headlines (e.g. Chen, 2015; 

Isaac, 2016). 
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Against this background, the sharing economy evolved into a global phenomenon in recent years. 

Many academics (see e.g. Schor, 2016) claim that one reason for this is the worldwide, rapid 

spread of online platforms of sharing economy businesses. Another one demonstrates the fact 

that consumers around the globe seem to favor the idea of sharing in contrast to buying. The 

sharing economy with its alternative mode of consumption affects not only new businesses but 

also traditional, established firms amongst a variety of industries such as the retail, automotive or 

travel sector (Godelnik, 2017). A study of PwC in 2014) declares car sharing, music and video 

streaming, finance, online staffing as well as accommodation as the five key sharing industries 

whose businesses demonstrate the potential to increase revenues globally from $15 billion in 2014 

to $335 billion in 2025. 

 

It is essential for marketers to gain comprehensive understanding about consumers’ perception 

about the world as well as their behavior to succeed in communicating and marketing services 

and goods (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). As a result, this thesis aims to shed light on consumers 

in the sharing economy by consulting relevant sharing economy and consumer culture theory and 

by using secondary data and primary, qualitative interviews. As statistics show, young consumers 

between 14 and 29 years are familiar with the phenomenon and tend to be more willing and active 

in using the services compared to other age groups (Brandt, 2015). As we will discuss in our 

literature review, a scarcity concerning this young consumer group’s understanding of and drivers 

towards sharing economy businesses still exists although literature, media and statistics award 

this consumer group the greatest importance. Valuable insights into the European sharing 

economy use provides a nationality comparison statistic (Brandt, 2016): It becomes apparent that 

Germans are ranked among the top three European sharing economy users. In contrast, Dutch 

consumers are situated under the European average. Against this background, we assess it as 

interesting to examine millennial consumers from these two countries. 

 

Most conducted consumer researches of the sharing economy mainly put businesses from the 

transportation or hospitality sector with popular examples from car sharing as well as 

accommodation sharing services into perspective (see e.g. Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). However, 

the phenomenon of the sharing economy can be seen across a greater number of industries. 

Additionally, the sharing economy business models have manifold and diverse characteristics that 
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might lead to differences in Millennials’ understanding and drivers. Against this background, our 

thesis focuses on the general perceptions and drivers of the sharing economy but based on the 

Business-to-Peer bike leasing company Swapfiets and the Peer-to-Peer meal sharing platform 

Eatwith, both relatively newly founded companies. 

 

In 2014, three 22-year-old students founded Swapfiets in the Netherlands (Aureus, 2017). The 

company offers a bike subscription with which customers receive a bicycle for a fixed monthly fee. 

Included in the Swapfiets leasing is the swapping service, “the solution provided by Swapfiets for 

the Renter concerning the Bicycle, by either repairing or exchanging it for another Bicycle” 

(Swapfiets, 2019, ¶ 9). Currently, the Dutch company is present in over 45 cities in four countries: 

the Netherlands, Belgium, Germany and Denmark (Swapfiets, 2019). In 2014 also, a 24-year-old 

French girl co-founded Eatwith (Forbes, 2018). Eatwith presents an online platform that connects 

guests and hosts for social dining experiences. Currently headquartered in San Francisco, the 

French start-up was initially called VizEat. It emerged from the acquisition of different home 

restaurant platforms and currently operates in approximately 130 countries (Eatwith, 2019). 

Generally speaking, a great number of different meal sharing platforms exists worldwide 

(Johanson, 2015). The media refers to meal sharing platforms as “the Airbnb of home-cooked 

meals” and claims that Peer-to-Peer dining is the “next frontier of the sharing economy” 

(Johanson, 2015, ¶ 7). Against this background, we chose these two European companies of 

largely unexplored industries of bike leasing and meal sharing as examples to fulfill our research 

objectives. 

 

1.1 Research Question 

The aim of this thesis is to understand the perceptions of and drivers towards participation of Dutch 

and German millennial consumers in sharing economy businesses. As a crucial first step, we want 

to identify the characterizations of the sharing economy business model and in what sense it 

differs from a traditional business model. Furthermore, we assess it as important to analyze the 

differences and similarities between sub-groups of millennial consumers. Lastly, we want to 

translate the obtained understanding of Dutch and German Millennials into recommendations for 

sharing economy businesses seeking to reach this consumer group. These objectives lead to the 

following main research question and three sub-questions: 
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What are Dutch and German Millennials’ perceptions of and drivers towards 

participation in sharing economy businesses? 

 What characterizes the sharing economy business model and how does 

the business model differ from a traditional one? 

 What differentiates or links groups of Millennials in their motivations and experiences 

with the sharing economy? 

 How can sharing economy businesses use this understanding of Dutch and German 

millennial consumers to market themselves? 

 

1.2 Terminology 

This section will introduce several terms used throughout the thesis to prevent and diminish 

confusion. 

 

 Sharing Economy 

We use this terminology to refer to the examined concept in this thesis. Collaborative 

consumption, the mesh economy or access-based consumption (ABC) are other terms 

often used synonymously to describe the phenomenon. This is particularly relevant for the 

literature review where we will point out the original term used by the scholar. On this 

occasion, we will also elaborate on the definition of sharing economy. 

 

 Business-to-Peer (B2P) 

Business-to-Peer (hereafter abbreviated B2P) is a specific type of sharing economy 

business model. Hereby, the company operating within the sharing economy provides a 

shared good or service to private individuals. 

 

 Peer-to-Peer (P2P) 

Peer-to-Peer (hereafter abbreviated P2P) is a specific type of sharing economy business 

model. Hereby, the sharing economy company functions as an intermediate between two 

or more private individuals sharing/exchanging goods or services as provider and user. 
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Provider and user 

Closely linked to P2P are the terms of provider and user. These define the two parties 

involved in the P2P exchange of products or services. The provider is the person sharing 

his or her resources or skills. This term is equivalent to the host e.g. providing a meal 

sharing. The user is the person using the provider’s resources or services. This term is 

equivalent to the guest e.g. taking part in meal sharing. Throughout the thesis, both terms 

demonstrate consumers/customers analyzed. 

 

 Meal sharing 

Meal sharing is a specific type of P2P sharing economy service where a provider offers a 

home cooked meal/menu at his or her private home. This term describes the P2P service 

offered by Eatwith. 

 

 Bike leasing vs. bike sharing 

Bike leasing is a specific type of B2P sharing economy service where a company offers a 

long-term bicycle lease to private individuals usually for a fixed (monthly) fee. We use this 

term to refer to the bike subscription service provided by Swapfiets. In contrast, bike 

sharing describes a short-term bicycle rental to private individuals usually for a variable 

fee per time or distance used, e.g. offered by Nextbike. 

 

 Millennials 

Millennials demonstrate the examined consumer group in this thesis. Following Miller and 

Washington (2011), the term denotes a specific generation, namely all men and women 

born between 1980 and 2000. The word Millennials is used interchangeable with the term 

Generation Y. 
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 Web 2.0 

With this term, we follow John’s (2013) definition of an extended use of the internet with 

the focus on users that actively participate online and generate content e.g. on social 

media channels. 

 

1.3 Limitations 

Our thesis comprises several limitations related to our executed study: Firstly, in terms of the 

business model analysis, our thesis is limited to secondary data and qualitative consumer 

interviews. Moreover, our primary research is restricted to qualitative millennial consumer 

statements and perceptions as well as to the consumption studies perspective. Secondly, the 

research focuses on Dutch and German sharing economy participants living in urban or suburban 

places and who are part of Generation Y solely. Thirdly, some findings can be seen as limited 

towards a specific type of service or industry. As an example, some influential or driving factors 

for participation in meal sharing possibly cannot be applied to others such as bike leasing. In our 

analysis and discussion chapter 6, we will therefore explicitly differentiate and indicate the 

reference belonging of the interviewees’ statements. Finally, yet importantly, the sharing economy 

phenomenon can be regarded as a rather current topic that might further develop and alter. 

Consequently, our data might be considered mainly relevant at the time of the research since the 

millennial consumers’ understanding and influential factors towards participation in the sharing 

economy are likely to change with the further evolvement of the concept. 
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1.4 Outline of the Thesis 

The following figure outlines the structure of the thesis: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        Fig. 1 – Outline of the Thesis
1
 

 

This introduction builds the starting point of the thesis. It presents the problem statement, the 

research question, terminologies used throughout the thesis as well as limitations. Chapter 2 and 

3 enable the reader to become familiar with the topics central to this thesis: The literature review 

introduces the existing knowledge about the tradition of sharing, the sharing economy 

phenomenon, consumer research in this area in general and in relation to millennial consumers 

in particular. The theoretical foundation describes the theories deemed relevant to shed light on 

our research question concerning business models and consumer culture. Chapter 4 introduces 

the methodology with focus on our data collection methods, namely secondary data and primary 

data used. Here, our research philosophy, the chosen approach and data collection methods are 

discussed in detail. Ethical considerations build the last part of the chapter. The following chapters 

                                                
1 Self-created figure  



   
 

 15 

5-7 build the analysis and/or discussion part in this thesis. It is divided into three sections 

addressing different sub-/research question(s): Chapter 5 concerns the analysis of the sharing 

economy business models with the Business Model Canvas and Value Proposition Canvas 

exemplified by Swapfiets and Eatwith. It also includes the discussion and comparison of our 

findings and theoretical implications. Chapter 6 demonstrates the general findings of the 

Millennials’ understanding and drivers towards participation in the sharing economy. It also 

discusses similarities and differences between millennial groups and theoretical implications. 

Chapter 7 concerns the practical implications deriving from the previous two chapters and provides 

managerial recommendations for sharing economy businesses. Chapter 8 closes the thesis by 

summarizing our findings and suggesting further research. 

 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

This chapter will provide an insight into the existing publications and discussions concerning the 

sharing economy. The literature review serves as a conceptual framework and consists of six 

parts: The first section reviews the initial notions towards the topic of sharing. Thereafter, we will 

discuss the general sharing economy literature. We will focus on the notion and concept of the 

sharing economy, its different dimensions and publications concerning the phenomenon’s 

business model. In a next step, we will draw attention to the existing literature on sharing economy 

consumer research. We will close this review by assessing publications about millennial 

consumers in the sharing economy. In this section, we will cite the original term used by the scholar 

to describe the sharing economy. 

 

2.1 The Tradition of Sharing 

As sharing is by no means a new concept and has rather been around since the beginning of 

civilization, many definitions around the term and its history can be found (Frenken & Schor, 2017). 

For our purposes, we will start out with Price’s notion from 1975, which is also used by Belk (2010), 

who greatly discusses the term and from whom we draw further notions. Accordingly, “[Sharing is] 

the most universal form of human economic behavior, distinct from and more fundamental than 
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reciprocity. (…) [Sharing] has probably been the most basic form of economic distribution in 

hominid societies for several hundred thousand years” (Cited in Belk, 2010, p.715). Furthermore, 

Belk (2007, p.126) describes sharing as “the act and process of distributing what is ours to others 

for their use and/or the act and process of receiving or taking something from others for our use.” 

 

In addition to this notion, it is also important to state concepts often mentioned and closely related 

to sharing; namely gift exchange and commodity exchange. The lines between these terms are 

not clearly defined, but some differences can be identified (Belk, 2010). For example, gift giving 

includes the wrapping of the gift, the luxuriousness or uniqueness as well as a certain ceremony 

of gift giving, which distinguishes it from sharing (Belk, 2010). Furthermore, gift giving comes with 

a certain type of reciprocity, which is a main difference to sharing. This is rather described as 

nonreciprocal pro-social behavior (Benkler, 2004). At the same time, both “gift giving and [sharing] 

are expressions of desire for connection” (Belk, 2010, p. 716). Commodity exchange is 

differentiated by the fact that it is attached to certain specific and legal requirements, which are 

absent in the sharing context (Belk, 2010). 

 

The origins of sharing can be found within the family and to a larger extent within communities 

(Godelnik, 2017). In a family household, almost everything is being shared on a daily basis, not 

as a conscious process but rather as unconscious routine and habits (Belk, 2010). From food, 

over furniture or appliances, in a family home the sharing of these items goes mostly unseen. Belk 

(2010) names this type of sharing within the family or between close kin sharing in, as opposed to 

sharing out, which happens between strangers. From sharing in, within the family, a feminine 

gender bias of the word itself emerges. This has to do with the fact, that the most basic and initial 

form of sharing is being done by women. When women carry a child, they share their bodies with 

another human being, when they feed them and bring them up within their homes they share as 

well (Belk, 2010). As this type of sharing within the home used to be mainly associated with women 

and not with men, who used to leave the house to go to work, sharing as a word still is attached 

with a female notion, even though gender roles have been shifting (Belk, 2010). 
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As mentioned before, sharing is often described as the “most basic form of economic distribution 

(…)” (Belk, 2010, p. 715). Godelnik (2017) also states that humans have been sharing since the 

beginning of civilization and that it is a learned behavior which stems from our ancestors. It became 

apparent that there are benefits from sharing things such as hunting or developing tools and caring 

for babies (Buczynski, 2013). Relevant for our thesis, it becomes evident in literature that the 

sharing of meals is a major contributor to the understanding of sharing. As the sharing of meals 

has been a long tradition, it may often go unnoticed as sharing as it happens automatically. Belk 

(2010, p.717) also emphasizes, that "[sharing] tends to be a communal act that links us to other 

people" and that it "creates feelings of solidarity and bonding", which becomes apparent in the 

meal sharing case. He, furthermore, explains that the origin of the word companionship stems 

from the Latin word pannis or bread, which has already been shared in the biblical context (Belk, 

2010). Important preconditions of sharing are trust and bonding, without which sharing would most 

likely not happen (Belk, 2010). 

 

From an early stage on, parents and the social circle teach sharing to children. It is closely 

connected to the feeling of possession, ownership and the attachment to objects (Belk, 2010). In 

this context, children are being told to share possessions with their close circle and to take good 

care of their belongings. Moreover, they are taught not to let their possessions be taken by people 

from the outer circle. This is Belk’s (2010) reasoning for why sharing in, within the closer circle, is 

more common that sharing out. Another concept connected in that context is the one of the self, 

and the extended self that we will further elaborate on in the theoretical foundation. Here, close 

kin and family can be seen as an extension of the self, and therefore, sharing with the extended 

self can be somewhat considered as sharing with oneself (Belk, 1988). 

 

2.2 The Concept of the Sharing Economy  

When it comes to defining the phenomenon of the sharing economy, the media, entrepreneurs 

and managers as well as business academics all provide a different answer. In short, one 

universal definition of the sharing economy does not exist. According to Godelnik (2017) every 

scholar highlights different elements of the sharing economy that makes it one-of-a-kind. 

Consequently, it is not generally noticeable which company pertains to the sharing economy and 
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which one does not. Schor's (2016) findings suggest that it is a company’s self-definition as well 

as the media that determine the belonging. 

 

As demonstrated in chapter 2.1, the concept of sharing is not novel. One aspect that differentiates 

the traditional perception and the modern perception of sharing lies in the fact of stranger sharing 

(Schor, 2016): Historically, people restricted their sharing activities to their social networks such 

as family, friends or neighbors. The scholar emphasizes that, for her, the uniqueness in the sharing 

economy demonstrates new technologies such as the internet as well as its reach to bring people 

together. This development enables people to share amongst strangers, i.e. people unknown to 

one another and who do not have common friends. Chapter 2.3 will further elaborate on the role 

technology plays in the sharing economy. 

 

As early as in 1978, Felson and Spaeth coined the term of collaborative consumption. The 

scholars define this concept as “events in which one or more persons consume economic goods 

or services in the process of engaging in joint activities with one or more others” (p. 614). Sharing 

a meal with family or friends demonstrates an example for this early definition. From that time 

onwards, the concept has developed. In 2011, Botsman and Rogers refined the term as an 

alternative consumption mode or system of sharing, renting, trading and lending goods and 

services over ownership. In this view of collaborative consumption, the two scholars highlight 

consumers’ access to benefits of ownership with a reduction of personal burden as well as 

ecological benefits. This general definition also comprises activities such as exchange, sharing 

and gift giving. Belk (2014b) introduces another definition of collaborative consumption by 

incorporating the monetary exchange into his definition, which thereby excludes sharing without 

compensation, exchange and gift giving activities. For him, the latter two, do not fall under the 

collaborative consumption concept because a permanent transfer of ownership takes place. 

Against this background, the academic positions collaborative consumption somewhere between 

the traditional forms of sharing within familial circumstances and a common market exchange 

(Möhlmann, 2015). 
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In 2015, Botsman adds the association of the collaborative consumption with the sharing economy 

by describing it as an economic system consisting of underused goods or services between 

individual consumers either following a money exchange or not. According to this definition, the 

sharing economy solely describes an exchange between individuals/peers. Also in line with this is 

Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen's (2016, p. 2047) definition of collaborative consumption by 

characterizing it as “the peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to 

goods and services, coordinated through community-based online services.” Cohen and 

Kietzmann (2014) interpret collaborative consumption as an act that takes place within sharing 

economies in which individuals propose and share underutilized resources in new and creative 

ways. Habibi, Davidson, and Laroche (2017) use the term of the sharing economy to describe all 

consumption alternatives that do not lead to ownership such as renting, sharing, exchanging, 

bartering, trading or swapping. 

 

Frenken et al. (2015, ¶ 3) narrow the definition of the sharing economy down to “consumers 

granting each other temporary access to under-utilized physical assets (‘idle capacity’), possibly 

for money.” 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2 – Sharing Economy and Related Platform Economies
2 

                                                
2 Self-created figure following Frenken et al. (2015) 
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With this definition, they clearly distinguish the sharing economy from three other types of platform 

economies: Firstly, a Product-Service Economy in which consumers can rent goods from a 

business, not from other consumers. Hereby, companies share limited access to a product with 

consumers. The ownership rights of the product stay with the company and are not transferred to 

the consumer. Once the access expires, consumers return the products, which then become 

available for other renters again. Secondly, the On-Demand Economy describes a P2P delivery 

service whereby consumers offer personal services such as cooked meals or rides. Thirdly, the 

Second-Hand Economy characterizes P2P platforms or locations where consumers sell goods 

to each other. According to the scholars, these transactions do not fall under the sharing economy 

term since permanent access is given to consumers. This also includes examples pre-dating the 

internet such as local flea markets. As illustrated in the figure, Frenken et al. (2015) situate the 

sharing economy in the middle connecting the three other economies with temporary access, 

physical goods as well as P2P interaction. 

 

In contrast, Schor (2016) explains the term sharing economy by means of differentiating four 

categories within the sharing economy: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 3 – Sharing Economy Categories
3
 

 

                                                
3 Self-created figure following Schor (2016) 
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On the one hand, sharing economy platforms’ operation as well as long-term impacts depend on 

their market orientation that are either for-profit or non-profit oriented. On the other hand, the types 

of sharing economies can also be distinguished in their market structure. Whereas in B2P oriented 

businesses, companies themselves provide goods or services to consumers for a limited time 

being, in P2P sharing economy platforms, consumers share goods and services with other 

consumers. Schor (2016) claims that sharing economies differ along these four dimensions that 

determine the platform’s logics of exchange, business model as well as the potential for disrupting 

traditional businesses. To be more specific, she argues that all of the four sharing economy types 

generate sharing economy markets: by promoting exchange. The for-profit or not for profit criterion 

regulates the manner and purpose of how sharing takes place as well as the economic intentions. 

She also argues that the business models operate differently: The B2P business model, on the 

contrary, pursues to enlarge its revenue per transaction, thus operates similar to conventional 

companies. P2P platforms charge money by commissions on occurring exchanges between 

consumers. The revenue share of the platform therefore depends on the number of deals. 

 

As this sub-chapter demonstrates, extensive ambiguity and confusion shape the term and the 

notion of the sharing economy. As we assess Schor’s (2016) definition as particularly suitable for 

our study, we follow her understanding of the sharing economy in this thesis but will concentrate 

on the for-profit platform orientation due to time and space constraints. 

 

2.3 Dimensions of the Sharing Economy 

As mentioned before, different scholars put a focus on diverse key elements and aspects of the 

sharing economy. Kathan, Matzler, and Veider (2016), for example, emphasize the positive 

symbolic meaning of sharing that is connected with fairness, participation and social 

connectedness. Additionally, the scholars touch upon the fact that sharing business models are 

lower-carbon emitting as well as more transparent, which presents itself as another key element 

(Kathan et al., 2016). Botsman and Rogers (2011) talk about changed ways of consumption and 

consumers habits by the sharing economy, whereas Belk (2007) puts a focus on property rights 

and legal activities which shape sharing economy activities. In sum, we comprised these elements 

into six different dimensions: technological, space related to cities, social, sustainable, economic 

and ethical. 
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Fig. 4 – Dimensions of the Sharing Economy
4
  

 

Technological Dimension 

Among most scholars’ definitions the key elements of the sharing economy mentioned consider 

technological advances, digitalization and P2P platforms, which are seen as the main enabler of 

new ways of sharing and the sharing economy (e.g. Amaro et al., 2018; Möhlmann, 2015). Schor 

(2016) as well as Martin (2016) describe digital technology as a key element and driver of the 

sharing economy. Not only do technology-enabled sharing platforms reduce the transaction costs 

and create trust between two sharing parties, the platforms also simplify the access to sharing and 

make it cheaper (Economist, 2013). Here, Möhlmann (2015) suggests that the rise of the internet 

plays a fundamental role and functions as the basis for online networks and platforms, allowing 

online sharing. The academic furthermore emphasizes that the internet permits all that with low 

transaction costs, which she sees as another beneficial aspect. In addition to the internet in 

                                                
4 Self-created figure 
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general, scholars mention mobile apps as a greater enabler for sharing online, as they facilitate a 

more instant exchange of information (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Hamari et al., 2016; Belk, 2014b). 

As mentioned earlier, this new form of sharing with strangers entails a higher degree of risk than 

sharing among acquaintances or family. Secure online payment systems and standard contracts 

simplify, thus enable, this economic exchange between unknowns. Additionally, a great number 

of products or objects that people use in common with others through sharing economy platforms 

can be assessed as relatively personal such as one’s car or home (Schor, 2016). In this context, 

reputational information about past behavior in form of online ratings plays an integral role. Schor’s 

(2016) notions are also in line with Belk’s (2010) findings that claim that the Web 2.0 functions as 

a bridge between sharing in and sharing out as it tries to establish trust between the two sides 

involved in sharing. Whereas the general belief is that these evaluations enable people to feel 

safer while lending goods or spaces to strangers, research findings suggest that a great number 

of ratings are not accurate or exaggerated (see e.g. Overgoor, Wulczyn, & Potts, 2012; Zervas, 

Proserpio, & Byers, 2015). 

 

Space Dimension 

Another interesting element in existing literature about the sharing economy is the context of 

growing cities and a rising re-urbanization and therefore a growing population (Cohen & 

Kietzmann, 2014). For the people living in those booming cities, sharing has become more popular 

because owning goods, such as cars, bikes or household tools and gadgets is not possible for 

many due to a lack of space and storage (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). 

 

Social Dimension 

A further key element of the sharing economy and its benefits is the social factor; meaning the 

human connection through the act of sharing. As sharing used to be something that was rather 

being done with people close to one another, internet platforms and networks have facilitated 

sharing between strangers (Schor, 2016). On some P2P sharing platforms, strangers eventually 

meet face-to-face, for example when sharing a ride through platform such as BlablaCar, and 

thereby may form new social ties. Through those platforms, where for example cars or houses are 

being shared/rented P2P, renters and borrowers with and from different socio-demographic 
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backgrounds coincide and intermingle, which is also seen as a social benefit (Schor, 2016). 

Thereby, according to Schor (2016), meaningful social contacts can be made through social 

mixing. However, the mentioned online ratings also serve to provide feedback about a person’s 

behavior. Consequently, less face-to-face contact is needed in order for a sharing transaction to 

happen. Technology brings this as far as renting of properties happening without the owner and 

the renters having to meet, due to the help of lock boxes which can provide keys or passcodes 

(Schor, 2016). 

 

Sustainability Dimension 

When speaking about the positive elements of the sharing economy, almost all scholars mention 

sustainability in some form (e.g. Kathan et al., 2016; Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). It ranges from 

the environmental sustainability to eco-friendliness and sustainable business practices. Cohen 

and Kietzmann (2014) state that the sharing economy has the potential to re-structure and re-

organize the economy in a way that a tendency towards more sustainable business practices 

emerges. Environmental benefits can be achieved through a lower overall resource use, 

prolonged product life cycles and maximized use of resources and products (Cohen & Kietzmann, 

2014). Though, what Botsman and Rogers (2011) see as the most important sustainable benefit 

is the fact that through the redistribution of goods, less waste is produced and carbon emissions 

decrease. That is because the redistribution of a good involves far less emissions than the 

production and distribution of an entirely new one. Mont (2004) raises the conception that the 

environmental improvement and lower consumption levels of consumers are dependent on the 

consumers’ individual behavior. Often, taking part in sharing practices does only shift and not 

necessarily lower consumption. Essential factors thereby are the distance between the users of 

sharing economy services and the type of technology used (Mont, 2004). 

 

Cohen and Kietzmann (2014) furthermore mention that a growing consciousness and availability 

of information on environmental and sustainability issues were a factor for the rise of the sharing 

economy in the first place. Frenken and Schor (2017) support that argument by stating that an 

early enthusiasm of the sharing economy was mostly driven by its supposed positive 

environmental and sustainability impacts. Recurrently, the sustainability aspect was seen as an 

additional benefit to the economic benefits, e.g. cheap access to resources and goods (Botsman 
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& Rogers, 2011). Frenken and Schor (2017) remark, that the suspected environmental benefits 

are more complex than they seem, yet are advertised widely in the sharing sector. From carbon-

footprint lowering, to eco-friendly and less resource intensive, the only actual impact that can be 

measured at present is a substantial reduction in CO2 emissions due to the use of car-sharing 

platforms (Chen, Wang, & Kockelman, 2015). 

 

Economic Dimension 

Probably the most widely raised key benefit of the sharing economy are the economic benefits. 

Kathan et al. (2016) mention the price advantages of partaking in the sharing economy and so do 

many other scholars. Benkler (2004) emphasizes the economic benefit of both parties entering 

into a sharing transaction. Furthermore, Möhlmann (2015, p. 194) mentions that sharing economy 

platforms are being chosen over non-sharing options “for lower costs as well as higher utility and 

convenience”. This aspect is often used and seen as a great basis for understanding consumers 

motivations in taking part in the sharing economy and how it can be used to encourage more 

people to engage (Hamari et al., 2016). 

 

Ethical Dimension 

Several claimed positive aspects of the sharing economy have also found some criticism related 

to ethical considerations and as to whether these positive dimensions are met or not. Frenken and 

Schor (2017, p. 3) speak about the “sharing economy’s vision of a fairer, lower-carbon, more 

transparent, participatory and socially-connected economy, and whether those goals are 

consistent with the actions of the large, moneyed players (…)”. The scholars remind of the fact 

that, after all, there are capitalists behind the sharing economy who are mainly trying to make a 

profit. Some, as for example De Grave (2016), even go as far as stating that the sharing economy 

does not live up to its promises at all. The claimed benefits of the sharing economy can 

consequently only be seen as a feel-good rhetoric by those, who are making massive profits with 

it (Frenken & Schor, 2017). Schor (2016) adds in the fact that consumption is not necessarily 

decreasing through the sharing economy but rather shifting and in some cases even cranking up 

consumption, as new ways of consumption emerge. She additionally mentions that the 

technological systems behind the sharing platforms can only be as good as political and social 
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contexts in which they are employed. It is therefore not equally accessible and cannot be 

harnessed by all classes and genders. Closely linked to this, is the challenge of governmental 

regulations. As most of the sharing platforms and services are novel, applicable law is uncertain 

and operations often happen in grey areas (Schor, 2016). 

 

2.4 Research on Sharing Economy Business Models 

Academics also examined the sharing economy from a business model perspective. Business 

models based on a sharing logic in contrast to owning, e.g. sharing a washing machine, ski rental 

services or second-hand shops, have been discussed as early as 1964 (Kathan et al., 2016). From 

its first mention in the 1960s up until today, sharing business models have arisen in numerous 

sectors of the economy; e.g. goods, professional services, transportation, home/living space, and 

money (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). In general, some scholars discuss successful business 

models of established sharing economy companies (see e.g. Botsman & Rogers, 2011) whereas 

others review how sharing economy businesses may affect existing business models (see e.g. 

Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). 

 

Scholars such as Habibi et al. (2017) have also drawn implications for businesses who are part or 

want to be part of the sharing economy. Thereby, they make clear that the different models vary 

widely in their offering in sharing services and cannot be simplified in the same category. The 

academics highlight different values, e.g. community building and social collaboration, which can 

and should be promoted in different ways depending on the degree of actual true sharing 

happening. Sharing practices with a low degree of sharing, also called pseudo-sharing, are closer 

related to exchange practices rather than sharing in its true sense (Belk, 2014a; Habibi et al., 

2017). Belk (2014a, p.7) defines pseudo-sharing as a “phenomenon whereby commodity 

exchange and potential exploitation of consumer co-creators present themselves in the guise of 

sharing”. Business models with a higher level of sharing have their strengths in consumer co-

creation and the social, communal links it can build. 

 

Habibi et al. (2017) portray pseudo-sharing as a misuse of the sharing concept, which leads to 

confusion around the term and blurs the line between, the sharing economy belonging. Due to all 
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of these different meanings and the excessive use of the term sharing, it has become difficult for 

businesses to rightly position themselves (Habibi et al., 2017). 

 

2.5 Research on Consumers in the Sharing Economy 

A small number of academic studies exist that focuses on consumers’ behavior and motivation in 

participating in the sharing economy (see e.g. Matzler, Veider & Kathan, 2014; Möhlmann, 2015). 

Matzler et al. (2014) found that consumers generally value sharing economy businesses for their 

cost benefit in contrast to traditional pendants. Consumers’ motivation to participate in the sharing 

economy is therefore, in the first place, self-oriented. The implication businesses can draw from 

that is to emphasize these aspects when promoting their services and offers “managers can 

promote products and services in the realm of collaborative consumption in much the same way 

that they promote traditional products: by persuading consumers about the merits of the overall 

value proposition” (Matzler et al., 2014, p.2). 

 

Möhlmann for example, explored the decisive factors of consumer satisfaction and the likelihood 

to choose the sharing option again. In two quantitative studies, she analyzed consumers’ behavior 

using examples of B2P car sharing as well as the P2P home sharing. Her findings show that 

decisive factors for consumers’ satisfaction are service quality, trust, utility and cost savings. 

Significant determinants for selecting a sharing option another time demonstrate community 

belonging, utility as well as satisfaction. Her data demonstrated that the decisive factors of both 

studies might differ between B2P and P2P sharing platforms as well as industries. These findings 

are also in line with Schor's (2016) observations. She claims that participation motives vary among 

consumers. As important motivators, the academic lists economic, environmental and social 

factors. Furthermore, taking responsibility to social transformation motivates some consumers that 

emphasize criticism towards capitalism or the positive symbolic value of collaborating and sharing. 

The newness or trendiness of a sharing platform attracts other participants. In this context, Moeller 

and Wittkowski (2010) found out that consumers seeking to follow a trend in products or services 

are more likely to favor the act of sharing in contrast to ownership. 
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In the context of consumer behavior in the sharing economy, academics paid little attention to the 

relatively young consumer group of Millennials. The few existing papers have been published very 

recently (see e.g. Amaro et al., 2018; Godelnik, 2017). This underlines the up-to-datedness as 

well as shortcoming of the thesis’ research objectives. 

 

2.6 Research on Millennial Consumers in the Sharing Economy 

Millennials play an integral role in forming economic and social trends globally (Godelnik, 2017). 

This also applies to the sharing economy. In the media, Millennials’ keen interest in and shift 

towards the sharing economy became a much-discussed topic (see e.g. Morrissey, 2015; Stein, 

2015). A number of studies and researches show, that the majority of participating users of sharing 

economy service’s is part of this relatively young age group (Hwang & Griffiths, 2017; PwC, 2015; 

Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016). Thus, the sharing economy seems to appeal strongly to Millennials 

that scholars declare as an important group of consumers for businesses operating within the 

sharing economy (Amaro et al., 2018; Hwang & Griffiths, 2017). Moreover, Godelnik (2017, p.40) 

describes the sharing economy as a “natural fit” for Generation Y and claims that the sharing 

economy evolved into an essential component of a Millennial’s lifestyle. Similarly, Bernardi (2018, 

p.45) depicts Millennials as a generation that is “born to share.” The scholar also underlines that, 

within the tourism sector, multiple sharing economy businesses were founded and managed by 

Millennials. This helps to target millennial consumers more successfully since these young 

entrepreneurs know the needs of their peers. 

 

The question at issue is what makes Millennials’ characteristics correspond with these of the 

sharing economy? On the one hand, Amaro et al. (2018) highlight the generation’s strive for value 

for money and experiences-over-possessions. The latter notion follows support from other 

researches (see e.g. Godelnik, 2017). Previous generations, such as Millennials’ parents, tend to 

follow an asset-heavy lifestyle by forming their identities on consumption and possessions. In 

contrast, Millennials seem interested in asset-light lives that build their identities on experiences 

and relationships. Hereby, openness to different means of consumption plays an important role 

(Hwang & Griffiths, 2017). In general, the main studies on this generation suggest that Millennials 

appear more open to diversity and change than earlier generations (see, e.g. Greenberg & Weber, 

2008). 
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On the other hand, other scholars emphasize that Millennials are digital natives which makes 

technology an important connection between this generation and the sharing economy (Godelnik, 

2017; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). Thus, this generation is deeply involved in social media use as 

well as has full access to online markets and information, e.g. worldwide issues that are of 

personal matter to them. According to Edmunds and Turner (2005), the so-called mediated 

experience welds people together. The academics thereby refer to the experience of events 

through their presentation in media. As a result, this mediated experience connects young 

millennial consumers. Historical, social or cultural events create generational/cohort effects that 

affect the personal development and lead to common characteristics, modes of behavior or 

consumption patterns among a generation (Bernardi, 2018). The Great Recession demonstrates 

such an event that is seen as a “key catalyst” of the sharing economy since renting goods or 

services became more economically sensible and encouraged people to provide services on P2P 

platforms to enhance their income (Godelnik, 2017, p.41). Closely linked to this is also that 

Millennials aim for connectivity and interaction with others, online as well as offline, and are open 

for P2P interactions with strangers. Consequently, a change becomes apparent that enables 

Millennials to participate in the sharing economy (Möhlmann, 2015). 

 

Few studies examined the Millennials in context to the sharing economy and fewer to their 

motivation in participating in it (see e.g. Godelnik, 2017; Amaro et al., 2018; Hwang & Griffiths, 

2017; Garikapati, Pendyala, Morris, Mokhtarian, & McDonald, 2016). Godelnik (2017) found 

economic (e.g. saving money), social (e.g. meeting people) and environmental factors (e.g. 

preference for sustainable alternative) as influential drivers. 

 

Against this background, three distinctive research directions prospect Millennials future of 

participation in the sharing economy (Godelnik, 2017): The first demonstrates that participating in 

sharing economy businesses is a current trend among Millennials that can easily disappear. 

Researchers base their argument on the findings that consumerism and brand affinity among this 

generation is strong, with spending increasing by 3% per year (MacKenzie, Meyer, & Noble, 2013). 

Garikapati et al. (2016) findings suggest that a transformative change in society towards a 

rethinking from ownership to accessibility is not likely to take place. Additionally, consumers that 
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seek to follow a trend do so by making use of fashionable and innovative products and services, 

such as sharing economy services (Möhlmann, 2015). 

 

The second research direction argues that this trend evolves into a state of mind. This becomes 

apparent in the living and mobility sector. These findings show that Millennials purchase fewer 

homes, possess less cars, travel less and if then shorter ways on a daily basis whereby ownership 

becomes less appealing to this generation due to the burden of maintenance and care (Bernardi, 

2018; Garikapati et al., 2016). Generation Y makes more use of alternative modes compared to 

previous generations (Fry, 2015; Ross, 2014). This explains their strong participation in the 

sharing economy such as on-demand mobility service Uber or rental accommodation platform 

Airbnb (Smith, 2016). 

 

The third direction is coined by Godelnik's research data (2017). It shows that Millennials aim for 

ways to combine access with ownership in order to enjoy the advantages of both. 

 

 

3. Theoretical Foundation 

 

The following section aims to provide an overview of the theoretical foundation used in order to 

examine and explain the findings deriving from the business model analysis as well as the 

qualitative semi-structured interviews. The chapter consists of four different parts: To begin with, 

we will introduce the Business Model Canvas (BMC) as well as the Value Proposition Canvas 

(VPC) (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; 2014). These two frameworks serve as the basis for the 

comparison of the two sharing economy business models in chapter 5. Thereafter, we will 

elaborate on theories concerning digital businesses. We assess these as crucial for the business 

model comparison. In the third and fourth part of this section, we will present relevant notions of 

the consumer culture theory. These are particularly relevant for the discussion of millennial 

consumers’ understanding of and drivers towards the sharing economy. Here, we will focus on 

the topics of culture and consumption as well as the concept of self. 
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3.1 Value Proposition Canvas & Business Model Canvas 

We assess it as crucial to examine the chosen sharing economy companies closer to understand 

the phenomenon of the sharing economy. This section pays attention to Osterwalder and 

Pigneur's (2010) business model frameworks as a basis to compare a sharing economy business 

with its conventional pendant. Additionally, it helps to demonstrate similarities and differences 

between two business models both operating within the sharing economy. 

 

Similar to the definition of the sharing economy, a universal accepted definition, explaining the 

meaning of a business model does not exist. On a philosophical note Magretta (2002) explains, 

“they are, at heart, stories – stories that explain how enterprises work.” Teece (2010) interprets a 

business model as a conceptual, not necessarily, a financial model that “defines how the 

enterprise creates and delivers value to customers, and then converts payments received to 

profits.” His definition is also in line with Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) who see in business models 

“the rationale of how an organization creates, delivers, and captures value.” This definition builds 

the basis for our business model analysis as the authors also conceptualized the BMC and VPC. 

 

The following paragraph will introduce, in a simple and concise form, these frameworks and is 

thus based on the corresponding publications by Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010; 2014). The BMC 

and VPC are two interconnected tools, which aim to illustrate and explain a company’s business 

model. Whereas the former shows how an organization generates value for customers (Fig. 4), 

the latter demonstrates how an organization delivers and captures value for customers (Fig. 4 

blue elements). As figure 4 illustrates, the VPC gives a detailed explanation of two of the building 

blocks of the BMC, namely the Value Proposition and the Customer Segments. The VPC aims 

at visualizing these blocks to make them more tangible and consequently easier to discuss, and 

in this paper, to compare. 
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The BMC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 5 – The Interconnectedness of BMC and VPC
5
 

 

The BMC comprises nine building blocks that, in essence, demonstrate four key areas of an 

organization: customers, offer, financial viability and infrastructure. The first block, Customer 

Segments, describes different groups of customers, e.g. organizations or people, a company 

targets and tries to serve. A company may create different customer groups to satisfy them better 

and distinguish between e.g. needs or behaviors. The second block builds the Value Proposition. 

It defines all products or services that generate value, either quantitative or qualitative, for a 

specific customer segment. This block is of high importance since it demonstrates the decisive 

factor why customers buy from one but not another company. Another block are Channels. It 

consists of communication, distribution and sales channels that helps to deliver the organization’s 

value proposition. Customer Relationships describes the type of relation a company has or 

establishes with a specific customer segment. Different motivations such as customer acquisition 

or retention play a role here. The fifth element of the BMC is Revenue Streams. These present 

the money a company creates from each customer segment. Key Resources define the most 

important assets the organization requires for the business to operate. These resources can be, 

for example, of physical, intellectual or human nature. Key Activities present the actions an 

                                                
5 Source: Osterwalder & Pigneur (2014) 
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organization has to take to run its business. Another building block demonstrate Key 

Partnerships. These depict the network of partners, e.g. suppliers that are crucial for the 

organization to fulfill their activities. The Cost Structure is the last building block, thus 

complements the BMC, describing all incurring costs while operating the organization. Hereby, 

one can differentiate between fixed and variable costs. 

 

The VPC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 6 – The Value Proposition Canvas
6
 

 

The basic idea of the VPC is two-sided: The right side represents the Customer Profile. It aims 

at structuring a customer segment into three parts: Customer Jobs are things, generally 

speaking, that customers try to accomplish in any of their parts of life. Examples include functional, 

social, emotional or supporting jobs in which customers aim at solving a problem or a need. The 

second part represent Customer Pains. Hereby, anything that prevents customers from 

accomplishing a job or irritates them before, while or after. Lastly, Customer Gains complements 

this element. This section explains benefits and outcomes customers seek. These outcomes can 

either be of required, expected, desired or unexpected nature. An organization cannot actively 

influence Customer Pains and Gains. The left side, the Value Proposition Map, shows the 

                                                
6 Source: Osterwalder & Pigneur (2014) 
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elements concerning an organization’s value proposition. It specifies the value proposition by 

breaking it down into three parts: Firstly, Products and Services that the company offers and that 

help customers to fulfill any of their jobs. This element can be composed of several types of 

products or services such as physical goods or intangible service. Secondly, Pain Relievers that 

demonstrate how the products and services relieve specific customer pains. Thirdly, Gain 

Creators show how the products and services generate benefits and positive outcomes for 

customers. In contrast to Customer Pains and Gains, an organization can actively control Pain 

Relievers and Gain Creators. A fit between the Customer Profile and the Value Proposition 

Map prevails if the value proposition attracts customers that demand an organization’s products 

or services because these address their important jobs, pains or generate gains. 

 

We decided to make use of Osterwalder and Pigneur's (2010; 2014) frameworks for several 

reasons: Firstly, we value its holistic approach with a relatively simple outline that, however, does 

not neglect the complexity of how a company works. Secondly, the authors designed it not only 

for new ventures but also established companies (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Furthermore, 

well-known organizations across a wide range of industries around the world have put it to use, 

among which are a number of digital business models (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). This 

demonstrates its proven practical application globally. Moreover, the same framework can be used 

to analyze and compare different business models, which simplifies the process and might make 

the comparison more accurate. Lastly, we see its core strength in demonstrating interconnections 

between different parts of the canvas. Furthermore, the VPC explicitly illustrates the links between 

consumers’ needs and the companies’ offerings. The BMC and VPC are general frameworks and 

not specifically created for sharing economy businesses. Nevertheless, we use these two 

frameworks in our thesis based on the arguments above. 

 

3.2 Digital Businesses 

As mentioned in the literature review in chapter 2, scholars regard technologies and the internet 

as significant enablers of the phenomenon of the sharing economy. Against this background, the 

following section will provide a theoretical foundation outlining digital businesses and the 

importance for a business to create digital competitive advantage. We assess this as a crucial 

step and of high relevance for sharing economy businesses. 



   
 

 35 

Lately, there has been a lot of buzz around the term digitalization. However, it is hard to grasp the 

meaning behind it. Additionally, what does it mean for new and existing businesses? Weill and 

Woerner (2018, p.1) claim, “digital transformation is not about technology – it’s about change”. 

The two professors point out that this digital shift takes place across all industries. Thereby, they 

explain that the technologies such as clouds, analytics or mobile phones solely demonstrate 

vehicles in transforming businesses. Making use of these digital tools, does not guarantee a 

competitive advantage over another company since they are openly accessible to a multitude of 

firms (Weill & Woerner, 2018). Weill and Woerner (2018) emphasize that the decisive factor of 

differentiating a business model is employing the technologies to the firm’s benefit to offer an 

appealing value proposition and to build a good customer relationship by interacting in digital 

ways. The technologies, in this context, enable gathering data and insight of consumers about 

their preferences and choices (Weill & Woerner, 2018). In their research, the scholars found out 

that new ventures disrupt existing industries by differentiating their business model and exploiting 

their digital capabilities to simplify the customers’ experience. An additional observation they made 

is that businesses shift their operations and offerings from a place, the physical area, to digital 

space in which their offerings become more intangible strongly focusing on customer experience. 

 

Likewise, in strategy research, the focus has drastically changed in recent years. Before 

elaborating on the research developments, it is important to outline the meaning of the term 

strategy. Following the definition of Hambrick and Fredrickson (2005, p.52), a strategy is “a central, 

integrated, externally oriented concept of how the business will achieve its objectives.” The 

scholars herewith term a firm’s strategic approach as a plan that involves the course of action on 

how to win in the marketplace. A business model alone is not sufficient to secure competitive 

advantage of a firm. After the implementation of a business model, the main elements are 

transparent and thus easily imitable by other companies (Teece, 2010). Developing and linking 

the business model with a business strategy is thus an essential second step for a firm in order to 

preserve a competitive advantage in the market (Teece, 2010). The recent observations in 

strategies show a concentration change from value systems towards ecosystems (Weill & 

Woerner, 2018). The former value systems (coined by Porter, 1980) describe a firm at the core of 

the system with its generic value chain structured around its product and services. Ecosystems, 

in contrast, are customer-centered and aim at improving the end customer’s experience. 

Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer (2018, p. 2255) argue that ecosystems are “interacting 
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organizations, enabled by modularity, not hierarchically managed, bound together by the non-

redeployability of their collective investment elsewhere”. The scholars emphasize the 

interdependence of different providers such as strategic partners or competitors of products or 

services to complement a firm’s own value proposition. Their joint ultimate goal hereby 

demonstrates enhancing the customer’s experience. Consequently, ecosystems replace the 

classical supplier-firm relationship (Jacobides et al., 2018). 

 

Digital Competitive Advantage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 7 – Sources of Digital Competitive Advantage
7
 

 

What Weill and Woerner (2018, p.65) call the “digital competitive advantage” demonstrates the 

decisive factor a company can have in contrast to its competitors. Companies can achieve digital 

competitive advantage from at least one of three sources (Weill & Woerner, 2018): The first source 

is content. It comprises the products the company offers as well as information such as price or 

using details via video instructions. By regularly updating and enhancing the content, quality 

content tackling customer needs can enable new revenue sources. Customer experience 

demonstrates another source. Here, it is important to create superior customer experience, e.g. 

by offering an appealing and easy to use mobile and computer interface or developing 

                                                
7 Self-created figure following Weill & Woerner (2018) 
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opportunities to actively engage and collaborate with customers. The third source are platforms. 

By building and reusing uniform, digital internal platforms, the company can collect and share e.g. 

customer data across the whole company. Consequently, it can improve the company-wide, 

overall customer experience. With these digitized platforms, companies can save time and money 

by enabling the achievement of economies of scale. This source also includes external platforms 

such as partners or networks that support the company in fulfilling the ultimate goal of offering 

superior service to the end customer. 

 

3.3 Culture and Consumption 

As the second part of this thesis consists of consumer research, we assess it as crucial to 

introduce several concepts around consumer culture and consumption. According to McCracken 

(1986, p. 72) “culture constitutes the world by supplying it with meaning”. Therefore, consumer 

goods can be seen as a way of constituting and making up the world. It additionally can determine 

consumers’ belonging. Consumer goods and products therefore play a large role in product self-

extension, meaning they make up part of people’s identity (Belk, 1988). A transfer of meaning 

between the purchased consumer good, the consumer, and the world takes place and is the origin 

of the creation of cultural meanings of goods (McCracken, 1986). Meaning transferred onto goods 

by advertising is a collective one, whereas afterwards each individual gives it a personal meaning 

as well, when a good is in personal possession (McCracken, 1986). Thereby “individuals create a 

personal world of goods that reflects their own experience and concepts of self and world” 

(McCracken, 1986, p. 79). 

 

As consumers are identity makers and seekers (McCracken, 1986), they are constantly searching 

to create and re-create their identity, as it is a constant and ever-changing process (Elliott, 2004). 

Elliott (2004) furthermore highlights that identities are dynamic and continuous processes 

influenced by a multitude of social interactions. A person’s relation with an object varies according 

to the life stage and constructs connections between past, present and future experiences. 

 

Another perspective taps into the notions of consumer practices. This concept suggests that 

objects have to be incorporated into practice as well as connected to meaning and competence 
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in order to gain value (Shove & Pantzar, 2005). Reckwitz (2002, p. 250) defines a practice as 

“routinized type of behavior, in which bodies are moved objects are handled, subjects are treated, 

things are described and the world is understood”. Practices provide the consumer with internal 

as well as external rewards. Internal rewards can arise due to the complexity of a particular 

practice whereas external benefits emerge due to the prestige of a practice, with the function of 

social power. Moreover, Warde (2005) states that every consumer individually collects parts of 

different practices and experiences. Thereby, the amount as well as the commitment to the 

practices can help to explain the patterns of consumption. Besides that, he also indicates that 

practices can change constantly because of their own logic of operation as people adapt or 

experiment in different situations. 

 

An additional point Warde (2005) highlights is that practice requires consumption. That can mean 

both; the act of the purchase as well as the act of using up. On top of that, he emphasizes that 

when people engage in practices, social order and individuality emerge. Thus, consumers obtain 

rewards from practices. External benefits can arise, for example, with the function of social power 

and opening up to privileged networks. According to Shove and Pantzar (2005), consumers 

embody active practitioners. Since these consumers carry out the practices, they demonstrate a 

major significance for the act of consumption themselves (Shove & Pantzar, 2005). 

 

3.4 The Concept of Self, the Self and the Extended Self 

To complement the notions of consumer culture theories, we also want to draw on possessions, 

the concept of self, the self and the extended self. It is important to examine and understand the 

consumer’s self since his/her consumption behaviors and possessions provide significant insights 

into peoples’ personalities. Hereby, consumers’ perception of the self, the social environment as 

well as the corresponding relation between the two plays an important role when investigating 

their behaviors and attitudes (Arnould, Price, & Zinkhan, 2005). 
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         Fig. 8 – The Concept of Self
8 

 

By the concept of self, Arnould et al. (2005) refer to a consumer’s self-concept that can be defined 

as the entirety of conscious perceptions a person has of him- or herself. The concept is strongly 

linked to society, the social world and culture. While engaging in a person’s environment, Arnould 

et al. (2005) claim that three different elements affect the sense of an individual’s self: Firstly, the 

interaction with other people as well as the relation with others build the first aspect of a person’s 

self-creation. In this context, reference groups demonstrate an example whereby the comparison 

of members plays an integral role. In the group, consumption and the connected values 

transmitted by the symbolic meanings form part of an individual’s self-perception. Additionally, the 

physical surroundings and objects as parts of social interactions influence the development of the 

self. Lastly, beliefs, ideas or values in a person’s environment demonstrate other significant factors 

acting on the construction of the self. The author highlights that any changes within the three 

components directly influences the concept of self, thus also the consumer’s behavior. 

 

                                                
8 Self-created figure following Arnould et al.’s (2005) notion 
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In addition to Arnould et al.'s (2005) definition of the concept of self, the life stage of a person is 

the decisive factor for an individual’s relation with an external object, thus is dynamic and conforms 

to a person’s development (Elliott, 2004). Elliott (2004) differentiates between two different 

influencing factors on the self-perception of an individual, namely the lived and the mediated 

experience. With the former, he describes face-to-face encounters and practical activities that a 

person experienced. With the latter, he means experiences that an individual indirectly lived 

through e.g. advertisements, trends or popular culture. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                  Fig. 9 – The Self and the Extended Self
9 

 

Related to Arnould et al.'s (2005) idea of the concept of self, Belk (1988, p.139) argues, “knowingly 

or unknowingly, intentionally or unintentionally, we regard our possessions as parts of ourselves”. 

                                                
9 Self-created figure following Belk’s (1988; 2013; 2014a; 2014b) notion 
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Thereby, the scholar highlights that an individual’s possessions have a direct impact on and reflect 

his or her identity. With the self, he describes not only e.g. an individual’s characteristics but more 

importantly, what he calls the extended self, his or her possessions. The latter includes, for 

example, external objects, personal or group possessions but also people or places. The 

precondition for these external elements to become part of a person’s self is that the individual 

can control them directly. Belk (1988) underlines that the relationship between the sense of self 

and the possessions is two-sided. Whereas a person exercises control over an object, control by 

an object also adds to an object seen as part of the self. Thus, possessions also enforce their 

identities on people. Consequently, an unintended loss of a possession causes diminution of an 

individual’s self (Belk, 1988). A person’s home or neighborhood exemplify strong sources of his 

or her identity and with the loss of a home the sense of the person’s self lessens. Additionally, 

Belk (1988) outlines that external objects building the extended self reflect the past because 

people associate them with elapsed events or people. Accordingly, in 1988, Belk claimed, “we are 

what we have” (p.139). In this statement, Belk (1988) also regards the act of consumption as well 

as intangible objects as part of the extended self. An individual’s expression “Amsterdam is my 

city” demonstrates an example for an intangible object. Whereas the individual does not own the 

Dutch capital, he or she emphasizes his or her liking and preference to it. Thus, it can be seen as 

part of the person’s extended self (Belk, 1988). 

 

Belk (2013) provides a recent addition to his concept of the extended self, namely the self-concept 

in a digital environment. To the act of consumption in general, he also includes digital consumption 

as affecting the nature of possessions and the self. Belk (2013) observes an act of 

dematerialization whereby what people consume becomes invisible. Streaming music online, for 

example, replaces the act of buying and owning CD’s. This example also illustrates basic 

behavioral changes from a private act of purchasing music towards a more public and shared act 

of streaming the same song simultaneously with millions of people and sharing one’s favorite 

playlist with strangers. Concerning the self, he sees the rise of the internet and social media as 

influences on how people self-disclose themselves, namely more publicly reaching a broader 

audience than before. With this in mind, the scholar regards technological changes as strong 

forces to reformulate his old concept since they affect consumers’ behaviors significantly. 

Nevertheless, the basic idea of the extended self remains vital. The development of digital 
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technologies and its possibilities, however, set thinking of the significance and power of objects in 

peoples’ lives (Belk, 2014a). 

 

With the rise of the sharing economy, the concept of collaborative consumption gained great 

popularity among consumers (Belk, 2014b). Thus, consumer’s consumption patterns have altered. 

Against this background, Belk (2014b) takes into account, in his later work, the considerations and 

possibilities from individual ownership towards temporary rental or shared ownership in form of 

access. As a result, he adds an individual’s considerations of buying or accessing tangible or 

intangible objects as well as the decision of what to access and what to buy as forming the 

extended self. By adjusting his old viewpoint from “we are what we own” (p. 1595) to “you are 

what you can access” (p.1598), Belk (2014b) highlights his observations of the taking place of 

society’s trend towards access over ownership. 

 

Against this background, we assess the concept of self and Belk’s work and rework of the self and 

the extended self also in consideration of the digital changes as well as the possibilities of 

accessing goods or services more specifically, as an important theoretical foundation for analyzing 

and discussing millennials perceptions and behaviors in the sharing economy. 

 

 

4. Methodology 

 

This chapter will describe the methodological approach applied to this thesis in order to find 

responses to the research question. It will present the used research philosophy, approach and 

data collection types. Furthermore, it will outline and justify the chosen research method to collect 

primary data, its design, implementation and analysis as well as acknowledge its 

limitations. Ethical considerations will close this section. 
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4.1 Philosophy of Science 

When conducting research, their own philosophy of science influences researchers in how they 

see and make sense of the world around them. The following section is based on Saunders, Lewis, 

and Thornhill's (2016) notion towards research philosophy. The so-called research philosophy 

describes “a system of beliefs and assumptions about the development of knowledge” (p.124). It 

consists of two major types of assumptions: Ontology concerns beliefs about the nature of reality. 

Put differently, it refers to how a researcher sees the world. Epistemology describes assumptions 

about human knowledge, in specific, how a researcher’s knowledge is generated. 

 

In order to answer the research question including the sub-questions, we argue that we have to 

follow a combination of two different types of philosophies. For the business models analysis, we 

take an objectivist ontology with a critical realist epistemology position. The objectivism presents 

external reality and observable facts. The epistemological stance of critical realists characterizes 

a reality that is independent of the researchers and solely declares what is observed as relevant. 

We argue that this position matches our first research objective of presenting and comparing two 

business models from the viewpoint of the companies themselves. 

 

For the consumer study section, we follow the ontology assumption of subjectivism. It represents 

the stand of a socially constructed reality in which people form reality with their perceptions, 

actions, culture and language. The epistemological position of interpretivism seems suitable in 

this context since it emphasizes that humans create meaning. Thus, it focuses on stories, 

perceptions and interpretations whereby interpretivist research has the purpose to create richer 

or new understanding of the social reality. We argue that this stance corresponds with our second 

research aim, as this objective is to examine Millennials’ perceptions and drivers they assign to 

the sharing economy. 

 

4.2 Research Approach 

When planning a study, researchers have the choice between four primary strategies: deductive, 

inductive, retroductive and/or abductive approach (Saunders et al., 2016). The strategies differ in 

their starting points and ways of finding response to the research question. For this specific 
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research thesis, we decided to follow a combinational approach of deductive and inductive 

research to highlight the manifold character of the sharing economy phenomenon. 

 

We started with a deductive approach for the business model analysis. Here, the research started 

with the existing theoretical frameworks of the BMC and VPC that were applied to analyze and 

compare the chosen examples of Swapfiets and Eatwith. This deductive approach moves from a 

primarily theoretical perspective to finding understanding in the research (Saunders et al., 2016). 

In the second part of the thesis, we followed the reversed approach and worked inductively for our 

consumer research. According to Saunders et al. (2016) the inductive approach is suitable for 

research into a newly debated topic in which little existing literature is present. As discussed in the 

literature review, the sharing economy is a present and discussed topic, however, lacks literature 

concerning the important consumer segment of Millennials. Against this background, we decided 

to generate and analyze our own data to identify potential theoretical patterns or themes 

(Saunders et al., 2016). 

 

4.3 Data Collection 

This section will outline and explain how we obtained the data used in the thesis. We see a 

necessity in using secondary as well as primary data in order to shed light to the research question. 

Therefore, the following sub-chapters describe the origin of the secondary data as well as the 

primary data research method, semi-structured interviews, its design and execution, in detail. 

 

4.3.1 Secondary Data 

In a first step, secondary data provides insight into the existing literature concerning the sharing 

economy. It also serves as the basis to outline important, existing concepts and frameworks in the 

theoretical foundation of this thesis. These are particularly relevant for the analysis and discussion 

part. Additionally, secondary data is used to build the business models of two sharing economy 

examples. The objective hereby is to be able to compare these two companies and to illustrate 

the diversity of the sharing economy from a business perspective. 
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Primarily, the secondary data used consists of articles from books and academic journals. We 

additionally consulted reports and business magazines to ensure that the thesis covers the latest 

developments and information. For the business model analysis, company websites as well as 

official interviews build the secondary data used. The primary use of academic peer reviewed 

articles as well as official presentations and statements of Swapfiets and Eatwith can ensure the 

validity of this secondary data. 

 

4.3.2 Primary Data 

In a second step, we decided to conduct our own primary data. This section will further elaborate 

on our research objective, chosen method, as well as research design, sampling and 

implementation, data analysis and lastly limitations of the chosen method. 

 

Research Objective  

Our thesis investigates the sharing economy and its business models from a consumer 

perspective and aims to explore consumer’s understanding and motivations within this framework. 

An additional factor for the choice to collect primary data was the fact that not much existing 

literature was to be found to serve our specific purposes and research question. The aim of our 

research approach was to collect data on the attitudes of Millennials towards the sharing economy 

and their motivations to participate in it. 

 

Research Method and Design 

Our primary data was collected through qualitative research in order to be further analyzed and to 

be connected with raised theories. All that happened with the purpose to shed light on our research 

question and sub-questions asked. 

 

For our specific purpose, to study the perceptions of Millennials on the sharing economy, we 

decided to use semi-structured interviews to collect primary data. Saunders et al. (2016, p.168) 

furthermore mention, that a qualitative approach is able to study “participant’s meanings and the 
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relationships between them”. We deemed this as an appropriate fit for our specific purposes of 

researching respondents’ perceptions and behaviors. The reason for us choosing semi-structured 

interviews, further referred to as interviews, is the fact that this method demonstrates a great way 

to capture experiences and lived meanings from the interviewees’ own perspectives (Kvale, 2007). 

Moreover, it presents itself as a method that considers cultural, social as well as personal aspects 

(Kvale, 2007). Kvale (2007) also points out that interview situation is similar to an everyday 

conversation between the interviewer and the interviewee, following a set of non-closed questions 

organized around different subjects of enquiry. The fact that the questionnaire is not composed of 

fixed or closed questions presents another benefit of this kind of interviews, as the interviewee is 

able to react to specific points each individual interviewee mentions (Kvale, 2007). We were 

therefore able to ensure a collection of rich and detailed data with the help of the flexibility of 

interviews (Kvale, 2007). During the data collection process, respondents ideally felt at ease and 

comfortable as they were intended to be interviewed in their natural environments. This relaxed 

atmosphere can help for the respondents to be more open and therefore disclose more information 

(Belk, Fischer, & Kozinets, 2012). 

 

Our choice for interviews as our data collection method seemed most appropriate for our 

purposes. Compared to conducting interviews, other qualitative research methods include inter 

alia focus groups and ethnography. In comparison to focus groups, interviews allow for a deeper 

understanding of the individual respondents as opposed to individual’s thoughts and opinions 

getting lost in a larger group setting (Morgan, 1997). Focus groups can also lead to attitude 

polarization, compliance and groupthink, which we wanted to make sure to avoid in order to get 

each individual’s true responses (Kozinets, 2010). Ethnography did also not prove itself to fit our 

research purpose. In addition to the fact that ethnography was too time intensive for our means, 

we wanted to explore and directly inquire about Millennials’ thoughts and reasons for acting within 

the sharing economy, which can hardly be observed. Lastly, it needs to be stated that all research 

methods, no matter if quantitative or qualitative, do have their strengths and weaknesses (Morgan, 

1997). 

 

For the qualitative data collection, we followed Kvale’s (2007, p.35) “Seven stages of an interview 

inquiry”: In the first stage, we formulated the purpose of our study and informed ourselves about 
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the matters to be inquired about. As a second step, we designed the study. Here, we took the 

information that we wanted to request into consideration. Alongside that, we created our interview 

guide. We also considered possible moral implications emerging from our questions. We initiated 

our knowledge enquiry with general questions about the sharing economy in order to get an 

overview of the familiarity, experience as well as understanding of it from our interviewees. 

Afterwards, we decided to take a closer look at two specific businesses within the sharing 

economy, representing two different sectors, namely bike leasing and meal sharing. It was 

furthermore important to us that we chose one business model offering a B2P sharing service and 

another one offering P2P sharing, in order to get a more holistic perspective. Thirdly, the 

interviewing itself took place. Interviews were conducted with the help of our interview guide and 

we tried to be mindful of the respondents’ questions asked and knowledge to be distracted. As a 

next step, we transcribed our interviews in order to prepare them for the analysis. Afterwards, the 

transcribed interviews were analyzed alongside codes we had created before as well as in the 

process. The analyzed interview data needed to be verified for validity, reliability and 

generalizability. Lastly, we put the data in relation to our research question as well as to chosen 

existing research in this field and selected theories. 

 

Sampling 

As our thesis tries to explore a specific research question, the interviewee sampling has not been 

done randomly. We followed a way that we believed would serve the exploration of our research 

question best. Byrne (2001, p. 498) also notes “qualitative researchers perform sampling with a 

purpose”. Our intention is to explore the attitudes of Millennials towards the sharing economy; 

hence, the main criterion for our sample was that they were born between 1980 and 2000. 

Respondents for our interviews were therefore chosen by means of the following criteria: 

 Year of birth between 1980 and 2000 

 Either of Dutch or German nationality/place of residency in the Netherlands or in Germany 

 Prior familiarity with sharing economy needed 

 Have had experience with either Swapfiets or meal sharing 

 Have not had experience with either Swapfiets or meal sharing 

 



   
 

 48 

As there is no single answer to the question of the exact sample size needed for qualitative 

research, we followed Byrne's (2001) notions. According to her, the sample size can be decided 

on an ongoing basis, while collecting data. After enough data has been collected and themes or 

categories become noticeable, the researcher may decide that the sample is now large enough 

(Byrne, 2001). For our purposes, we conducted twelve interviews. Five interviewees were of Dutch 

origin and living in the Netherlands, five were of German origin living in Germany and two were 

half-Germans residing in Germany (Appendix 1). On top of equaling the number between the two 

nationalities, we also tried to keep a balance between the sexes of the interviewees. We were 

able to recruit six male and six female interviewees. An additional explanation for the choice of 

this exact sample and its size is the relation to our restraints concerning time, budget and 

geographic location (Byrne, 2001). As the two of us live in the respective countries, the 

Netherlands and Germany, it only seemed appropriate and doable for us to select interviewees in 

these countries and compare them with one another. 

 

The recruitment of the respondents for the interviews was done via a social media post/call on 

Facebook. As we could not find any meal sharing host through our social media call, we contacted 

millennial hosts directly on the Eatwith platform (Appendix 2). 

 

Implementation 

Our data was collected by conducting twelve interviews. The time frame of the data collection can 

be dated from the 9th until the 29th of March 2019. The five interviews which were done with Dutch 

respondents were conducted by Svenja, as she lives in the Netherlands and could therefore meet 

with the three of the five interviewees in person. The other two interviews were done via phone 

due to convenience and location reasons. Phone interviews can offer advantages of speed, lower 

cost and access (Saunders et al., 2016). Celina conducted five other interviews, which had 

German respondents because she lives in Germany. It was also the most convenient solution. 

Out of these five interviews, two were conducted in person and three were held over the phone 

due to location differences. The last two interviews, which were done with meal sharing hosts from 

the platform Eatwith, were both conducted via telephone by the two of us, as we were both not in 

the same location as the interviewees. 
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Face-to-face interviews either took place in the interviewers or the interviewee’s home. Coffee and 

small snacks were offered to create a relaxed atmosphere as we wanted the respondents to feel 

as comfortable as possible. All interviews were recorded using a mobile phone or laptop as a 

recording device (Appendix 3). The interviewees were asked questions in accordance with our 

interview guide A or B for the meal sharing hosts (Appendix 4). When respondents raised 

questions during the process, the researchers answered these immediately. Two pictures of the 

interview guide were used to inquire interviewees’ opinions. These were shown to the respondents 

on our laptop. For interviews conducted via phone, they were electronically sent prior to the 

interview. The interviews lasted between 30 to 60 minutes and were all transcribed within the 

following days (Appendix 5). 

 

Data Analysis 

We started looking for patterns in our collected data from the start of carrying out our first interview. 

Hereby, we followed an ongoing analyzing process according to notion that both actions of 

collecting and making use (analyzing, interpreting) of qualitative data are interwoven. Based on 

relevant studies from our literature review, we coded our set of data into categories that we 

expected to encounter in our interview data. In order to generate meaning in our data, we 

categorized the initial codes into finer sub-categories (Kvale, 1996). In the coding process we 

followed Belk et al.'s (2012, p.139) approach of “reducing data into meaningful segments and 

assigning names for the segments”. Additional self-assigned codes emerged from our interviews 

during the process. To illustrate and simplify our analyzing and interpreting process, we created a 

coding overview (see example in Appendix 6). 

 

Limitations of the Research Method 

Firstly, it needs to be stated that due to our specific choice of sample group, namely Dutch and 

German Millennials, we are aware that our data collected and our connected findings lack a 

general representativeness. Furthermore, we have to admit that our sample might lack variety in 

terms of demographics since it solely includes Millennials living in cities or suburbs and highly 

educated people with the exception of one Eatwith host (Appendix 1). The choice of our specific 

sample was made out of convenience, means and time restrictions. On top of that, a differentiation 
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between interviews conducted face-to-face versus the ones conducted via telephone needs to be 

made. In addition to the advantages of conducting interviews via telephone, some of which being 

speed, access and lower cost, there are also possible disadvantages to be mentioned (Saunders 

et al., 2016). One possible disadvantage is that the interviewer can less easily build a relationship 

and rapport with the interviewee. This may prohibit the interviewee to feel comfortable and 

therefore disclose less information than in a face-to-face interview (Saunders et al., 2016). 

Additionally, technical issues can also arise during a telephone interview, which did not occur to 

us. Lastly, it needs to be stated that all research methods, no matter if quantitative or qualitative, 

do have their strengths and weaknesses (Morgan, 1997). 

 

4.4 Ethical Considerations 

According to Saunders et al. (2016), ethical principles form a critical part for the success of a 

research project, particularly when humans participate in the research. In this thesis, all 

interviewees were informed about the purpose of the study. Furthermore, all interviewees gave 

their consent for the audio recording of the interviews. Respondents were also offered the 

opportunity of anonymity and confidentiality. All interviewees accepted this offer. Therefore, they 

are referred to as I1-I10 and H1&H2 in this thesis. Clarifying these considerations in advance can 

benefit the research since it might lower respondents’ level of concern and can increase their 

openness to share valuable private information (Saunders et al., 2016). 

 

 

5. Analysis and Discussion: The Sharing Economy Business Models 

 

The first part of the analysis and discussion of this thesis concentrates on the sharing economy 

business models. At the beginning of the analysis, the B2P Swapfiets’ Value Proposition Canvas 

will be examined in detail before comparing its overall business model with the one of a traditional 

concept of a bike shop. The same will be done with the P2P example Eatwith. However, we will 

contrast its overall business model with a traditional restaurant. In a final step of the analysis and 

start of the discussion, we will contrast the differences of the Swapfiets and Eatwith business 
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model in detail. Thereafter, this chapter will discuss characterizations of the sharing economy 

business model before assessing relevant theoretical implications in relation to existing literature. 

 

This chapter focuses on the research sub-question 1: 

What characterizes the sharing economy business model and how does the 

business model differ from a traditional one? 

In order to investigate this sub-question, we follow Schor's (2016) distinction of sharing economy 

businesses. Thus, we acknowledge that one single sharing economy business model does not 

exist. Rather, we differentiate between two types of sharing economy companies (B2P and P2P) 

and concentrate on the for-profit side solely. Since existing literature mainly focuses on companies 

from one of the five key industries, e.g. car sharing or hospitality (PwC, 2014), we decided to 

concentrate on two rather less researched industries of B2P bike leasing (Swapfiets) and P2P 

meal sharing (Eatwith). 

 

As introduced in the theoretical foundation in chapter 4, we will apply the BMC as well as the VPC 

to both company examples to be able to compare these (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; 2014). 

Hereby, we will concentrate on the current designs of the businesses. However, we are aware 

that the VPC is an iterative process (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2014). Appendix 7-10 illustrate the 

full BMCs and VPCs. In our analysis however, we will solely highlight decisive aspects that we 

assess relevant to shed light on this research sub-question. To highlight the decisive factors of 

the sharing economy business models we will also draw a comparison between their value 

proposition and their respective traditional pendant that we determined suitable. 

 

This analysis is based on the interview data received from twelve interviews as well as secondary 

data, mainly from the respective company websites (Eatwith, 2019; Swapfiets, 2019). We explored 

the data by sketching out the BMCs and VPCs canvas based on what we believe it looks like. In 

the discussion part, we will consult literature from the literature review and theoretical foundation, 

if applicable. 
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5.1 The Swapfiets Business Model 

This section will demonstrate the business model of the sharing economy service Swapfiets. 

Firstly, the VPC will be analyzed in detail to describe the value proposition and the customer 

segment students and city residents (7DTV, 2018). We will focus on these two because we think 

they represent our research group of Millennials best. Secondly, important findings of the Value 

Proposition Map (VPM) comparisons of Swapfiets with its traditional pendant of a bike shop will 

be examined. After examining the Customer Profile (CP), we chose the concept of a bike shop to 

compare it with Swapfiets’ VPM. We assess a bike shop as the traditional pendant a consumer 

goes to purchase and maintain his or her bike. 

 

5.1.1 The Value Proposition Canvas (VPC) 

 

 

Fig. 10 – Swapfiets’ VPC
10

 

 

                                                
10 Self-created figure with template from Strategyzer (2019) 
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VPM 

Based on secondary data from the Swapfiets website (Swapfiets, 2019), we assessed the VP of 

Swapfiets which will be explained in the following paragraph: The product the company sells is a 

flexible, monthly bike subscription without any start-up or deposit costs. Hereby, consumers have 

the choice between two different types of bikes, the “Original” Dutch bike with pedal breaks and 

the “Deluxe 7” version including seven gears and hand and pedal breaks. This bike choice offer 

is however dependent on the city and country. In German cities, for example, solely the “Deluxe 

7” bike is available. Besides the bike, the Swapfiets user can expect the following service: 

Whenever the bike breaks down, consumers can contact Swapfiets via their preferred 

communication channel such as via the Swapfiets app or WhatsApp to make an appointment at 

their preferred location to fix or replace the bike within 24 hours. This service is available fourteen 

hours per day, seven days a week. A cycle insurance promises that the consumer will receive a 

new bike whenever it is stolen (for a fee of 40/60 €). 

 

Fit between VPM and CP of Millennial Students and City Residents 

During our interviews, it became clear that one important Customer Job of Millennials is to get 

from A to B quickly. We assess this job of high importance because of the frequency it was 

mentioned. Based on this criterion, going by bike is for many the best option to fulfill this functional 

job, such as for I4; 

“When there is no rain, I use my bike. (…) Because it’s more convenient. I can go whenever 

I want. I don’t have to wait for a train or a tram or anything to go where I want” (I4). 

As this quote shows, going by bike is the most convenient solution because one gains more 

flexibility. I5 highlights another gain of saving time by declaring, “without a bike it would take a 

lot longer as well to travel everywhere” (I5). In this context, our data suggests that the quickest 

mean of transportation, such as the use of bikes, is dependent on the location of a person, 

“Because it’s the most convenient way of travelling here” (I1). Another one describes his mean of 

transportation in his recently ending student time in a Dutch city with the following words; 

“Only bike and train, never car. (…) Every day. University, supermarket, gym, friends, all 

the time just by bike. No matter the weather” (I7). 
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When comparing Swapfiets’ value proposition with this consumer segment it becomes apparent 

that Swapfiets’ solution caters to the gains of consumers of flexibility and time saving. Consumers 

benefit from this since the company brings their service to the consumer’s preferred location and 

time. 

 

In our interviews, we found out that, after choosing the option to bike, another job a limited number 

of Millennials wanted to fulfill is a personal/emotional job, namely that they want a bike only for 

a limited time. The reason for this was that they studied in a specific town but were aware, before 

going there, that they want to leave after their studies; “I knew I would be there for 10 months so 

it wouldn’t make sense to buy a bike” (I7). In another scenario, the interviewee describes the 

uncertainty of the time; “Well, because in most cases you don’t know how long you’re staying at 

some place” (I10). These statements show that Millennials have to worry less if they have a bike 

only for a certain period. Here it becomes clear that Swapfiets offers a matching solution to this 

consumer problem by offering a subscription that consumers can cancel monthly, e.g. when they 

move to another place. 

 

A job that solely one interviewee mentioned is I should be safe while getting around. The female 

Millennial does not have working lights on her bike but she is aware that she should fix these 

because, for example, other people tell her it will be safer; 

“Yeah it’s just, you are more safe on your bike. Now you just think, yeah ok I can drive 

around without lights or it’s ok if my break doesn’t work that well. But yeah I think it would 

be a little bit more safe” (I5).  

By fulfilling this job, she then would gain positive personal outcomes of a safe feeling. Swapfiets’ 

bike service ensures that the consumer’s bike contains working lights and breaks, for example. 

As a result, a fit between this consumer problem and Swapfiet’s value proposition exists. 

 

Another job, deriving from our interview data, demonstrates I want a hassle-free, easy solution. 

One interviewee describes it as “careless driving” (I7);, 



   
 

 55 

“Like if something happens, and it will happen definitely at least in a Dutch University, 

where you have, I don’t know, 200 bikes and just one bike hits another and then there is 

this domino day. So, you don’t have to care at all” (I7). 

With a hassle-free, easy solution, this consumer group has to worry less and take less care of 

their bike, for example. Swapfiet’s bike service caters to exactly this problem by providing a service 

in favor of the consumer. This last job is also closely related to the identified Customer Pains our 

millennial consumer group expressed while trying to get a job done. 

 

A common pain for our millennial interviewees was the risk that bikes are often stolen. We 

assess this risk as important for our interviewees because of the frequency it was mentioned. I10 

answers the question if she owns a bike with, “I did, but it got stolen.” The following quote 

demonstrates the frequency a single person experienced a loss of her bike; 

“I came back from my research abroad last year and then my bike got stolen, obviously in 

Rotterdam. (…) My bike got stolen four times in the last two years” (I4). 

Another interviewee goes a step further in describing the feeling that the experience of stolen 

bikes triggers; “I already lost, like I already lost two other racing bikes, because they got stolen. 

So, I’m always a bit paranoid” (I9). This feeling of paranoia results in worrying thoughts that this 

Millennial has with his bike. Swapfiets’ included cycling insurance reacts on this problem by 

ensuring that the consumer will receive a new bike within 24 if this incident happens. However, a 

fixed fee of 40 € or 60 € (depending of the type of bike) will have to be paid by the consumer which 

is communicated to the consumer in the contract. 

 

Another obstacle we identified is that they don't want or can invest a big amount of money at 

once. The following interviewee’s quote explains the meaning behind that problem; “So, if you 

want to buy a bike, it can be 300 euros and then you have to pay suddenly, one time, you have to 

pay 300 euros” (I1). Our data suggests a certain degree of aversion towards a high payment at 

once. Consequently, this finding suggests a certain millennial preference, namely towards 

continuous small payments. Another employee underlines that she is not able to pay a big amount 

of money at once; “And I didn’t have the money when I came back to buy a new bike” (I4). 
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Swapfiets’ bike subscription does not charge a start-up or deposit cost for the bike. Thus, the value 

proposition solves this obstacle millennial consumers have. 

 

Furthermore, our data suggests a common emotional problem, namely I am annoyed when my 

bike breaks down. One Interviewee expressed the reason for her feelings as; “It was really 

annoying, because I needed it and it just happened out of nowhere” (I10). This underlines the 

dependence of the millennial on her bike paired with the unexpectedness of the unusable status 

of the bike. I5 describes the scenario less emotional and with an action plan on her min;, “I get a 

little annoyed first when my bike is broken. But, yeah, I would go to a bike shop and ask if they 

would repair it” (I5). However, in the context of this emotional problem, we identified the following 

two undesired characteristics with bike shops; namely, I don’t have a clear cost overview as 

well as It's annoying to wait so long to get my bike fixed. The former results from interviewees 

complaining about spending money in general and the prices; “it was also money I had to spend 

on it” (I10) and “Mhm, they mostly are overpriced I feel like” (I5). Additionally, another interviewee 

mentioned the problem about the uncertainty and unexpectedness of the costs; 

“And they are not very clear upfront about how much you will have to pay. I will fix your tire 

and it will be roughly 30 bucks and then they always come with, but you should fix this as 

well and this as well, and then it gets way more expensive” (I1). 

This additional pain characterizes the impatience and annoyance that Millennials associate with 

bike shops; “Well they never do it straight away. You always have to wait a couple of days, at least 

one “(I1) as well as “so I needed to get it fixed and in this time obviously I couldn’t use the bike” 

(I10). We found two other obstacles that are closely linked to the emotional problem: I have no 

motivation to fix my bike myself and I don't know how to fix my bike. I9 describes this as a 

problem as some “people that don’t have, don’t know how to fix it or have, don’t want to get 

involved in fixing or working on the bike“ (I9). I1 explains the scenario slightly different; 

“SM: Ok so do you know how to fix it? 

I1: Yeah kind of. Actually, I don’t think a lot of people know how to fix it. They just start and 

they will see how it ends. And if it’s really a mess, they would go to the shop. 

SM: And you? 
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I1: Same situation.” 

As this quote shows, for some people it is hard to acknowledge that they do not have the skills to 

fix a bike but would still try it. Swapfiets’ service cannot solve the emotional problem of millennial 

consumers not to get annoyed whenever their bike breaks down. However, the service enables 

consumers to have a clear action plan what to do, whom to contact for no extra charge when they 

encounter functioning issues on their bikes. Additionally, consumers are prepared to receive a 

well-functioning bike within 24 hours. 

 

To sum up, we identified the strength of Swapfiets’ value proposition in the thought through and 

constructed offers that match well with millennial consumers’ needs and problems. 

 

5.1.2 Comparison of Swapfiets and the Concept of a Traditional Bike Shop 

While comparing Swapfiets’ VPC with the one a traditional bike shop concept offers, we found 

significant similarities and differences on both sides of the canvas, namely in terms of value 

proposition and Millennials’ preferences (see Fig. 10 & Appendix 8). 

 

Regarding the value proposition, we identified a discrepancy in the offers. Whereas Swapfiets 

offers a bike service or how the company itself calls it, “We don’t sell bikes, we sell service” 

(Beijleveld, 2018, 8:22min), a traditional bike shop offers a wide range of bikes that customers can 

purchase in addition to bike service. Hereby, often a consultation service is included to ensure the 

customers will make the right choice in terms of their needs and preferences, such as in color, 

seize or equipment (Appendix 8). This difference also becomes clear when comparing a traditional 

bike shop with a Swapfiets shop (Beijleveld, 2018). The former usually exhibits a great number of 

different bikes. In contrast, in the latter you can solely find one or two different bikes, depending 

on the type of bike that is offered in the respective city. As chapter 5.1.1 explained in detail, 

Swapfiets’ value proposition matches with important pains and gains of Millennials, such as the 

issue that bikes are often stolen with the cycle insurance (Fig. 10). Our interview data supports 

this match. One interviewee who uses her Swapfiets permanently emphasizes the service is what 

she is paying for; 
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“On the long time, it’s not a good investment but I think the service is very good. And also, 

for me, I am still profiting from the fact that I didn’t have to buy a whole new bike twice this 

year instead of what I would have done. So, I think, for people like me, it’s a good 

investment to have” (I4). 

Additionally, another Swapfiets user, for a limited period, underlines; 

“Also, it is cheap, like if you know you’re at some place for like one year, it would be like 

100€, but buying a new bike would also be 100€ or even more. And it comes with two locks 

and you have all the service around it which is really easy” (I10). 

This statement also underlines the full-service package that Swapfiets offers in contrast to a 

traditional bike shop where locks might also be available but at an extra cost, for example. Closely 

related to that are also the explained issues our interviewees associated with bike shops: long 

waiting time for reparations and no clear cost overview (see chapter 5.1.1). 

 

In regard to Millennial’s preferences, we identified the same CP suitable for both VPMs. Our data 

suggests that Millennials, if they buy bikes, buy second hand bikes rather than new bikes, “It’s a 

used bike. Second hand” (I1). Another interviewee explained her bike buying process of a second 

hand bike in detail; 

“When I got there at first, I was just looking for a bike. So, I went on Facebook, like ‘bike 

for sale’ or whatever, and texted some people. And that was just the first bike I could 

actually buy. So, I went there, looked at the bike and it was still working fine. I just had to 

buy a new lock with it, but I bought it and it didn’t have any meaning to me” (I10). 

Some bike shops might also offer second hand bikes. However, our data suggests that Millennials 

rather buy second hand bikes from private people via online platforms such as Facebook (I10). 

Regarding the bike shop value proposition offer Choose a bike that you like (seize, gears, 

style), our data suggests that this offer does not bring value to millennial consumers (Appendix 

8). 
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One interviewee sees the bike itself as the reason; “Yeah a bike is just a tool. It has to work 

whenever you want” (I1). Another one declares the experience of stolen bikes as a reason why 

she does not care about the look and feel of her bike; 

“Well I had nice bikes when I started, like until I was 16. And then I had to buy my own 

bikes, of course. And then they got stolen so many times that I didn’t really care for them 

anymore. I just bought very cheap bikes also from Marktplaats and stuff, too. And within a 

half year they were gone already” (I4). 

Bike shops also offer their customers to own a bike (Appendix 8). However, one Swapfiets user 

explained that, even though she leases the bike, she still has the feeling that it is her personal 

bike; “But it’s still my bike though but I pay monthly for it and if I don’t use it anymore then they get 

it back and use it for someone else” (I4). Deriving from this statement, the Swapfiets user still has 

the feeling of owning a bike through possessing the bike in a way that it belongs to the bike rider. 

Another interviewee emphasizes the benefit she sees in bike leasing (Swapfiets) over bike sharing 

(VRN Next Bike); 

“I preferred the Swapfiets, because I had, it was like my own bike. It was my bike, I could 

use throughout the day, the time I was in the Netherlands and no one else used this specific 

bike. And with VRN Next Bike for instance, if I would wanna use it and there is no bike; 

bad for me, because then I would have to walk. Because others are using the same bikes 

as well” (I10). 

Two other interviewees owning a bike explain what that means to them; 

“I don’t really like biking to be honest, so it’s just a thing that I own, because you know 

everyone owns a bike and it’s not, it’s not, it doesn’t have much worth to me. I could easily 

not own it” (I6). 

As this statement suggests, for this Millennial it is common to own a bike because everybody else 

from her social circle does. Consequently, she takes owning a bike for granted. However, she 

does not attach value to it. Another interviewee’s statement underlines this; “I just always had my 

own bike, which I think in Holland is really common and normal to have a bike” (I8). In summary, 

our data suggests that the comparison between VPM and the Millennials CP is not a good match 

(Appendix 8). As Millennials might solely demonstrate a small part of traditional bike shops’ 
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customer segments, we cannot assess the negative influence Swapfiets’ business model has on 

them at this point. 

 

5.2 The Eatwith Business Model 

This section will present the analysis of Eatwith. Firstly, the VPC based on the customer segments 

of providers (hosts: hobby chefs or professional chefs) as well as users (guests: unique or local 

experience, socialize) (see Appendix 9). It is necessary to discuss both customers since Eatwith 

represents a multi-sided platform with two interdependent customers. Consequently, we can 

expect two different value propositions serving two customer groups. Secondly, a comparison 

between the Eatwith VCP with its traditional pendant, a restaurant, will follow. We assessed the 

restaurant as the traditional form to go out for dinner. 

 

5.2.1 The Value Proposition Canvas (VPC) 

 

 

Fig. 11 – Eatiwith’s VPC
11

 

                                                
11 Self-created figure with template from Strategyzer (2019) 
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VPM 

Generally speaking, Eatwith represents a social dining experience platform. Its value proposition 

offers two elements that serve both sides, users and providers. The first proposition is that it 

connects hosts and guests via a platform that is easy to use. Thus, the platform functions as a 

bridge to bring these two customers together. The second is the Eatwith insurance guarantee that 

covers both sides in case of liability issues up to 5.000.000 GBP (Eatwith, 2019). Going more into 

detail on the value proposition for users, we identified the product as a platform to find social eating 

experiences. Its usage is free for users. Hereby, Eatwith provides guests with a wide range of 

culinary experiences offered by private hosts, around 5000, in selected cities in approximately 130 

countries (Eatwith, 2019). The value proposition for providers offers an Eatwith community with 

150.000 registered users with the potential to book social dining experiences (Eatwith, 2019). The 

platform offers providers to present their experience on the platform. Hereby, the providers will be 

able to invite users to their own home where they can prepare a food experience according to 

their own style and preferences. Eatwith simply provides the platform and registered users to 

providers to connect. This service is for free and a commission fee from providers (between 13% 

and 20%) will solely be charged by the platform once a user booked an experience (Hotrec 

Hospitality Europe, 2018). 

 

Fit between VPM and CP of Millennial Guests and Hosts 

Regarding the user profile, we found out that possible jobs Millennials try to perform are that they 

seek unique, one-of-a-kind experiences as H2 points out; “people are looking for something 

unique.” H1 describes it as that they “like to try new things. Like to discover new things.” Closely 

related to this is also the pursuit our interviewees have while travelling. Our interviews suggest 

that Millennials like to try authentic, local food from the place they visit while travelling; 

“Uhm, I usually, the first day I definitely wanna try something that’s particular for the 

country I’m travelling to. Because, I mean the regular stuff I can eat at home as well. So, 

I wanna have something special, that maybe I can’t get where I live” (I3). 

It becomes apparent that the food experience is part of the interviewee’s discovery of the country 

and the culture. I8 takes this pursuit a step further; “I try to be a little bit as close to the country as 

possible.” This quote shows that this interviewee seeks to find the most authentic food for that 
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area. The Eatwith platform enables travelers but also local habitants to choose food events that 

will be special since they happen at a private provider’s home and together with other, prior 

unknown users. On the one hand, it is unique since most of our interviewed Millennials have not 

heard of this kind of meal sharing activity before the interview. Against this background, they did 

not see it as a common event to attend (see e.g. I2 or I5). On the other hand, if one user books 

and attends the same food event twice, the second time will differentiate from the first time since 

the user will possibly encounter new people, have new conversations but might eat the same 

menu. Travelers have the chance to choose local providers that serve traditional, authentic food 

for that area. Hereby, one local provider might cook and share a recipe from his or her family for 

a special dish. 

 

As already indicated above, Eatwith enables users to find events where they can meet other 

people, for example a local provider. This fits with another traveler’s pursuit that we encountered 

during our interviews. I3, for instance, calls it a “great experience to get to know people that 

actually live in the country.” I6 points out an obstacle of getting in contact with residents; “I mean 

if I go to a new city just for holiday it’s very hard to get to know people.” Herewith, Eatwith also 

caters a pain that we found during our interviews; namely that people do not want to eat on their 

own but rather see it as a joint activity (see e.g. I1 or I8); 

“I think you can get pretty lonely if you live alone (…) because, yeah, I think some people 

experience eating alone as a very sad thing” (I1). 

Eatwith counteracts on this problem by providing a platform that enables people to connect 

through food. 

 

Regarding the provider profile, this pain of eating alone can also be relevant. As H2 describes 

her emotional problem; 

“Actually, I gave, my experience in Eatwith is called “Italian Sunday Lunch”, because I 

always make on Sunday. And this came out because, since I live abroad, I miss this time 

with my family. Because in Italy we have this tradition to stay always on Sunday lunch the 

whole family together. And since I’m here we are always alone. I mean that’s something, I 

mean me and my boyfriend, but there is not my family” (H2). 
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Additionally, we found a fit between Eatwith’s proposition to give people the space to unfold their 

passion, namely cooking and hosting meals, by connecting them with guests. The following quote 

demonstrates a host’s enthusiastic description of hosting a food event and the good feeling that 

she gains from making people happy; 

“I love to, I really love to take care for people, for someone, with food. I love it. Like I really 

love to host people in my place (…) And, just I really really love to organize everything. I 

love to make the menu or to try the, some dishes before, to combine food” (H2). 

We noticed another fit between Eatwith’s offer for providers and the personal and functional job 

they are trying to fulfill of making money on the side by something that they enjoy doing. H1 

describes his functional job as follows; 

“We were always doing dinners. Something at my house and sometimes and his house. 

Why not invite interesting people for money, too. And then we have no costs” (H1). 

It becomes clear that this provider wanted to turn his hobby into a side business so that he can 

cover, at least, the costs for groceries. After his academic education, he realized however that he 

sees his hobby as a practical balance to his theoretical fulltime employment, “And then after 

university I was so upset about theoretical things that I thought, now I have to do something very 

practical” (H1). Providers can also offer social dining experiences without the third party Eatwith. 

However, the benefit that the platforms brings is that it reduces the costs for providers. This 

includes monetary costs such as transaction costs but also time and effort that hosts can save 

with the Eatwith platform. This benefit also applies to another functional job a provider might want 

to fulfill. In another host interview, we encountered that an interviewee had the ambition to turn 

her hobby into her profession but wanted to receive feedback on her culinary skills from people 

that she did not know before; 

“It came like just an idea, because like, I would like to get a little bit more in this, in this 

field, in the gastronomy field, and I have like an idea for the future, so this was like a try for 

me” (H2). 

Eatwith enables the culinary freedom to test her recipe ideas on potential customers for her future 

business plans. Closely linked to this, is a provider’s strive to share his or her cultural roots and 

background. This fits with Eatwith’s value proposition. One interviewee outlined her strive; 
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“I really enjoy cooking and my family is Indonesian. So, we have a lot of Indonesian recipes 

in the family. And I really love to cook but they take a really long time to prepare and you 

usually prepare them in big batches. So, you need like a larger group to cook for and also 

because it takes a long time you want to cook for a larger group and not just for yourself, I 

feel like. So yeah that would be a good reason to start cooking some Indonesian food“ (I5). 

 

5.2.2 Comparison of Eatwith and the Concept of a Traditional Restaurant 

During the comparison between Eatwith’s VPC and the one of a traditional restaurant concept, we 

could also find similarities and differences in terms of value proposition and Millennials’ 

preferences (see Fig. 11 & Appendix 10). 

 

In terms of the value proposition, we found two main differences. Firstly, a restaurant offers meals 

cooked by its chefs with a menu that offers a variety of options in different price categories for one 

customer segment, namely users. Hereby, the restaurant owner is responsible to create a nice 

ambience for customers including a service that takes orders, cleans up and serves the drinks 

and dishes (Appendix 10). In contrast, Eatwith’s meal sharing concept can be seen as home 

restaurants where providers invite people to their personal dining table (Fig. 11). As a result, 

Eatwith is not responsible for the dining experience but solely serves as an intermediary to connect 

two parties. Whereas a restaurant sells a dining experience, Eatwith solely sells the service of 

connecting people interested in a dining experience with private providers. This difference in value 

proposition leads to consequences for the two interdependent customers, guests and hosts. 

These consequences build the second difference we identified. Restaurants enable guests to eat 

together with their known social circle or alone with the atmosphere of having people around in an 

openly accessible, public space. In contrast, Eatwith providers enable guests to eat together with 

unknown people as a social interaction in a closed, private space, namely the provider’s home. 

Since Eatwith is a two-sided platform, it is necessary to additionally discuss the consequences on 

hosts. In a restaurant, hosts are not existing as customers per se. Being a chef is a profession 

that follows the rules of the restaurant’s regulations and menu choices. At Eatwith, hosts hold the 

position of customers that can enjoy the independence and freedom of when, where and what 

meal/menu to prepare for guests.  Moreover, these hosts can use their hobby to earn money on 

the side. 
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In terms of Millennial’s preferences, we noticed that the CP is slightly different. As a result, we 

suggest that both business models can co-exist at the same time as they are targeted to different 

millennial CPs. For guests, the VCP contains fitting elements between the customer side and the 

business side for the restaurant concept as well as for the meal-sharing concept of Eatwith, such 

as eating local food while on holidays or going out for dinner. During our interviews, we found out 

that our Millennials would make decisions dependent on the situation; “It depends if I am on my 

own. Then I would go for the meal sharing option. And if I am with my friends, I would go for the 

restaurant” (I5). Besides the situation, we also identified the location as a decisive factor. Some 

interviewees were in favor of a meal sharing experience when they visited another country, such 

as Interviewee 7; 

“Because based on my experience, it’s always much more fun to visit a country or get to 

know a country by people living there. It’s a completely different experience than just going 

there on your own and rely on TripAdvisor or whatever and what other tourists like” (I7). 

Another interviewee was hesitant to participate in meal sharing when at home; 

“I think at home I would rather eat in a restaurant but if I am at a different place it’s better 

to go to these different kinds of things (…), well maybe at home also. No maybe I would 

prefer it both, to share it like this” (I4). 

The reason for her changing sides was the social experience as a decisive factor; 

“Because you meet people from different backgrounds who are all interested in different 

types of food or cultures. And they can be old, they can be young. I always like meeting 

people from all sorts of backgrounds and ages. And I think it’s a nice way to change 

perspective because every time you meet someone new you can maybe change a little bit 

yourself” (I4). 

Another interviewee took the same view, “I feel like the whole point of dinning together is to get to 

know each other” (I5). In contrast, other interviewees saw the decisive factor in the food and eating 

experience itself. In that case, a restaurant was the preferred choice because; 

“you can predict a bit more what you are going to have. You can already check in advance. 

You know how the taste will be, more or less, in some kind of 

restaurants. Yeah it’s something like you are ensured for some kind of quality” (I2). 
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As this analysis shows, the meal sharing activity offers a social dining experience whereby the 

social aspect obtains an important role. 

 

5.3 Comparison of the B2P and P2P Sharing Economy Business Models 

This part focuses on the differences and similarities that the two chosen examples of the sharing 

economy have in regard to their business model (Appendix 7&9). It will close with important 

identified factors in relation to the two sharing economy businesses. 

Deriving from the detailed value proposition analysis, the difference between the B2P Swapfiets’ 

bike and service subscription and the two-sided P2P social dining platform Eatwith becomes 

apparent (see chapter 5.1.1 & 5.2.1). Swapfiets combines sharing capabilities of reusing bikes 

with traditional business operations in selling access to goods and services. In contrast, Eatwith 

enables users to receive access to experiences and providers to find users for their experience. 

 

From that, several consequences are deducible for the other elements of the business models: 

 

Fig. 12 – Revenue Streams Building Block of BMC (left: Swapfiets; right: Eatwith)
12

 

 

In terms of Revenue Streams, as Schor (2016) already highlighted, the B2P business earns 

money from the subscription fee as well as other additional fees. Thus, revenue comes per 

transaction. The P2P business, however, solely receives revenues on commission basis if a 

connection between user and provider took place. Furthermore, the Cost Structure is distinct due 

to the different focus on online and offline activities. 

                                                
12 Self-created figure with template from Strategyzer (2019) 
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Fig. 13 – Cost Structure Building Block of BMC (left: Swapfiets; right: Eatwith)
13

 

 

Whereas the B2P business has a high amount of costs for physical goods such as the bikes or 

tools and materials to repair these, the P2P platform costs derive from intangible activities such 

as developing and maintaining the platform. Closely related to this is that Key Activities and 

Resources differ. 

                                        

Fig. 14 – Key Activities and Key Resources Building Block of BMC (left: Swapfiets; right: Eatwith)
14

 

 

On the one side, the B2P company manages physical and intellectual resources with activities 

such as bike and customer service or workshop repairs. On the other side, the P2P company has 

its online platform and intellectual resources involved in activities such as platform management 

                                                
13 Self-created figure with template from Strategyzer (2019) 
14 Self-created figure with template from Strategyzer (2019) 
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and promotion. This comparison is partly in line with Weill and Woerner's (2018) observation in 

relation to digital business models: Whereas Swapfiets combines its physical operations with 

digital resources and activities, Eatwith solely use the digital space with intangible offers. 

 

As Teece (2010) theoretically pointed out, the Swapfiets and Eatwith business models have a high 

copying potential by other businesses since they are transparent. We regard marketing activities 

to build and maintain the Swapfiets brand as important to gain competitive advantage. Swapfiets’ 

branded bikes cause a high visibility throughout a city and may cause people’s curiosity, as the 

following quote shows; “And also, like you can really see the bikes from a distance. They are 

always in the same color, yeah, so it’s not just some random bike, but you can really tell it’s a 

Swapfiets” (I10). Swapfiets does not only ensure the visibility by coloring and branding the bike 

but also by inserting one black and one blue tire. For Eatwith, we assess online marketing activities 

such as producing and updating relevant content, such as on the Eatwith blog with stories about 

social dining events and recipes, as important (Blog Eatwith, 2019). This content creation and 

updates are in line with Weill and Woerner's (2018) first source of digital competitive advantage 

of competing on Content. 

 

In this context, another important factor for both companies demonstrates their strategic approach 

towards Customer Centricity/Customer Relationships. 
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Fig. 15 – Customer Relationships Building Block of BMC (left: Swapfiets; right: Eatwith)
15

 

 

To begin with, we found out that our millennial interviewees highly value the customer service 

offered by Swapfiets and Eatwith. For Swapfiets, we identified the personal assistance and a quick 

reaction time as an import factor. One interviewee describes it as follows; 

“Someone smashed my bike, on a Sunday evening or whatever and I texted them on 

WhatsApp and within one hour they texted back and said yeah tomorrow 8:00 in the 

morning we will be at your place and pick it up. So, I was really happy with the customer 

service, or service in general” (I7). 

For Eatwith, a host defines the interaction with the platform as “very close and personal. (…) They 

do it like, oh I am your friend and we want to do it together” (H1). He also calls his Eatwith contact 

person “my manager” (H1). Furthermore, we learned that Swapfiets and Eatwith actively make 

use of and seek customer feedback to improve their value proposition. During their expansion 

planning to the German market, a Swapfiets employee reached out to one of our interviewees; 

“Funny story, they called me when I lived in the Netherlands and talked to me about it, 

asked like, yeah you’re a German, are there any cities you could recommend, what do you 

think is a good name for us to place us in the German market as well and so on, so I 

already had a little interview with them” (I7). 

Similarly, an Eatwith host values the feedback interest the platform signaled him; 

                                                
15 Self-created figure with template from Strategyzer (2019) 
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“At the beginning, the app was not so good and then I wrote a very long e-mail with things 

as a user would be better to change. And then they called me and they answered me very 

fast. And they improved the app, many things and now it’s much better than 7 months ago” 

(H1). 

 

Closely linked to Customer Centricity is the topic of Customer Experience. Weill and Woerner 

(2018) claim that this factor is one distinguishing feature or source of competitive advantage of 

digital business models. Both of our observed businesses show a strong focus on customer 

experience. One interviewee highlights the importance of the internet and the convenient 

communication channels Swapfiets offers; 

“Otherwise I would not know them. I would not have been able to get the bike because it’s 

all through internet. And WhatsApp. I never talked to them on the phone. It’s all through 

internet. (…) I don’t see how they would do it. Yeah you would call and then, by original 

phone. No, takes years. (…) Because you have to call and then you have to keep in line 

and you are the 25th next person in the line and you are like no” (I1). 

This quote also underlines the fact that Millennials are digital natives that cannot imagine the world 

without the internet and are used to quick replies on their preferred communication channel, such 

as WhatsApp. Similarly, an Eatwith host highlights the quick reaction time of the customer service; 

“when I had a problem I just wrote in the chat to the staff and they were super prompt answering” 

(H2). Another Eatwith user described his experience with the Eatwith App as follows; "Then I 

researched Eatwith and other platforms. And Eatwith was the, for me, this is what I need. Well 

organized and easy to coordinate things inside of the app" (H1). In general, a simple to use and a 

user-friendly interface of a developed app or website play an important role here as one 

interviewee outlines; “I think if it’s a user-friendly interface then it’s really encouraging to use these 

platforms in general for sharing" (I8). 

 

Overall, we assess Millennials’ satisfaction with Eatwith and Swapfiets service as relatively high 

based on our interview data. The digital communication tools, such as a chat box on the website 

or WhatsApp, as well as Swapfiets’ and Eatwith’s self-developed apps and websites collect 

valuable customer data and knowledge that the companies use to improve their value proposition 
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and the customer satisfaction. This observation is also in line with Weill and Woerner's (2018) 

findings about differentiating business models and exploiting digital capabilities. Hereby, the 

scholars highlight that Platforms, such as Swapfiets’ and Eatwith’s Apps and websites, 

demonstrate another source of digital competitive advantage. They also include external 

platforms, partners or networks for instance. We also identified Key Partnerships in our sharing 

economy business models. 

                                             

                  Fig. 16 – Key Partnerships Building Block of BMC (left: Swapfiets; right: Eatwith)
16

 

 

Swapfiets collaborates closely, for example, with local police authorities by analyzing its collected 

data of reported stolen bikes and pinpointing the authorities to these locations (Beijleveld, 2018). 

This cooperation can help to improve the customer experience of less stolen bikes. Similarly, 

Eatwith works together with food and travel companies such as the online travel-rating portal 

TripAdvisor (WYSE Travel, 2018). In this context, also the interconnectedness between different 

platforms plays an important role as one interviewee explains the benefits of, for example, signing 

up for the Eatwith platform with his Facebook account; "And platforms like Facebook definitely. 

Because first of all you can sign up everywhere with Facebook, which makes the whole signing 

up process a lot easier" (I9). 

                                                
16 Self-created figure with template from Strategyzer (2019) 
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Consequently, based on our business model analysis and the definition of Jacobides et al. (2018), 

we suggest that Swapfiets and Eatwith both succeeded in establishing and operating in customer-

centered ecosystems in order to enhance the customer experience. 

 

5.4 Characterizations of the Sharing Economy Business Model 

From our business model analysis and comparison, we derive several elements that we assess 

as meaningful characteristics to explain the companies operating in the sharing economy. 

 

The first element demonstrates that we identified our chosen examples as having digital 

competitive advantage over, for example, traditional businesses. As outlined by Botsman and 

Rogers (2011), a large number of digital platform companies following a sharing economy 

business model have arisen in recent years. Whereas we assess the B2P business model as 

simple but with a need of a relatively high investment with physical goods involved, the P2P 

sharing economy business model involves a platform that does not require a high investment 

upfront if the technical skills to build and maintain this platform are available. We regard this as a 

possible explanation for the rise in the number P2P platform companies. In this context, Teece's 

(2010) contribution is particularly relevant since he emphasized that a business model alone is 

not sufficient, but a strategy is important to win in the market place. This makes clear, for example, 

why a great number of different meal sharing platforms exist. However, not all of them are 

successful. Based on our data and analysis, we categorize Swapfiets as holding digital competitive 

advantage originating from the customer experience and its platforms. For Eatwith, we identified 

all three sources of digital competitive advantage, namely the content, customer experience as 

well as platforms. We evaluate the successful implementation of two or three of digital competitive 

advantage sources as an important factor for Swapfiets and Eawith’s success up to now. As a 

result, our findings are in line with Weill and Woerner's (2018) observation that this digital shift 

occurs across diverse industries. 

 

Closely linked to the first element, is the discussion around technology in general and Web 2.0 in 

particular. Our interview data suggests that the Web 2.0/internet holds a great significance in 

connection with sharing economy services. Whereas one interviewee claims; "I don’t think I ever 
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used a sharing economy program without internet" (I6), another one emphasizes; "I think most of 

the things I use would not be possible without the internet. Because you always have to be 

connected to some sort of system that keeps everything in place" (I9). These statements resemble 

Schor’s (2016) notion that technology functions as an enabler of the sharing economy. Another 

interviewee takes this discussion a step further by highlighting; "Airbnb for instance or even Uber 

didn’t exist before the internet or weren’t known" (I10). Hereby, the interviewee highlights the 

extensive coverage, consequently opening of markets and consumers, the internet permits. 

Linked to this topic, are the consequences that emerge from the use of technology. One outcome 

demonstrates the decrease in transaction costs which Schor (2016) also observed and defines as 

an enabler of the sharing economy. As mentioned above in connection to the user experience, 

technologies and more specifically Web 2.0 enables a hassle-free processing of the exchange of 

bikes between Swapfiets and the consumer, for instance. One interviewee gives a suitable 

example; "now it was just WhatsApp and they send you an app and then you can respond 

whenever you want and they can respond whenever they want. It’s better for everyone" (I1). 

 

In the context of Eatwith, users and providers describe the platform interaction as, "It was really 

easy” (H2). This decrease in costs to perform the transaction of a sharing economy deal is closely 

connected to the well perceived customer experience these sharing economy businesses offer. 

Another outcome that our data suggests is the issue of security and trust. We found out that this 

was mainly applicable in relation to P2P platforms. This fits with Belk’s (2010) notion that Web 2.0 

enables trust between strangers that is necessary to perform the sharing transaction. In relation 

to Eatwith, one interviewee highlights the security, e.g. in receiving the payment, the platform 

provides; 

"And then also the payment, also the payment system is quite good, super good like, I 

receive, like I get the money, like 72 hours after the event and it is save” (H2). 

Another interviewee highlights the issue of trust in unknown people and the safety a platform, e.g. 

a ride-sharing platform, offers; 

"With the platforms, if you do it over a platform it’s a lot nicer, because then you usually 

have some safety like if they don’t cancel 24 hours before the trip, they at least have to 

pay some money" (I3). 
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Consequently, Web 2.0 demonstrates a characteristic of our analyzed sharing economy 

businesses. 

 

A further identified factor is the topic of urbanization and cities. When analyzing the availability of 

Swapfiets and Eatwith, we saw that the locations are solely urban cities. This aspect addresses 

the already discussed issue (e.g. by Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014) of consumers living in cities 

favoring sharing economy services. 

 

A last supporting element that we identified in our analysis is the topic of Millennials’ 

connectedness with like-minded people. As presented in the introduction, Swapfiets as well as 

Eatwith are both companies founded or co-founded by Millennials themselves. Consequently, the 

founders have first-hand demonstration of the needs and jobs these millennial customers have in 

their life. As a result, they are able to tailor their value propositions to be able to attract their 

interest. This matches with the observation that Bernardi (2018) made in the sharing economy 

travel industry. This benefit of ‘from Millennials to Millennials offer’ also helps to improve the 

millennial customers’ expectations and needs related to the customer experience. One of our 

interviewees describes the interaction with Swapfiets employees as; 

“young and not so up tied. So, it’s more relaxed. It’s almost like you can send smileys and 

stuff and have a good conversation with them” (I4). 

This statement underlines the importance of knowing and understanding your customer and their 

needs. However, as not all sharing economy companies are founded by Millennails, we assess 

this last element rather as a supporting one. 

 

As we base this characterization of the sharing economy business model on our analysis of the 

two examples of Swapfiets and Eatwith, we want to emphasize, that its components are highly 

dependent on the definition of the sharing economy. Whereby we follow Schor’s (2016) idea of 

the sharing economy, Frenken et al. (2015)’s definition would not place the business model of 

Swapfiets under the sharing umbrella term but rather in the Product-Service Economy as outlined 

in chapter 2.2.  
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5.5 Theoretical Implications 

Based on this analysis, we derive main theoretical implications for the consumer culture and 

Millennials sharing economy literature as well as digital business theories. 

 

In terms of the B2P sharing economy business model, Swapfiets’ value proposition demonstrates 

the successful combination of balancing the advantages and disadvantages of accessing versus 

possessing an object. It enables consumers to temporarily access a bike. However, this access 

still conveys the feeling of owning the bike to the consumer since it grants personal access. 

Moreover, it counteracts on identified disadvantages of ownership, namely the burden of 

maintaining a bike as well as losing a bike through theft. The latter is closely related to what Belk 

(1988) calls the projection of an unintended loss of a possession as part of the extended self on 

the decrease in a person’s identity. In doing so, the example of Swapfiets shows the benefit of 

bike leasing by compensating on the identified disadvantages that bike sharing involves, i.e. 

problem of accessibility, absence of responsibility due to lack of ownership. 

 

In regard to the P2P sharing economy business model, we assessed Eatwith’s sharing economy 

business model as a digital business model as it provides all three sources of digital competitive 

advantage suggested by Weill and Woerner (2018); namely Content, Customer Experience and 

Platforms. This observation is also closely linked with the notions from e.g. Schor (2016) that 

emphasizes the important role of the internet and Web 2.0 plays for the sharing economy as it 

enables the P2P home restaurant experience to happen in the first place. 

 

 

6. Analysis and Discussion: Millennials’ Perceptions and Drivers 

 

In the following part of the analysis, we will discuss the main research question: 

What are Dutch and German Millennials’ perceptions of and drivers towards 

participation in sharing economy businesses? 
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In the attempt to answer this research question, we will draw on the analyzed findings from the 

primary research conducted and, in a second step, connect those findings with theories deemed 

relevant. While examining our data from the conducted interviews, multiple different aspects that 

influence Millennials’ participation in the sharing economy in general, bike leasing (Swapfiets) and 

in meal sharing (Eatwith) and in particular, became apparent. Influencing factors for participating 

in the sharing economy differ between the specific business models, which we inquired about 

specifically and additionally between respondents general reasoning for participating in the 

sharing economy.  

 

6.1 Influential Factors to Participate in the Sharing Economy 

The influencing factors to participate in the sharing economy in general are summarized in the 

following illustration. 

 

Fig. 17 – Motivational Factors of Millennials to Participate in the Sharing Economy 
17

 

                                                
17 Self-created figure based on interview data 
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It became apparent that there are several main reasons interviewees named reassuringly as to 

what drives them to participate in the sharing economy. Obvious ones were economic reasons, 

as in saving money as well as getting the best value-for-money. The economic driver was most 

often mentioned in connection to ride or car sharing but also in connection to other sharing 

economy services; “I think in the end it’s a lot cheaper, and I don’t need to use a car that much” 

(I9).  

 

On top of that, respondents were also all aware of the environmental benefits, which come along 

with using sharing economy services. Again, the context in which the environmental benefits were 

often mentioned were ride or car sharing and the thereto relating co2-emissions-savings but also 

in connection to lowering food waste; “I think it is important mainly because of, yeah, reducing 

food waste, for example" (I8). In that sense, the factor of using underutilized resources also needs 

to be mentioned, which was again stated by most respondents in relation to sharing a car versus 

owning one, or sharing certain household tools as drills, rather than each buying their own. This 

goes especially for goods, which Millennials living in cities, do not use on an every-day or regular 

basis; "Instead of everyone having their own car, and then the car not being used most of the time, 

you can just share them" (I9).  

 

In close connection to using underutilized resources, interviewees often mentioned another 

influencing factor for them to participate in the sharing economy. This factor was stated to be the 

lack of space and storage that most Millennials living in cities experience as inconvenient. 

Therefore, certain, not frequently used items, are preferred to be shared in order to save space; 

“We don’t have that much space, so it’s actually easier if you know that one of your friends has 

one you can just borrow it and not have the stuff laying around everywhere" (I3, on sharing a drill). 

 

A common theme, which all interviewees spoke about, as one of the most influential factors in 

participating in sharing economy services was convenience. Whether it was meant in terms of 

making the most out of their money or simply being more flexible when, for example, using a bike 

sharing service, convenience seems to be a large motivational factor for the respondent; “You can 

just use it, give it back and it’s really convenient” (I10).  

 

Another influencing factor, which some interviewees may take for granted or presuppose, is the 

internet or Web 2.0 for Millennials as digital natives. Through the simplicity and access that sharing 
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economy participants have to certain websites, apps and social media, participation in the sharing 

economy is enabled and facilitated; “I don’t think I ever used a sharing economy program without 

internet” (I6). 

 

6.1.1 Influential Factors to Participate in Swapfiets 

Certain aspects that were mentioned during the interviews turned out to be specific reasons and 

motivational factors for using for the bike leasing service Swapfiets. We have visualized these 

main influencing aspects in the figure below. 

 

Fig. 18 – Motivational Factors of Millennials to Participate in Swapfiets
18

 

 

                                                
18 Self-created figure based on interview data 
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For Swapfiets, we have found that factors influencing Millennial’s choice to participate in exactly 

this type of sharing economy service are mainly of economic nature and for convenience. As 

opposed to common, regular bike sharing systems, Swapfiets operates with a subscription plan, 

including a bicycle and service via their Website, App or WhatsApp chat. Therefore, respondents 

named the clear cost overview as a motivational factor to participate in Swapfiets. Once more, it 

becomes apparent that access to the Web 2.0 is an enabler and influencing factor for Millennials’ 

participation in this sharing economy business. Moreover, they can carelessly drive their bike and 

do not have to worry about having to pay for repair services. Interviewees furthermore mentioned 

convenience as a large influencing factor, since everything needed is being taken care of by the 

provider; “So, I was really happy with the customer service, or service in general” (I7) and “I liked 

Swapfiets. Yeah it was very convenient” (I1). 

 

Being flexible and having a certain freedom were other factors, which a great number of 

respondents named as benefits of using Swapfiets. Not having to buy and sell a bike when only 

staying in a certain city for a limited period of time was mentioned as convenient not only 

concerning costs, but also as to being flexible and more agile. The freedom of having the 

Swapfiets bike for personal use and being able to take and park it anywhere was stated as 

favorable in comparison to regular docking station of shared bikes; “It was like my own bike. It was 

my bike, I could use throughout the day, the time I was in the Netherlands and no one else used 

this specific bike” (I10). 

 

6.1.2 Influential Factors to Participate in Eatwith 

In our interview data, we additionally found certain influential factors relating to participate in the 

meal sharing service Eatwith. We have visualized these aspects in the figure below. 
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Fig. 19 – Motivational Factors of Millennials to Participate in Eatwith
19

 

 

For Eatwith we have found, that in addition to some factors mentioned above, the specific appeal 

of getting a unique experience was mentioned by interviewees; 

"People are looking for something special. So, I think this dining social, social dining is 

something that really can, I don’t know how to explain. But it’s something really unique. 

And people are looking for something unique” (H2). 

As opposed to simply going to the restaurant, a meal sharing experience attracts the respondents 

for its uniqueness. The same was said for booking an accommodation through Airbnb instead of 

staying at a regular hotel. Instead of staying in an impersonal, standardized hotel room, 

participants in home-sharing are able to enjoy a more unique stay with a personal and local touch 

to it (I2). In connection to that, the localness of the experience was stressed by a great deal of 

interviewees. We have found that the local experience, including contacts to local people, 

                                                
19 Self-created figure based on interview data 
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receiving insider tips from locals, eating local food and thereby possibly getting to know a new 

culture, as influencing factors in participating in meal sharing through the Eatwith platform; 

“So, we decided that it would be a really great experience to get to know people that 

actually live in the country and a friend of mine has done it before and she said that it would 

be the best way to get to know people that live there and actually can give you like tips on 

what you have to see, where you have to go, sightseeing, and maybe something like how 

to get to places a little cheaper than you actually thought and than the travel guide tells 

you” (I3). 

Resulting, the social factor does play a large role in Millennials’ choice for participating in sharing 

economy services, especially in regard to Eatwith. More generally speaking, whether it is about 

sharing a car ride through e.g. BlablaCar, a meal, or simply getting to know local hosts who rent 

out their homes; respondents frequently mentioned that they enjoyed meeting and talking to new 

people, “Wherever I go I like when you’re not alone in the car and can talk to someone else and 

yeah get to know new people, interesting people” (I3). What has become clear here is that the 

factor of social interactions only plays an influencing role when it comes to P2P sharing economy 

services. Hereby, the most mentioned examples from our interviews were, apart from meal 

sharing, ride sharing and accommodation sharing (CouchSurfing, Airbnb). As explained in chapter 

5.2, Eatwith, as a P2P multisided sharing platform, does not only have a user customer side to its 

business model but also a provider customer side (guests and hosts). In interviews with the 

providers of the social dining events, the social drivers became even more apparent. The hosts 

enjoy the social interactions with their guests; enjoy having company themselves and bringing 

people together through their meal sharing experiences; 

“I mean it’s quite interesting experience and the most beautiful is that people get to know 

each other in front of really good and nice food. And this is like, I always say this like “food 

always brings people together”, and yeah, this is I think is the best of meal sharing” (H2). 

Eatwith hosts have a passion for food and benefit from being able to do what they love while 

bringing people together as well as making a money on the side from their hobby. 

 

As opposed to bike leasing, it became apparent that for meal sharing (Eatwith) the social factor 

functions as an aspect that influences interviewees. The reason for that can be found in the fact, 

that Swapfiets, in comparison to Eatwith, is a B2P sharing service, where the social and human 
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interaction does not play a significant, if any, role. That can be seen as the main difference in 

influencing factors between the two specific sharing economy business models we investigated. 

 

6.2 Theoretical Implications 

Deriving from our research findings examined above, we concluded several theoretical 

implications that we summarized in the following central topics in this section. A connection can 

also be made to the dimensions of the sharing economy identified in the literature review chapter 

2.3, which are overlapping with our findings.  

 

Trend 

Another influencing factor, which was not explicitly mentioned by the interviewees, but which 

became clear apparent during the interviews, is the factor of the sharing economy as a trend. It 

was noticeable that respondents mentioned the influence of peers when it comes to participating 

in the sharing economy. Interviewees pointed out that many people around them were taking part 

in the sharing economy in one way or the other and that makes them curious and more open 

towards taking part themselves; “(…) But mainly talking about it with other people. And then you 

get the best tips or ideas from other people. Maybe you should check out this, try this” (I8). These 

findings are well in line with Moeller and Wittkowski’s (2010) notions about following the sharing 

economy as a trend. In addition to that, scholars such as Elliott (2004) and Arnould et al. (2005) 

substantiate the finding about trend being an influential factor towards participation in the sharing 

economy. McCracken (1986) states that consumers in general are identity makers and seekers, 

and that the influence of their peers plays a large role in the constant re-invention of the self. 

Complementary to that, Elliott (2004) names experiences, that an individual lives indirectly through 

advertisements, trends or popular culture, as influencing factors on the self and self-perception. 

Lastly, Arnould et al. (2005) add that physical surroundings and objects as part of social interaction 

influence the development of the self, which is closely related to Belk’s (1988) notion of other 

people demonstrating the extended self. Thus, they also influence a person’s self. All of these 

scholars verify the finding that Millennials are to an extent influenced by the trend factor and 

therefore by their surroundings and peers. 
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Web 2.0 

Another facilitating factor that has been found is the Web 2.0 as a medium to spread those 

information and experiences, which Millennials have made with the sharing economy. Millennials 

as digital natives, which, among others, Godelnik (2017) calls them, have easy access to social 

media and sharing economy platforms, which enable them to get in touch with it more easily. 

Schor (2016) confirms that by naming new technologies such as the internet as an enabler of the 

sharing economy. Connected and enabled through the Web 2.0, another influencing role for 

Millennials’ participation in the sharing economy is trust. Most interviewees stated, that the 

existence of reviews of certain sharing economy services are what they base their decision of 

participation on; “Yeah 100%. I base all my decisions on reviews pretty much” (I9). That is in line 

with Schor (2016), who mentions reputational information, such as online ratings, as an enabler 

to bridge the trust barrier and therefore make a sharing economy transaction happen (Schor, 

2016). A smaller segment of respondents stated the opposite, and said that they do not let 

themselves get influenced by online reviews and ratings and do not base their decision on them; 

 

“But to be honest, also, for example (...) Tripadvisor. I always have the imagination that 

people are just complaining on there. Like whenever they don’t have a good experience, 

they want to write off their complains on the website. (…) And whenever there was 

something good you wouldn’t write; oh it was so nice. (…) So, you should always consider 

it, there is always probably more negative than positive results. So, you should relativize it 

a bit” (I2). 

That would contradict Schor’s (2016) statement but agree with research findings from other 

scholars, which do not prove the belief that online ratings help to bridge the trust barrier (Overgoor 

et al., 2012; Zervas et al., 2015). 

 

Mindset 

Trend as an influencing factor was also found in some cases to go as far as developing into a 

mindset of interviewees. For certain aspects, goods or services it has become almost like an 

automatism to use a sharing economy service; 

“But you involve yourself automatically in there. It’s just coming along with this lifestyle. 

You are going on holidays to Italy and then the first thing you think is, yeah I can use a 
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hotel or I can use an Airbnb. It’s just like a standard mechanism in your thoughts right now. 

Or we are saying, yeah we can hire a car over there or maybe there are swap bikes which 

we can use. It’s just automatically. Once you have used it, you think about the possibilities 

of using it somewhere else as well. So yeah it’s in our system I believe already. (...) It’s so 

well known. It’s really a stated concept now in our society" (I2). 

That is well in line with Godelnik’s (2017) research data, which shows that the trend is evolving – 

at least partly - into a state of mind and that the sharing economy has evolved into an essential 

component of a Millennial’s lifestyle. 

 

Economic Drivers, Service Quality and Convenience 

Apart from trend as an influencing aspect, another finding were economic drivers, such as getting 

value for money, saving costs, or having a better cost overview. This influencing factor has been 

found to apply more often to B2P sharing services, such as car sharing services or Swapfiets. 

This finding is in agreement with Habibi et al. (2017), who state that the purpose of partaking in 

the sharing economy is for financial benefits, i.e. to save costs. Financial pay-off has also been 

mentioned in Möhlmann’s (2015) work, who names cost savings as well as service quality, trust 

and utility as decisive factors towards participating in the sharing economy.  

 

This relates well to the finding that respondents have mentioned service quality as an influencing 

factor. This topic specifically arose when users of Swapfiets expressed their experiences with the 

service of the platform but also in contexts of Airbnb, clothes sharing and more; “You are never 

without a bike. (…) I think the service is very good” (I4, on Swapfiets).  

 

Connected to the service quality, of for example Swapfiets, which makes the lives of Millennial 

users easier and more careless, convenience is another often brought up keyword. As mentioned 

above, a great number of interviewees mentioned convenience at least once during the interview 

as an influencing factor for using a sharing economy service; “It’s very convenient to know that if 

anything is wrong with your bike that someone else is going to look after it, that you don’t have to 

do it on your own. I think that’s very easy (...)” (I6). This, again, is in line with Möhlmann’s (2015) 

findings, in which she mentions, that sharing economy platforms are being chosen over non-

sharing options due to lower costs, higher utility and convenience. 
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Lack of Space in Cities 

A further identified aspect that influence Millennials participation in the sharing economy is lack of 

space and storage in cities. Multiple interviewees stated, that when living in cities they lack space 

to store for example household tools or even cars;  

"Especially in big cities like Berlin or Stuttgart, or anywhere, you can save a lot of space 

by sharing, for example if you share a car it’s, you can save a lot of space because you 

simply don’t need that many cars” (I9). 

This finding confirms Bardhi and Eckhardt’s (2012) research, which says that for people living in 

cities it has become more popular to share goods due to lack of space and storage. What is in line 

with their finding as well is that two respondents from our interviews who live in the suburbs rather 

than cities directly mentioned, that for them, sharing is not always the most convenient choice as 

they for example do have enough space for their own car and sharing services are not yet available 

everywhere; 

“I haven’t taken part that much in it, but that’s probably because I live in a small town near 

Frankfurt and not in a big city. So, it’s not always possible for me to use these kinds of 

programs, but I would support it if it would be possible for me” (I6). 

 

Sustainability and Environment 

Another influencing factor, which was found during the interviews, is using underutilized 

resources, in order to save costs but also in order to be environmentally conscious. As with saving 

space by sharing drills or cars in cities, these two objects also present goods, which are not used 

on a daily basis of our millennial interviewees. Therefore, it would be a waste to have things laying 

around and only getting used rarely, “Instead of everyone having their own car, and then the car 

not being used most of the time, you can just share them” (I9). That finding approves with Habibi 

et al. (2017), who state that the purpose of participation in the sharing economy is to pool and 

share underutilized resources in order to save costs. As mentioned before, environmental drivers 

were also found to play a role in the influencing factors of Millennial’s participation in the sharing 

economy. Environmental benefits of using sharing services are known and were mentioned by all 

respondents. However, a differentiation needs to be made, as most interviewees certainly are 

environmentally conscious but only a few actually make their decision to use a sharing economy 
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service based on the environmental benefits, “And it’s, yeah, definitely better for the environment” 

(I9, on sharing). It has been found, that the environmental and sustainability aspect is by most 

interviewees seen rather as an add-on benefit, but not as a decisive one. Nonetheless, we 

identified some interviewees whose focus was on environmental benefits as a main driver and 

motivator. For the others it can be described as a feel-good-effect and can be explained by 

Frenken and Schor (2017) who state that environmental sharing benefits are misused as feel-

good rhetoric. Nevertheless, environmental advantages of using sharing economy services are 

known to all interviewees, which is in line with Cohen and Kietzmann (2014), who state that 

environmental benefits are being achieved through a lower overall resource use, prolonged 

product life cycles and maximized use of resources and products. 

 

Access over Ownership 

Another noticeable topic during our analysis of the interview data with specific regards to B2P 

sharing services (e.g. Swapfiets) was the discussion between access over ownership vs. 

ownership over access. Access over ownership as an influencing factor towards participating in 

the sharing economy certainly came up several times, when respondents mentioned that they do 

not need to own certain goods, for reasons of non-frequent use or inconvenience; 

“Since I usually live in bigger cities, I always prefer the car sharing because I don’t have to 

take care of my own car, I don’t have to find a parking spot. That’s close to my house all 

the time. I’m more flexible using combination of trains and cars” (I9). 

Accessing, in contrast to owning, a good, reduces the personal burden, which is also what 

Botsman and Rogers (2011) acknowledge in their research. Another scholar who has contributed 

to this topic largely is Belk (1988). According to him, consumer goods and products play a large 

role in product self-extension, and therefore, the construction of the self – ‘you are what you own’ 

(Belk, 1988). Warde (2005) adds to that by saying that practice necessitates consumption and 

also provides the consumer with internal as well as external rewards. These two things are in 

opposition to our findings, as interviewees did not mention that they identify themselves over what 

they own and that they rather see benefits in sharing many things instead of buying them (e.g. a 

car); “I would go for sharing the car option (...) because I don’t need to use the car every day” (I5). 

This would then be in line with Belk’s later research, which indicates that individuals are more 

considerate of their decision of what to access and what to buy (Belk, 2014b). This consideration 
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is part of the extended self of a person. It is in this publication that he also reconsiders his 

statement of ‘you are what you own’ to ‘you are what you can access’ (Belk, 1988 & 2014b). 

 

We identified our respondents’ decision on whether to buy or access or share a good being 

dependent on the personal value they attach to it. For objects that a respondent declared as one 

of the three most important material goods he or she owns, the willingness to share these was 

relatively low. One respondent was highly attached to his phone and laptop which explains his 

reaction on sharing these objects; "Yeah but like for a couple of minutes. Not for a whole day or 

so. It’s mine. I need it. I just need it all the time" (I1). In contrast, our interviewees share a different 

opinion about goods, such as a drill. Hereby, the non-frequent use and the consequent burden of 

owning them leads to a general high willingness to share it with others or solely access it. Coming 

back to the fact that Swapfiets succeeds with its business model to combine access with 

ownership, we assess it as attractive for people that attach a certain value to a bike. Most of our 

interviewees signaled that they do not value their bike too much or see it rather as a vehicle. 

However, they admitted its importance since the bike was the most convenient or quickest way in 

transportation. From the positive feedback on the Swapfiets business model and the matching 

VCP from our questioned current and potential Swapfiets users, we conclude that this leads to 

Millennials aiming for ways to connect access over ownership for these kind of valued objects. 

This last conclusion supports Godelnik's (2017) general research finding on Millennials seeking 

ways to combine access and ownership. 

 

Experience vs. Possession 

Closely connected to that is also the influencing aspect of experiencing versus possessing, which 

has been found to be relatively specific for Millennials in particular (Amaro et al., 2018). A finding 

from the interviews was, that respondents noticed that they spend more money on immaterial 

things than they used to; “And I noticed that I spend a lot more money on trips and vacation” (I5). 

This indicates that Millennials tend to value experiences, especially unique ones such as an 

Eatwith meal sharing experience, more than possessions, which is in line with Amaro et al.’s 

(2018b) findings. This finding is also well in line with Weill and Woerner’s (2018) notion that 

companies value proposition shifts towards more intangible offerings. This seems to be relevant 

to meet Millennials’ strive for e.g. experiences. A further aspect that needs to be mentioned in 
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relation to the value of experiences is that especially the uniqueness of an experience is what 

drives Millennials to choose a sharing economy service instead of a regular one; 

“Or Airbnb, now you can also just go to someone else’s house, which is perfectly fine, and 

you don’t have to book a hotel anymore. A hotel is just like a standard room, 

commercialized and in a setting where everybody experiences the same room or so. Then 

if you have Airbnb then you really enjoy someone else’s house. It has also its own soul 

and personality of the house. Mostly also really unique located into a city” (I2). 

This is not only applicable to Airbnb but has also found to be an influential factor when it comes 

to booking a meal sharing experience through Eatwith. Thereby, the social drivers seem to be of 

great influence for Millennials to participate in the sharing service. 

 

Social Drivers 

Another finding is therefore that social drivers also function as an influencing factor towards 

participation in the sharing economy, though specifically for P2P sharing services such as Eatwith. 

That would be in contrast to Belk (2010), who describes sharing in general as a communal act 

that creates bonding and solidarity. Here, it needs to be highlighted that this has been found for 

P2P sharing platforms, but not for B2P services. As interviewees share over online platforms, 

sometimes completely anonymously, solidarity between different individuals sharing clothes, cars 

or bicycles through Swapfiets does not result. However, when sharing a meal, for example, the 

social drivers come in strongly; 

"Because you get to know people, most of the time people are just coming alone, it’s just 

one person around the table. (…) so, it’s like people get to know each other around a table 

in a dining room in my apartment, or anywhere. I mean it’s quite interesting experience 

and the most beautiful is that people get to know each other in front of really good and nice 

food” (H2). 

This finding is well in line with Belk (2010) who states that the sharing of a meal is a major 

contributor to our general understanding of sharing. That is, because the sharing of meals is the 

type of sharing that has been going on since the beginning of civilization. It is a communal act 

which creates solidarity and bonding in a very unconscious and unnoticed way (Belk, 2010). It has 

also turned out to be important for respondents not only gain a unique experience and be social 
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but, at the same time, a local experience. This is of special importance while on vacation, which 

is enabled through social contact to local providers of the sharing service. Lastly, the social drivers 

which were found as influencing factors by Botsman and Rogers (2011) as well as Möhlmann 

(2015) can best be proven by answers given from the sharing service providing consumers; 

“And at the end everyone is dancing, is smiling, telling very private things. It becomes very 

fast a group. And that’s why I feel this is my motivation actually (…) I do it because it’s very 

nice to meet people” (H1). 

 

6.3 Social Linkages 

In order to fully answer our main research question, we deemed it necessary to ask ourselves 

another closely related question; namely 

What differentiates or links groups of Millennials in their motivations and 

experiences with the sharing economy? 

As to answer the above sub-question, we perceived it as necessary to form groups around the 

different interviewees, which help explain different motivations and experiences with the sharing 

economy that emerged during our data collection. As a first step, and in order to form these groups, 

which are based on social linkages that indicate certain relationships and interactions, we created 

a portfolio for each individual interviewee. In a second step, we were then able to assign each 

interviewee into one group. In a couple of cases, interviewees were assigned to two groups. The 

reason for this is that they showed signs of belonging to more than one consumption group. These 

groups were mainly formed on basis of their main motivators, and these were analyzed and 

explained alongside chosen theories. Lastly, our aim was to gain concluding insights about the 

groups relevant for companies operating in the sharing economy. 

 

6.3.1 Interviewee Portfolios 

For the construction of the interviewee portfolios, we mapped out the basic information about 

gender, age, country of origin and place of residency of twelve interview respondents. On top of 

that, we interpreted and identified each interviewee’s level of experience within the sharing 

economy from low, over medium to high. This classification was done based on the number of 

experiences respondents named as well as the difference of having been a user of sharing 
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services or also having been a provider. Lastly, we analyzed and summarized key points from 

each interviewee in a short paragraph, concerning their motivations, reasoning, knowledge and 

stated willingness and importance to take part in the sharing economy. In Appendix 11, a complete 

overview of the interviewee portfolios can be found which are indicated below. 

 

Interviewee 3 (I3) 

Gender: Female 

Nationality: German 

Place of Residence: Marburg, Germany 

Year of Birth: 1997 

Profession: Psychology Student 

Level of Sharing Experience: High (Has used Ride Sharing numerous times as user and provider, 
Bike Sharing and Airbnb frequently, Carsharing, Meal Sharing once) - user and provider 

 

I3 is very conscious and connected to the environment and names sustainability as a main reason 

for taking part in the sharing economy. She is very health conscious and lives mostly vegan. She 

frequently named social interactions as another important reason for her to be part of the sharing 

economy when she offers ride sharing through Blablacar or did a meal sharing experience. She 

has a high willingness to participate in sharing economy services as user and provider and names 

it as important to do so. 

Interviewee 8 (I8) 

Gender: Male 

Nationality: Dutch 

Place of Residence: Delft, Netherlands 

Year of Birth: 1990 

Profession: Project Designer 

Level of Sharing Experience: Medium (Meal Sharing once, Food Sharing once, Bike Sharing) - 
user only 
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I8 seemed to be rather environmentally conscious and named that, among economic and 

experience, as a reason to participate in the sharing economy. He also cares about food and 

nutrition. He appeared to be not entirely very open towards sharing with people outside his peer 

group. Though, he indicated that his willingness to participate in the sharing economy is high and 

it is also important for him to do so. 

 

 

6.3.2 Consumption Groups 

The following four groups were developed by analyzing the respondents and the answers they 

gave during the data collection. When examining our data and looking for variance, we explored 

different aspects and looked for similarities and differences on multiple levels. As we interviewed 

both Dutch and German Millennials, it was an obvious first step to consider possible differences 

between the two nationalities. However, we did not find any distinctive features between the two 

nationalities or similarities within one group. Considering that we also interviewed an even number 

of male and female Millennials, we moved on to evaluate for variances between genders. Since 

Belk (2010) explains that sharing in its original sense has a female connotation due to the familial 

tradition of sharing, we might expect to find a difference between the gender’s motivators in our 

data. What we have encountered though, is that our results are not in line with Belk’s (2010) 

notions, as we did not find any variance between the genders. After these two options had been 

explored, it was noticeable that motivators and influencing factors towards participating in the 

sharing economy ranged widely. By creating a portfolio for each individual interviewee, 

summarizing key facts and aspects they mentioned, it was possible to identify parallels in 

reasoning and motivations between interviewees. On basis of these common features, we were 

able to form four different groups and assign each respondent to one distinct, or in some cases 

two, groups. Therefore, the groups show social linkages between members and motivational 

factors. 

 

We decided to proceed in this manner as groups built around consumption patterns and the 

belonging to those influence an individual person’s decision-making (Arnould et al., 2005). 

Therefore, as we discovered these similarities between respondents, we deemed it relevant to 

develop these consumption groups in order to help explain different influencing factors and drivers 

for Millennials to participate in the sharing economy. As Arnould et al. (2005) mention, there are 
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different elements which influence the individual self and therefore the individual’s decision-

making. One of these elements of a person’s self-creation and understanding is the relation and 

interaction with others. Arnould et al. (2005) name reference groups as an example, which is well 

in line with Belk (1988), who states that part of the extended self can also be people, group 

possessions or belonging. The analysis of respondents’ data and personal portfolios has resulted 

in the following four consumption groups: 

 

 

 

Fig. 20 – Consumption Groups
20

 

 

                                                
20 Self-created figure based on social linkages derived from interview data 
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Analysis of Consumption Groups 

In a next step, the four groups will be explained and analyzed in detail. Characteristics of the 

individual groups will be pointed out and highlighted with theories deemed relevant and 

appropriate. Finally, the belonging of each respondent is elaborated on the basis of answers given 

in the interviews in order to better understand each group’s main characteristics and motivational 

factors. 

 

‘Trend Follower’ 

The first consumption group, which we have identified from the analyzed interview data, is ‘Trend 

Follower’. As members mainly seemed to be engaging in sharing economy services because 

friends and family did, as it has been an emerging trend, we assigned this name to the group. For 

the members,  a number of other mixed benefits also play a role to participate in the sharing 

economy. This is well in line with the research of Godelnik (2017) and Möhlmann (2015) on 

Millennials and the sharing economy. Godelnik (2017) demonstrates that participating in the 

sharing economy is a trend amongst Millennials. Additionally, Möhlmann (2015) points out that 

consumers seek to follow a trend do so by making use of fashionable and innovative products and 

services including sharing economy services. We could not identify primary influencing factors 

towards their participation in the sharing economy. Their statements rather presented a mix of 

discussed factors above. That is in line with most scholars mentioned in our literature review, who 

name several key aspects and benefits of the sharing economy. Economic benefits, 

social benefits, sustainability and the convenience factor are some of them. This wide range of 

influencing factors, and the fact that none stands out, became apparent in the answers of all 

members of this group; 

“Yeah it was a fun experience and I mean; I knew I was going to drive for like six to seven 

hours, so I put it on like BlaBlaCar side and then people. Yeah because I think it saved me 

some costs and it was also just fun to meet new people and so” (I2). 

“Because it’s easy, uhm. It’s affordable, it’s cheaper than if I would needed to buy my own 

car. Uhm, it’s good for the environment. Yeah” (I6). 

Apart from the motivational factors named being heterogeneous, a slight emphasis on 

convenience as a factor became apparent. As no other motivator stood out as being predominant, 
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convenience as a personal benefit was often named as an unconscious ‘no-brainer’ for being a 

reason, meaning respondents required little to no thought effort to come up with this reason;  

“So, it’s convenient, you know you can just book this for, I think starting with 10 weeks, and 

then just give it back and you don’t even have to worry about selling the bike or anything 

else. You can just use it, give it back and it’s really convenient. Also, it is cheap, (…) And 

it comes with two locks and you have all the service around it which is really easy. You 

don’t have to worry about anything actually” (I10). 

 “Depends on how much it will cost. But yeah it sounds convenient” (I5). 

What the members of the group ‘Trend Follower’ also have in common is a slight insecurity about 

the sharing economy and its definition. Not everyone seemed to be sure about being familiar with 

the sharing economy, which businesses belong to it, and whether they had participated in them 

already. When Interviewee 10 was asked about having engaged in a sharing economy transaction 

before she answered; “Maybe indirectly, yes. For instance, I mean as I said with the, well, that’s a 

good question, indirectly, yes” (I10). The insecurity becomes evident in her answer, as she is 

unsure what exactly counts as a sharing economy transaction, even though later on she tells about 

having engaged in a couple of services before. Interviewee 6 presents the same level of insecurity; 

“That’s one and uhm I’m not sure if it’s, if that belongs to this, if it belongs to sharing programs, but I 

don’t know the name” (I6). When asked about being familiar with the sharing economy Interviewee 

5 answered; “No I am not. (…) Maybe I am not informed, I guess. I am not informed and yeah I 

am not informed” (5). This finding is in line with Godelnik’s (2017) and Schor’s (2016) notions 

about the ambiguity of the sharing economy term. The scholars found, that no universal definition 

of the sharing economy exists, and that therefore it is not always clear which business belongs to 

the sharing economy and which does not. We have rated the level of experience of the members 

of this consumption group with ranging from low to medium. However, we assess an overall 

insecurity about the phenomenon as dominant. 

 

An additional characteristic is that they feel rather uncomfortable with stranger sharing and tend 

to limit their willingness and openness towards participating in sharing economy services to friends 

and family. This adds to the overall theme of these members being ‘Trend Followers’, as they 

witness their peer group discussing the phenomenon as well as sharing economy involvement. 
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We noticed from our data that ‘Trend followers’ participate in the sharing economy out of the peer 

influence. However, in services that fall within their comfort zone; 

“I am already sharing a car with my mum. So, I would be, for sure, open for that. And 

I could  also see myself buying a car with a friend and to share it” (I2). 

“Yeah again I think mostly with friends and family” (I5, on with whom she shares rides and 

meals). 

“Because I know what I get, and I think it can be fun, if you do it with a group of people and 

you are not alone. But if I would be on my own, I would feel uncomfortable probably, to just 

go at some random house and I don’t know the people, I don’t know I think it’s a little bit 

scary” (I6, on participating in meal sharing). 

“I guess that’s it – family and friends. (…) Colleagues, friends, family... yeah, not 

necessarily strangers” (I10, on who she shares rides with). 

 

All members of this group have been found to put a great focus on their close peer group, i.e. 

family and friends. With them, they are open to sharing (most) objects with, and when asked would 

also prefer sharing things such as meals with them as opposed to strangers because “they know 

what they are in for” (I2). Another aspect found was that members of this consumption group 

seemed easily influenced by their close peer group. For that reason, we have assigned them the 

characteristic of ‘going with the flow’, as they are relatively open towards trying and using sharing 

economy services, as soon as they have heard about it for example from friends or on social 

media; 

“So if it’s advertisement or other people mentioning that they are using it. So, it’s a good 

way to get informed what’s available. Yeah I think that’s the main thing about social media” 

(I5). 

“Everyone is doing it around me so, yeah. Everyone knows it” (I6, on the sharing economy 

in general). 

“Yeah, like if so many people are using it, it must be a good effort” (I2, on Swapfiets). 
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However, members of this group are not entirely open towards it if it is not established in their 

social environment yet; "Airbnb is really into our system but meal sharing is really not into our 

system. It’s not really used among my friends” (I2). 

 

In summary, the group ‘Trend Follower’ comprises interviewees that ‘go with the flow’. They all 

have a rather low or medium level of experience with the sharing economy, which is mostly due 

to their insecurity or unknowingness about it. When interviewees from this group (occasionally) 

engage in sharing economy transactions, they do so because it seems trendy, convenient and 

because they may have heard from peers about it. Members of this group are generally open and 

interested towards trying a sharing economy service for numerous beneficial reasons (such as 

cost-savings and environmental benefits) but seem not to be 100% invested in it personally; 

“But I would be open to use that. Yeah. I think there is quite some future in it” (I2, on sharing

  economy services). 

“For me it’s just the benefits of being part of it. But it’s not something I’d say I’m totally in 

for” (I10). 

 

‘Social Adventurer’ 

Another consumption group formed is ‘Social Adventurer’. This group is characterized primarily 

by the respondents’ high level of experience within the sharing economy as users and providers 

as well as social interactions as a key influencing factor towards participation in P2P sharing 

services. This finding is in line with Schor (2016), who states that, among others, social factors 

count towards the main motivators towards participating in the sharing economy. This can be seen 

as a factor that drives Millennials to participate in the sharing economy, which is in line with the 

findings for the particular interviewees that we assigned to the ‘Social Adventurer’ group. While 

analyzing the overall collected data, it became evident that only a number of respondents 

expressed to be open towards sharing and socializing with strangers. In particular, interviewees 

of this group stated that they specifically enjoy the social part of using a P2P sharing economy 

service and that it was a reason for them to use it in the first place. Numerous examples can be 

taken from the case of ride sharing (e.g. through the platform BlaBlaCar); “(…) I do car sharing a 

lot. Wherever I go I like when you’re not alone in the car and can talk to someone else and yeah 
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get to know new people, interesting people” (I3). Another aspect Interviewee 4 mentioned in 

connection to meeting new people is the platform CouchSurfing. As she explains, there, 

individuals can offer a place to sleep on their sofa to other people that can book these free of 

charge; 

“Or with me, when I went there, they even took me on trips and places to see in their cities. 

I also met a lot of people during travels that I now meet up and then I can stay in their 

house where they live now. (…) Some people just want to meet other people, locals 

especially. So, I think that’s the most important thing, yeah” (I4). 

The social aspect was most clearly noticeable when speaking with the interviewees about meal 

sharing, which, in our case, refers to sharing amongst strangers through the platform Eatwith. 

Respondents had either already used meal sharing to get in touch with, for example, local people 

or were willing to try it for mentioned reasons; 

“So, it was a good experience getting to know the people, the culture, the food and yeah 

just having a nice chat about lots of different things with people you’ve never met before” 

(I3). 

“I always like meeting people from all sorts of backgrounds and ages. And I think it’s a nice 

way to change perspective because every time you meet someone new you can maybe 

change a little bit yourself” (I4). 

 

In the context of meal sharing, we also interviewed two Millennials who host meal sharing 

experiences on Eatwith. These hosts both fell in the group of ‘Social Adventurer’ as well, as they 

mainly offer their dining experiences due to social reasons; “But I do it because it’s very nice to 

meet people (…) Some of them, we exchange always contact” (H1). The hosts also describe the 

guests they had at their meal sharing events before as social and also open minded; 

“Always very interesting people. (…) But one thing they have in common is that they are 

very open-minded, very, very open-minded. Like to try new things. Like to discover new 

things” (H1). 
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Open-mindedness is therefore another characteristic of this consumption group, which we 

identified in all belonging respondents. This was characterized by the interviewees’ general 

expressed open mindedness towards the sharing economy and its business models as well as 

their openness towards trying new things and sharing with strangers; 

„It’s a nice way to yeah meet people and also get to know the culture (…). Yeah, also for 

people that are travelling by themselves, I mean if you’re travelling alone it’s always hard 

to meet people and then it’s a good opportunity” (I9, on meal sharing). 

Another common aspect is that none of the members opposed to stranger sharing. Moreover, they 

expressed a kind of natural trust in people. In contrast, other interviewees assigned to different 

consumption groups were hesitant when it came to sharing a ride or a meal, for instance, with 

strangers. Additionally, all ‘Social Adventurer’ have a high level of experience within the sharing 

economy. Respondents have used sharing economy services from multiple, different sectors such 

as transportation, hospitality, dining and retail. I3 and I4, who are also part of the Green Consumer 

group, have a high level of experience as well as a high willingness to further participate in the 

sharing economy. In addition, they assigned a high importance to participating in the sharing 

economy. Interviewee 9 is in accordance with I3 and I4, as he also frequently uses Airbnb, car 

sharing, ride sharing, scooter sharing, online clothes sharing as well as bike sharing – both as 

user and provider. He also sees it as relatively important for himself to continue participating in 

the sharing economy; “Yes, definitely important. Because I think I, it’s, it has a lot of benefits for 

me, myself. (…) So, I, myself enjoy it“ (I9). 

 

Due to their overall high experience and openness towards trying diverse sharing economy 

services, these interviewees seemed adventurous. Put differently, they are early adopters within 

our sample. Therefore, we merged these interviewees in the ‘Social Adventurer’ group. 

Concluding, from the analysis of this group we have characterized their members as emotional 

decision makers rather than rational ones. What is meant by that is that members of this group 

made their decisions, whether to participate in a sharing economy service or not, mostly on their 

feelings and emotions, rather than focusing on more rational things that it would bring them. 
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‘Green Consumers’ 

A further group formed around Millennial’s consumption and participation in the sharing economy 

is ‘Green Consumer’. This consumption group distinguishes itself mainly by its members’ high 

environmental consciousness and focus on sustainability. Acting sustainable is part of the 

interviewees lifestyle and one of the main reasons and motivators for them to participate in the 

sharing economy; „The first aspect that comes to my mind is the sustainability, so we don’t waste 

that much“ (I3). This specific group is in slight contrast to Frenken and Schor (2017), who state 

that environmental sharing benefits are misused as feel-good rhetoric but the findings within this 

group are well in line with Kathan et al. (2016) as well as Cohen and Kietzmann (2014), who name 

environmental sustainability and eco-friendliness as positive aspects and influencing factors 

towards the sharing economy. As it is deeply embedded in the ‘Green Consumers’’ minds, the 

sustainability does not only apply for taking part in the sharing economy but also their consumption 

and purchasing habits in general; “And sustainable is the clothes that I buy now” (I4). 

 

Respondents falling into the ‘Green Consumer’ group also jointly put a focus on nutrition and 

health in connection with sustainability; 

“I think I changed my habit to be a little bit more aware of, for example, food, especially 

meat industry. How do you say, how big the footprint is of that on the road. So, I a little bit 

changed my habits in eating less meat. And try to do these things, yeah more 

occasionally. I like it if I can live with a less big footprint” (I8). 

Another interviewee mentioned being vegan and, in general, being more conscious about 

purchasing organic food, for example (I3). As it became visible in the interviewees’ portfolios, the 

members of the ‘Green Consumer’ group all have, at least, a medium level of experiences within 

the sharing economy but mostly a high level. Interviewee 3 for instance, made use of ride sharing 

services numerous times as user and provider. Moreover, she has frequent experience in bike 

sharing, Airbnb and car sharing. She has also done meal sharing once. We therefore classified 

her with a high level of sharing economy experience, both as a user and a provider. Additionally, 

Interviewee 4 has been both, an active user and provider within the sharing economy while using 

CouchSurfing, ride sharing, Airbnb, online clothing exchange and Swapfiets frequently. 

Interviewee 8 does not show as much experience as the others for the following reasons: He has 

never provided any sharing service. As a user, he participated in meal sharing and food sharing 



   
 

 100 

before and puts a focus on nutrition, health and the environment; “(…) To keep pressure, or I don’t 

know what you call it, on the environment lower than it needs to be” (I8). Apart from their current 

level of experience within the sharing economy, all members of the ‘Green Consumer’ group also 

expressed a high willingness to continue to participate in it in the near future. 

 

On top of that, the members of this specific group also state that participating in the sharing 

economy is important for them personally. I3 expresses, that not only participating as a user but 

also providing sharing services is important to her. When asked for her reasoning she stated that; 

“I think it’s important for me because I wanna share my experiences with other people and 

I also wanna, yeah see the sustainability aspects of that not everyone needs to buy 

everything” (I3). 

I4 mentioned clothes sharing as an important way to participate in the sharing economy and 

thereby takes on the topic of re-using and re-cycling instead of purchasing newly produced 

clothes; “I’d rather buy second hand than new, yeah” (I4). I8 gave his importance on sharing a 

slightly different focus when mentioning, again, food waste, cars, and, in general, sharing as 

beneficial for everyone; 

“I think it is important mainly because of, yeah, reducing food waste, for example, in type 

of food. (…) And with any things, I think people are really willing to buy everything 

themselves but if we would share a lot of these expensive things as well then you don’t 

need to have them all and use them all. So, it’s like really beneficial” (I8). 

 

To sum up, the ‘Green Consumer’ group consist of interviewees who all put a great focus on 

sustainability in their lives. Whether it is related to food, clothing, transportation, or lowering 

resources, members of this group have a high environmental and sustainable consciousness. 

They are already highly willing to use sharing economy services, mainly for the above-mentioned 

reasons. 
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‘Economic & Convenience Consumers’  

The last consumption group is the ‘Economic and Convenience Consumer’ group. The main 

characteristic of the members of this group, compared to others, is that they prioritize the economic 

aspect in their overall consumption decision-making. Therefore, the main stated reason for these 

interviewees to participate in the sharing economy is of economic nature – value for money or 

saving money. On top of that, a large focus is put on convenience as a reason for using a sharing 

economy service. Hamari et al. (2016) agree with these findings when stating that the economic 

aspect is often used and seen as a great basis for understanding consumers motivations in taking 

part in the sharing economy. Möhlmann (2015) adds to that when stating that sharing economy 

platforms are being chosen over non-sharing options not only for lower costs but also for higher 

utility and convenience. Almost all interviewees from our sample, named that either saving costs, 

getting the best value for money or having a clear cost overview as motivational factors for 

participating in the sharing economy. However, it became evident that for some interviewees, the 

economic aspect was the predominant one. Interviewee 7 made this obvious when he stated his 

main reason to participate in the sharing economy; 

“For me it’s, now I feel like an egoistic person, but yeah, it’s actually just to make the best 

decision for me and make the best out of my money for example. That’s actually the only 

reason why I use Swapfiets, because I knew I would be there for 10 months so it wouldn’t 

make sense to buy a bike” (I7). 

The focus on value for money is clearly presented by all members of this group. This is mostly 

done in a very rational way. One respondent openly stated that his consumption behavior and 

factors why he participates in the sharing economy are rational; “So, it’s more rational decisions 

than getting some value out of being part of this sharing economy” (I7). The issue of saving money 

or being price sensitive came up frequently when talking about leasing a bike through the platform 

Swapfiets; 

“You don’t have a high upfront price. So, if you want to buy a bike, it can be 300 euros and 

then you have to pay suddenly one time, you have to pay 300 euros” (I1). 

 

It can be said that members of the ‘Economic and Convenience Consumers’ group connect using 

a sharing economy service to a lower price than making a regular economic transaction. This 
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argument is supported by Interviewee 1, when he speaks about the transportation service Uber; 

“It’s cheaper than a normal cab” (I1). Interviewee 7 also stresses this aspect when talking about 

Swapfiets; 

“So, I knew if I would buy a used bike for 70€ and it breaks, and I have to let them fix it for 

like one week or something it would already be more expensive than using Swapfiets” (I7). 

This can be connected to another aspect, which comes in close connection with saving money – 

getting more value for money and a better cost overview. Again, when speaking to the 

Interviewees about Swapfiets, the aspect of receiving full service for their money with no hidden 

costs, motivates them to use this sharing economy service; “I think people are motivated because 

it’s quite affordable, let’s say” (I8). 

 

As mentioned before, the convenience factor is also important for the rational decision-makers in 

this consumption group. Once again, the convenience factor becomes apparent when speaking 

to respondents about B2P sharing services, such as Swapfiets; “Yeah it was very convenient. (…) 

Yeah it was easy to get a bike. They just bring it to your house. Whenever you want. Really quick. 

I think I had it the next day. It was really easy” (I1). Additionally, convenience was mentioned in 

relation to efficiency. It seemed obvious to some, that on top of saving money, it is more convenient 

to share a ride with people going to the same place, as it is obviously more efficient for them. 

When asked why he shares rides, Interviewee 7 gave the following answer; “Save money, for 

sure, it doesn’t really make sense to go to another place with I don’t know, three people and three 

cars” (I7). Interviewee 8 underlines this when sharing his thoughts about sharing in general; 

“Sharing is always, let’s say more efficient and also better and it has a lot of benefits” (I8). 

 

Another factor applying to this consumption group is that, apart from their medium to low level of 

experience within the sharing economy, they had only been users of sharing services and never 

provided any. Interviewee 1 and 7, for example, have a low experience with the sharing economy 

as they have used Swapfiets in the past and Airbnb only once or a couple of times. Interviewee 8 

has slightly more experience within the sharing economy, as a user, but all his experiences were 

decisions made on a rational and pragmatic basis; “And then it saves you costs and we are both 

happy” (I8, on sharing his snowboard with a friend). Our data suggests that these members will 
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choose a sharing service when it personally benefits them as value for money and making a 

convenient choice. We assess other aspects, such as environmental or social reasons, as not 

relevant in their decision making. There needs to be an evident economic benefit to favor the 

sharing economy business. We assess other positive aspects, such as environmental factors, as 

beneficial add-ons but not main drivers. 

 

6.4 Theoretical Implications 

Deriving from the segmentation based on the formed consumption groups, the following 

theoretical implications emerge. The first is based on the theoretical backgrounds of trend versus 

mindset. To begin with the group of ‘Trend Follower’, it can be said that their motivations and 

influencing factors towards participating in the sharing economy are highly trend driven. This 

connects well with Moeller and Wittkowski (2010), who found that consumers seeking to follow a 

trend are more likely to participate in sharing economy services as sharing economy services are 

seen as new and trend. This group is in contrast to the ‘Social Adventurers’, who have, as our 

findings suggest, passed the stage of trend following and moved on to possibly having it 

incorporated into their mindset. This means, that participating in the sharing economy is not 

exceptional for these respondents anymore and has rather become a normal consumption choice. 

The latter group has been described as early adopters (within our sample) and experienced with 

the sharing economy. Therefore, the members are driven by the sharing economy itself. This 

results from their high experience within the sharing economy, through which interviewees are 

already familiar with the sharing economy benefits, have approved them as good and therefore 

favor the sharing economy service over a traditional business model.  

 

The finding for the ‘Social Adventurer group’ is in line with Godelnik (2017), who claims that the 

sharing economy evolved into an essential component of a Millennial’s lifestyle. For this group, 

our data supports that Millennials show an openness to different means of collaborative 

consumption (Hwang & Griffiths, 2017). Additionally, our findings for this group indicate that 

Millennials aim for connectivity and interaction with others, online as well as offline, and are 

open for P2P exchanges with strangers. Deriving from these findings and implications it can be 

said that the ‘Trend Followers’ and the ‘Social Adventurers’ stand in contrast to one another 
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regarding their main drive towards participation in the sharing economy, which is the trendiness 

factor for one group and the sharing economy itself for the other. 

 

Another implication from the consumption groups is based on value driven consumers. Wherefore 

we have linked the ‘Green Consumers’ and the ‘Economic & Convenience Consumer’ groups. 

This has been done on the basis that both consumption groups are participating in the sharing 

economy for specific values they seek within the sharing economy offer. As our data suggests, 

‘Green Consumers’ will choose the option that brings sustainable and environmental benefits. The 

‘Economic & Convenience Consumer’ on the other hand seeks to participate in services that fulfil 

their needs, namely, to bring him/her economic and convenience-based benefits. As a result, we 

suggest that both of these consumption groups will participate in the sharing economy if the 

specific service offered matches the values they seek. In conclusion, it can be said that millennial 

consumers of these groups do not pursue the goal to participate in the sharing economy itself but 

rather look for companies whose value proposition meets their needs and jobs to be done. 

 

 

7. Discussion: Practical Implications 

 

This last part of the discussion focuses on practical implications deriving from our analysis in 

chapter 5 and 6. It concerns the third sub-question; namely, 

How can sharing economy businesses use this understanding of Dutch and German 

millennial consumers to market themselves? 

We regard this section as particularly relevant for managers/marketers working in sharing 

economy businesses. Some implications might also be interesting for marketers in general. We 

will begin with highlighting our recommendations deduced from the business model analysis and 

comparison. This chapter will close with implications deriving from the consumption group 

segmentation.  
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Deriving from our sharing economy business models analysis, we found three important 

managerial implications: Firstly, for B2P sharing economy companies, such as Swapfiets, 

managers can and should promote their products to millennial consumers similar to traditional 

products. Besides communicating the benefits (Gain Creators and Pain Relievers) and the value 

the consumer receives from the product, branding plays an important role. As the Swapfiets 

example shows, a high visibility of the product and the marketing initiative of the blue tire branding 

enables buzz and word of mouth between Millennials. Additionally, it is important to prioritize the 

customer experience and the value of consumer data gathered via digital interaction channels 

during operations. Partnerships that are relevant to build an attractive experience to millennial 

consumers can be a strong tool as well. 

 

Secondly, we suggest P2P sharing economy platforms to market themselves as digital 

businesses. Besides communicating the benefits (Gain Creators and Pain Relievers) and the 

value the consumer receives from the platform, three sources of digital competitive advantages 

should be considered: content, customer experience and platforms. Eatwith, for example, 

succeeds in providing customer centricity with the help of platform data collection and personal 

assistance to constantly improve the platform and user experience and selected partnerships to 

market the platform.  

 

Another managerial implication is our finding that millennial consumers showed a connectedness 

with like-minded people, namely Millennials, as well as communication channels that they also 

use in their spare time such as WhatsApp. This was especially relevant in context of the customer 

service. We therefore recommend not only sharing economy businesses but also businesses in 

general to consider this insight when dealing with millennial consumers by involving them into 

communication campaigns or offering customer service via WhatsApp, for instance. 

 

Deriving from the segmentation based on our consumption groups the following practical 

implications can be drawn in order to answer the second sub-question. From the establishment of 

the four consumption groups it becomes clear, that Millennials do not make their consumption 

decision based on one or the same factor only. That would be what literature suggests, when 
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naming for example economic, environmental or social factors as influencing factors generally. 

However, it has rather been found that Millennials differentiate between which factor(s) they base 

their consumption decision on depending on how they perceive and which elements they value 

most. Alongside these elements the consumption groups were formed, in which members share 

perceptions, reasoning and influencing factors concerning consumption decisions. Since a wide 

variance has been found within the several consumption groups we conclude that different 

motivations and perceptions play a large influencing and symbolic role when Millennials choose 

whether to participate in a sharing economy service or not. Based on this finding we challenge the 

traditional segmentation, on which businesses and brands market their products to respective 

target audiences. As traditional segmentation and target groups are based on demographics such 

as age, gender and income, for example, we question whether this method is still effective. That 

is because our findings and the concluding consumption groups suggest that this would be difficult 

because within the same demographics, such as age group, gender and nationality, there are 

differences in perceptions and motivations. Therefore, we suggest to rather follow a segmentation 

based on psychographics, such as perceptions, reasoning and values consumers are looking for. 

Thereby common perceptions towards consumption can be targeted and brands can market 

themselves more efficiently to exactly those they mean to reach. This can be done for example 

when focusing on values, shared perceptions, trendiness and therefore these opted messages 

could be clearly delivered to the specific needs of consumers. 

 

However, it must be mentioned that there are still differences within each consumption group as 

they are only segmented based on their shared perceptions and motivations towards 

consumption. Therefore, these groups can never be entirely homogenous. As a result, these 

groups might not always present themselves as universally applicable or a universal solution, as 

other factors might need to be taken into consideration as well. On top of that, since our sample 

was not extensive, our formed consumption groups are by no means complete or universal as 

they are specific for our sample. Therefore, more consumption groups could be added when 

extending the sample. 
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8. Conclusion 

 

The aim of this thesis was to investigate Dutch and German Millennials' perceptions of and drivers 

towards participation in sharing economy businesses. We approached this research in a deductive 

as well as inductive way. We partially collected and analyzed secondary data but put a strong 

focus on collecting primary data in form of semi-structured interviews in order to gain insights into 

the consumers reasoning and motivators. 

 

In a first step, we analyzed and compared sharing economy business models with each other as 

well as with their traditional business model pendant. We did this in order to find out how sharing 

economy business models cater to values Millennials seek. We saw this analysis as a crucial first 

step towards our research objective since it aims at responding to the first sub-question: What 

characterizes the sharing economy business model and how does the business model 

differ from a traditional one? Thereby, we put a specific focus on an exemplary B2P business 

model (Swapfiets) and P2P sharing economy business model (Eatwith). In this part, our main 

findings are two folded: Firstly, we found different aspects in both sharing economy business 

models that lead us to conclude characterizations. One element demonstrates the digital 

competitive advantage over, for example, traditional businesses. Another attribute is technology 

in general, the Web 2.0 in particular. A further characteristic is the presence in cities, closely linked 

to the topic of urbanization. A supporting feature demonstrates Millennials’ tendency towards like-

minded people that our analyzed business model fulfill. Secondly, in the case of Swapfiets, the 

sharing economy business model caters better to the needs of Millennials than the traditional 

business model of a bicycle shop does. Here, the sharing economy business model is better 

adjusted and tailored to the needs and jobs Millennials pursue. A main point is the successful 

combination of balancing the advantages and disadvantages of accessing versus possessing an 

object. For the Eatwith business model, we have found that it fulfils the criteria of being a 

successful digital business model in comparison to the traditional business model, a restaurant. 

That implication is based on the finding, that Eatwith provides all three sources of a digital 

competitive advantage suggested by Weill and Woerner (2018) which helps them to cater to the 

needs of Millennials. 
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The second part of the analysis comprises the exploration of consumers’ understanding and 

motivation towards participating in the sharing economy. In this specific part, we separately 

examined motivational factors for participating in the sharing economy in general, Swapfiets and 

Eatwith in particular. We found out that the overall influencers and motivators for Millennials to 

participate in the sharing economy in general were based around the following themes; economic 

motivators (value for money, saving costs), convenience, social motivators, environmental and 

sustainability reasons and lack of space in cities. With this analysis, we attempted to answer our 

main research question: What are Dutch and German Millennials’ perceptions of and drivers 

towards participation in sharing economy businesses?  

 

We then connected the influencing aspects found to theories deemed relevant and sought for 

variance within the data. Resulting from the different motivational factors found, we created 

interviewee portfolios. These included key information about each interviewee, as well central 

answers given during the interview and a rating with their level of sharing economy experience. 

Consequential, we were able to form four different consumption groups based on similarities and 

differences between interviewees. These groups (‘Trend Follower’, ‘Social Adventurer’, ‘Green 

Consumer’ and ‘Economic & Convenience Consumer’) function as a mean to answer the sub-

question: What differentiates or links groups of Millennials in their motivations and 

experiences with the sharing economy? As the names of the consumption groups seek to tell, 

each group’s members present different main motivators and reasoning as to why they participate 

in the sharing economy. For ‘Trend Followers’ it is mainly the trendiness factor, which attracts 

them, for ‘Social Adventurers’, who have a high level of experience with the sharing economy 

already, it is the sharing economy itself and social interactions they gain from it. For the ‘Green 

Consumers’, the main motivational factors are environmental and sustainability values they seek 

to fulfill. For the’ Economic and Convenience Consumers’, influencing factors to participate are of 

economic nature. In addition, it is the pursuit to fulfill the value of convenience. 

 

Lastly, and in order to answer the remaining sub-question: How can sharing economy 

businesses use this understanding of Dutch and German millennial consumers to market 

themselves? We drew practical implications from the findings mentioned above. We found out 

that it is important for these companies to prioritize the consumer and put a focus on digital 
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interactions with the consumers. Three sources of digital competitive advantages should thereby 

be considered: content, customer experience and platforms. These three sources are particularly 

relevant for P2P platforms. For B2P companies, the service or product branding remains a more 

important factor than the content. It is also vital for businesses to market themselves as a digital 

business in order to speak to the digital natives – Millennials. 

 

Additionally, we have found that Millennials do not base their consumption decisions, and whether 

to participate in the sharing economy or not, solely on one factor. Rather, a wide variance has 

been found between different groups of millennial consumers. Therefore, we challenge the 

traditional customer segmentation that is based e.g. on demographics and instead suggest a 

segmentation based on psychographics. As a result, we could not find striking differences between 

Dutch and German Millennials’ perceptions and motivations towards participation in sharing 

economy business as the nationality statistic suggested in the introduction (Brandt, 2016). Our 

found reason for this is that millennial consumers’ demands are complex. Moreover, the internet 

and Web 2.0 enable a wide choice of options. Thus, Millennials will choose the option, which will 

cater to their exact needs. 

 

Outlook 

The findings of this thesis can be used as a starting point for more extensive research on this 

topic. The most obvious point for further research would be to compare the consumer group of 

Millennials with other generations, such as previous or subsequent generations. The research can 

also be extended to consumers of different regions in order to see whether a variance between 

e.g. European and North American consumers can be found. Another interesting point for 

research would be to see how the identified drivers and values of the millennial interviewees 

develop, as they grow older. As McCracken (1986) notes, we are constantly searching to create 

and recreate our identity, which is a constant process. When regarding our choice to compare a 

B2P sharing economy business model and a P2P one, it could also be of further interest to 

compare business models with the same type of provider from differing industries e.g. two P2P 

businesses such as Eatwith and Airbnb. One could also suggest contrasting the same type of 

provider operating within the same industry but with different value propositions, e.g. two B2P 

business comparing bike leasing (Swapfiets) with bike sharing (Next Bike). As our thesis already 
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indicated differences between millennial consumers’ understanding and drivers between bike 

leasing and bike sharing, we assess it as crucial to further shed light on this topic. 

 

Regardless of the findings of this thesis, it remains open whether the sharing economy will stay 

only a short-termed trend or will be incorporated further into the lifestyles of generations to come. 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 – Table of Interviewees  

 

  Gender Nationality  Place of 
residence  

Year 
of 
birth   

Swapfiets  
experience  

Mealsharing  
experience 

Profession 

I1  Male  Dutch  Delft  1991  Yes  No  Dual Finance Student 
(B.Sc.)  

I2  Male  Dutch  Delft  1990  No  No  Social Therapist (M.Sc.)  

I3  Female  German  Marburg  1997  No  Yes (User)  Student (B.Sc.)  

I4  Female  Dutch  Rotterdam  1993  Yes  No  Refugee Social Worker 
(M.A.)  

I5  Female  Dutch  Utrecht  1990  No  No  Employment 
seeking Biologist (M.Sc.)  

I6  Female  German  Kelkheim  
(Frankfurt)  

1994  No  No  Marketing Intern (B.Sc.)  

I7  Male  German  Liederbach 
(Frankfurt)  

1994  Yes  No  Consultant (M.Sc.)  

I8  Male  Dutch  Delft  1990  No  Yes (User)  Project Designer (M.Sc.)  

I9  Male  German  Stuttgart  1993  No  No  Engineering Intern (B.Sc.)  

I10  Female  German  Mannheim  1994  Yes  No  Marketing Employee (M.A.)  

                

H1  Male  German – 
Brazilian  

Berlin  1983  -  Yes (Provider)  Political Scientist (M.Sc.)  

H2  Female  German – 
Italian   

Köln  1990  -  Yes (Provider)  Fitness Trainer  
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Appendix 2 – Facebook and Eatwith Posts/Message for Recruitment of Interviewees  
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Appendix 3 – Audio Recordings of Interviews  

 
+++ Available on attached USB stick +++  

  
  
 

Appendix 4 – Interview Guide A and B   

 
Guide A  
 

Introduction  
 

Hi, Thanks for interviewing with us!   
 Make interviewee feel comfortable   

 Mention use of tape recorder   

 Allow time for questions before start  

  
First off, some basic general questions for you:  

1. In which year were you born?  
2. Which nationality do you have?   
3. Where do you currently live?  

  
 

Sharing Economy Questions  
 

 What are the three most important things to you that you own? Explain why.  
 Have you ever shared any of these things with anyone?   

 If yes – why and with whom?  
 If no – why not?  

 Have you ever shared any of the following:  
o A ride  
o A meal  
-> If yes, with whom and why?  

 Imagine the following scenario: buying a car vs. sharing a car (e.g. Drive Now) - If you 
would have to choose what would you do? Please elaborate  
 Imagine another scenario: buying a drill vs. renting/borrowing one – what would you 
choose?  
 Think about your own purchasing habits over the last few years? Have you experienced 
any changes in your habits? Tell us about them.  

  
 Are you familiar with the sharing economy?   

  
Sharing Economy  
= economic activity that involves individuals buying or selling usually temporary access to goods or services especially as 
arranged through an online company or organization   

  
o If yes, what comes to your mind when you think of the sharing economy?  

  
 Have you ever engaged in a sharing economy transaction?   
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o If yes, in what sector (e.g. entertainment & media, automotive & transportation, 
hospitality & dining, retail)?   
o As a user or provider?   
o If so, tell us about your experience?  

 What was your best experience?  
 What was the biggest disappointment?  
 How do you discuss your experiences (offline/ online?)  

  
 In what way is the internet and social media a part of your experience with the sharing 
economy?   
 Is participating in the sharing economy important to you in any way? If so, why is it 
important?  

  
 

Bridge to Meal Sharing   
 

 If you travel to a city, where do you usually go out for dinner/what do you eat?  
o How do you choose which place you go to?  

 When moving to a new city, where/how do you usually get to know new people?  
  

 Have you heard of the concept of meal sharing before?   
  
MEALSHARING (short explanation)  
= like Airbnb but for food   
= “Social Dining” - Experience a homemade meal with a Eatwith host and discover the world like a local! The host will 
welcome you into their home and share with you their food, their stories, their culture and of course their best tips to 
explore the world! Discover local social eating at its best!  
https://www.eatwith.com/   

  
 Now that you know about the concept of meal sharing, would you rather eat at a 
restaurant or participate in meal sharing? Please elaborate on your choice.   
 Show screenshot of website and ask if they have any questions: If opting for meal 
sharing:  

o Imagine wanting to go out to dinner in your own city through meal sharing: how 
would you choose which “dining experience” to book?  
o Imagine wanting to go out to dinner in a (new) city you are visiting for the 
weekend through meal sharing: how would you choose which “dining experience” to 
book?  
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      Source: https://www.eatwith.com/search?q=Amsterdam%2C%20Netherlands  

  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
  
  
 
 

         Source: https://www.eatwith.com/search?q=Frankfurt+am+Main%2C+Germany  

  
  

 Have you yourself participated in this kind of sharing before? Or a similar type?  
 If yes – which one and why?   
 If no – What is keeping you from doing so?  
 What do you think motivates people to participate in those kind of sharing services (e.g. 
less expensive than eating at the restaurant?)  
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 Bridge to Swapfiets  
 

 Now thinking of transportation, which sharing economy services/businesses come to 
your mind?  
 How do you get around in the city you live in?  

o If interviewee mentions bicycle/ if not ask: do you own a bike?   
 Describe for us your bike and tell us what you associate with it/ what is it 
worth to you?  
 Why/ in which situations do you choose to go around by bike?  
 How do you feel when your bike breaks down and what do you do?  

  
 Do you know Swapfiets? If yes, how do you know it?   

SWAPFIETS (short explanation)   
= The concept is simple: for a fixed monthly fee you get a Swapfiets bicycle. We will make sure your Swapfiets bicycle 
always works. Broken anyway? Just give us a call and we provide you with a working bicycle whenever you want, where 
you want as long as you have a subscription that you can cancel monthly.   

 Have you participated in this kind of sharing (or something similar) before?  
 If yes – Which one and why?   
 If no – What is keeping you from doing so?  
 What do you think motivates people to participate in this kind of sharing (bike)? (e.g. is a 
reason saving you money (economically reasonable? - less expensive than buying your own 
bike?)  

  
End  
 

 Are there any more things you would want to say or missed out on before we end this 
interview?  

  
 
 

Guide B  
 

Introduction   
 

Hi, Thanks for interviewing with us!    
 Make interviewee feel comfortable    
 Mention use of tape recorder    
 Allow time for questions before start   

   
First off, some basic general questions for you:   

1. In which year were you born?   
2. Which nationality do you have?    
3. Where do you currently live?   

 
   

Sharing Economy Questions   
 

 Are you familiar with the sharing economy?    
 
   

Sharing Economy   
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= economic activity that involves individuals buying or selling usually temporary access to 
goods or services especially as arranged through an online company or organization    
   

o If yes, what comes to your mind when you think of the sharing economy?   
  

 Have you ever engaged in a sharing economy transaction?    
o If yes, in what sector (e.g. entertainment & media, automotive & transportation, 

hospitality & dining, retail)?    
o As a user or provider?    
o If so, tell us about your experience?   

 What was your best experience?   
 What was the biggest disappointment?   
 How do you discuss your experiences (offline/ online?)   

 

    
Bridge to Meal Sharing    

   
 How and why did you decide to become a host on Eatwith? (e.g. profession?)   
 How often have you hosted a meal with Eatwith until now? How frequently do you host?   

o Tell us about your experiences   
o Could you maybe give us a concrete example of a meal sharing that you 

hosted?   
o What did it give/bring you personally so far?   
o Are you for example still in touch with some of the guests you hosted? 

 Have you also participated as a guest in a mealsharing event? 
 How does the interaction with the Eatwith platform work? (Trial dinner, rating service, 

etc.)  Why did you choose this exact platform?   
 What do you think motivates people to participate in those kind of sharing services (e.g. 

less expensive than eating at the restaurant?)   
   

 

End   
 

 Are there any more things you would want to say or missed out on before we end this 
interview?  

  
 
 
 

Appendix 5 – Interview Transcriptions  

 
+++ Available on attached USB stick +++  

  
 

Appendix 6 – Coding Table  

 
+++ Available on attached USB stick +++  
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Appendix 7 – Swapfiets BMC  
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Appendix 8 – VPC Traditional Bike Shop Concept  
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Appendix 9 – Eatwith BMC  
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Appendix 10 – VPC Traditional Restaurant Concept  

  

  
  



   
 

 130 

Appendix 11 – Portfolio of Interviewees  

 
 

Interviewee 1 (I1)  
Gender: Male  
Nationality: Dutch  
Place of Residence: Delft, Netherlands  
Year of Birth: 1990  
Profession: Working Student in Finance  
Level of Sharing Experience: Low (former Swapfiets user, Airbnb once) - user only  
  
I1 came across as rather price sensitive and driven by factors of convenience. Even though 
he has a low level of experience with the sharing economy he seemed generally open towards 
it and expressed a high willingness to participate as well as importance for him.  
  
Interviewee 2 (I2)  
Gender: Male  
Nationality: Dutch  
Place of Residence: Utrecht, Netherlands  
Year of Birth: 1991  
Profession: Social Therapist  
Level of Sharing Experience: Medium (provided Blablacar ride once, Airbnb multiple times, 
Bike Sharing, Uber, Car Sharing) - user and provider  
  
I2 seemed generally conscious about environmental factors and is a vegetarian. Though, he 
is mostly driven by economic aspects as well as living a unique and local experience. His 
understanding of sharing was quite limited to his closer group of family and friends, by which 
he is also quite influenced. He presented a moderate willingness to participate in the sharing 
economy but gave it little importance.  
  
Interviewee 3 (I3)  
Gender: Female  
Nationality: German  
Place of Residence: Marburg, Germany  
Year of Birth: 1997  
Profession: Psychology Student  
Level of Sharing Experience: High (Has used Ride Sharing numerous times as user and 
provider, Bike Sharing and Airbnb frequently, Carsharing, Meal Sharing once) - user and 
provider  
  
I3 is very conscious and connected to the environment and names sustainability as a main 
reason for taking part in the sharing economy. She is very health conscious and lives mostly 
vegan. She frequently named social interactions as another important reason for her to be part 
of the sharing economy when she offers ride sharing through Blablacar or did a meal sharing 
experience. She has a high willingness to participate in sharing economy services as user and 
provider and names it as important to do so.   
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Interviewee 4 (I4)  
Gender: Female  
Nationality: Dutch  
Place of Residence: Rotterdam, Netherlands  
Year of Birth: 1993  
Profession: Working with Refugees  
Level of Sharing Experience: High (Has been user and provider of Couch Surfing, Ride 
Sharing, Airbnb, Clothing Exchange, Netflix, Swapfiets user) - user and provider  
  
Participant 4 showed a rather high level of environmental consciousness, which she named 
among ‘quality over quantity’ and value for money, as a reason to participate in the sharing 
economy. She seemed very open-minded and showed a high willingness to participate in the 
sharing economy as user and provider and sees it as very important.   
  
Interviewee 5 (I5)  
Gender: Female  
Nationality: Dutch  
Place of Residence: Utrecht, Netherlands  
Year of Birth: 1990  
Profession: Employment seeking  
Level of Sharing Experience: Low (Bike Sharing, Uber) - user only  
  
I5 with her rather low level of experience with the sharing economy presented some mixed 
reasons for taking part in it. She named environmental as well as convenience and economic 
aspects as reasons. In general, she feels a little insecure about what belongs to the sharing 
economy exactly and seems to be influenced by her peers. She presented a moderate 
willingness to participate in the sharing economy but said that it was not very important to her.  
  
Interviewee 6 (I6)  
Gender: Female  
Nationality: German  
Place of Residence: Kelkheim, Germany  
Year of Birth: 1994  
Profession: Intern  
Level of Sharing Experience: Low (Clothes Sharing as user and provider, Airbnb a couple of 
times, Ride Sharing once) - user and provider  
  
I6 lives in the suburbs and is health and nutrition conscious and conscious about the 
environment. She has not been in touch with much sharing economy services yet and feels a 
little insecure about what belongs to the sharing economy exactly. She presented a lower 
willingness to participate in the sharing economy and did not give it importance.   
  
Interviewee 7 (I7)  
Gender: Male  
Nationality: German  
Place of Residence: Liederbach, Germany  
Year of Birth: 1994  
Profession: Financial Consultant  
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Level of Sharing Experience: Low (Airbnb a couple of times, former Swapfiets user) - user 
only  
  
I7 lives in the suburbs and has shown a rather low environmental awareness. His reasoning 
is driven by economic factors only and a little insecurity about the sharing economy could be 
detected in his answers. He has a low willingness to participate in the sharing economy and 
gives it no importance.  
  
Interviewee 8 (I8)  
Gender: Male  
Nationality: Dutch  
Place of Residence: Delft, Netherlands  
Year of Birth: 1990  
Profession: Project Designer  
Level of Sharing Experience: Medium (Meal Sharing once, Food Sharing once, Bike Sharing) 
- user only  
  
I8 seemed to be rather environmentally conscious and named that, among economic and 
experience, as a reason to participate in the sharing economy. He also cares about food and 
nutrition. He appeared to be not entirely very open towards sharing with people outside his 
peer group. Though, he indicated that his willingness to participate in the sharing economy is 
high and it is also important for him to do so.  
  
Interviewee 9 (I9)  
Gender: Male  
Nationality: German  
Place of Residence: Stuttgart, Germany  
Year of Birth: 1993  
Profession: Engineering Student / Intern  
Level of Sharing Experience: High (Frequently uses Airbnb, Carsharing, Ride Sharing, Clothes 
Sharing, Bike Sharing, Scooter Sharing) - user and provider  
  
I9 usually lives in Berlin where he has had lots of experience with sharing economy services 
due to a large offer. He is environmentally conscious and comes off as very open-minded. He 
named multiple reasons for participation, such as convenience, social interactions as well as 
economic drivers. He presented a high willingness to participate in sharing economy services 
as user and provider and names it as important for him to do so.  
  
Interviewee 10 (I10)  
Gender: Female  
Nationality: German  
Place of Residence: Mannheim, Germany  
Year of Birth: 1994  
Profession: Working at a Marketing Agency  
Level of Sharing Experience: Medium (Airbnb a couple of times, Car Sharing, Ride Sharing, 
Clothes Sharing as provider) - user and provider  
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I10 appears to be not as environmentally aware as other participants. Although she has a few 
experiences with the sharing economy she did come off a little insecure about what belongs 
to the sharing economy exactly. Her motivations to participate in the sharing economy were 
mostly of economic nature but also partly connected to convenience and trend following. 
Overall, she presented a lower willingness to participate in the sharing economy and gave it 
little personal importance.  
  
Expert Interview 1 – Host (H1)  
Gender: Male  
Nationality: Brazilian/German  
Place of Residence: Berlin, Germany  
Year of Birth: 1983  
Profession: Political Scientist  
  
H 1 came off as extremely open-minded and tolerant. Living in Berlin, he enjoys diversity and 
new social interactions. He is passionate about cooking and providing other people and 
himself with a great experience through meal sharing.  
  
Expert Interview 2 – Host (H2)  
Gender: Female  
Nationality: Italian/German  
Place of Residence: Cologne, Germany  
Year of Birth: 1990  
Profession: Personal Fitness Trainer  
  
H2 came off as extremely kind-hearted, caring and open-minded. She seemed to be proud of 
her cultural roots and loves organizing and planning events. Meeting new people and making 
other people happy with food is what she truly enjoys.   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 


