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RESUME 
Deleøkonomien er i de seneste år vokset hastigt. Flere og flere platforme som Airbnb, Uber, 

HomeAway, Couchsurfing, Zipcar, GoMore og Lyft springer frem og gør det muligt for 

forbrugere at låne, bytte, leje og dele alt fra biler og bolig til værktøj og møbler. Men at dele er 

som sådan ikke nyt for os; gennem århundrede har mennesker i små samfund delt og lånt 

hinandens ressourcer. Det nye kommer til udtryk i, hvordan især de sociale medier har gjort det 

muligt for komplet fremmede at møde hinanden uafhængig af tid og sted. 

Udgangspunktet for dette speciale bunder i vores undren over den umiddelbare tillid, 

fremmede mennesker viser hinanden. I en traditionel B2C-kontekst kan det antages, at 

forbrugerens transaktionsrisiko er begrænset til produktets pris og kvalitet, fx hvis leverandøren 

ikke leverer produktet som lovet. I deleøkonomien er der en større risiko forbundet, når man fx 

vælger at leje sin egen bil ud til et fremmed menneske. Hvad hvis bilen bliver stjålet? Hvad hvis 

den bliver brugt til noget kriminelt? Eller hvad hvis den får ridser, får et stenslag eller dækket 

punkterer? Hvem står for udbedringen? Den slags bekymringer vidner om den kompleksitet, der 

karakteriserer en deleøkonomi-transaktion og dermed vigtigheden af tillid mellem brugerne og 

til platformen. Derfor har dette speciale til formål at undersøge: 1) hvordan opbygges tillid 

mellem brugere af deleøkonomien og 2) hvilken rolle spiller deleøkonomiplatformen i denne 

tillidsopbygning i forhold til de institutionelle mekanismer, den tilbyder af bl.a. teknologisk og 

kommunikativ karakter. 

I besvarelsen fungerer den danske samkørsels- og biludlejningstjeneste GoMore som 

case studie. Empirien er således indsamlet gennem interviews med egentlige brugere af 

platformen for at opnå en bedre forståelse for de tillidsopbyggende faktorer, der spiller ind. 

Specialets teoretiske udgangspunkt bygger på sociologen Niklas Luhmanns funktionalistiske 

tillidsanalyse, der anskuer tilliden som et værktøj til at reducere omverdenens kompleksitet. 

Luhmanns todelte syn på tillid som enten værende personlig eller system-bunden bliver brugt 

som overordnet teorietisk ramme, og der drages yderligere på teorier om e-handel og online 

tillid fra andre anerkendte teoretikere. Derudover er deleøkonomien blevet defineret og 

analyseret med teoretisk udgangspunkt i Rachel Botsman og Roo Rogers, der er pionerer på 
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området for kollaborativt forbrug. På den måde er deleøkonomiens omstændigheder, især med 

henblik på GoMore, præsenteret, hvilket danner det kontekstuelle udgangspunkt for analysen af 

tillidsopbygningen. 

Gennem den teoretiske og empiriske undersøgelse af problemfeltet er følgende faktorer 

for tillidsopbygning i deleøkonomien blevet identificeret: først er systemtilliden en vigtig faktor 

især i den indledende tillidsproces. Systemtilliden består af en tillid til de institutionelle 

mekanismer platformen leverer, som fx bruger-vurdering og anmeldelser, forsikringer, id 

verifikation etc. Hertil kan platformen gennem implementering af disse mekanismer samt 

gennem initiativer af mere kommunikativ karakter som fx omdømme og hjemmesidekvalitet øge 

brugernes tillid til platformen som troværdig, kompetent og velvillig mellemmand. En øget tillid 

til platformen skaber øget tillid til platformens brugerbase. 

Dernæst er den personlige tillid en vigtig faktor, i og med deleøkonomien i sagens natur 

handler om transaktioner mellem komplet fremmede. Empirien viser, at tillid til systemet ikke er 

nok - dyadisk, personlig tillid til den person, du overlader dine bilnøgler til eller kører med 

gennem Jylland, er ligeledes essentiel, især når risikoen anses som høj. Hovedsageligt træffes 

beslutningen om at udvise tillid til en person på baggrund af en subjektiv fortolkning af den 

givne persons selvfremstilling og akkumulerede online adfærd, ofte gennem følelsesmæssig 

interageren. Men i og med selvfremstillingen til dels beror på institutionelle mekanismer som 

vurderinger, anmeldelser, id verifikation og profilbilleder, synes det svært at skille personlig tillid 

fra den systemiske. Ovennævnte udsagn er resultatet af specialets diskussion, der netop 

adresserer forholdet mellem de to former for tillid. 

I specialets konklusion på hvordan tillid opbygges i deleøkonomien og hvilken rolle 

platformen har i denne proces fremhæves det, at den systemiske tillid og især platformens 

omdømme er essentiel for tillidsopbygningen. Hvis ikke brugerne stoler på platformens 

kompetencer, stoler de heller ikke på de institutionelle mekanismer og dermed heller ikke på de 

andre brugere. Den personlige tillid træder ind og bliver vigtig i mødet mellem fremmede, især 

når risikoen ved transaktionen er høj, fx ved biludlejning sammenlignet med samkørsel. Behovet 

for personlig tillid mindskes derimod, når en bruger har brugt platformen adskillige gange. Her 

lægges en større vægt på tillid til systemet, når det skal vurderes, hvorvidt man vil yde tillid til en 

person eller ej. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Some of the biggest buzzwords today are ‘collaboration’ and ‘sharing economy’. People 

are sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting and swapping through the use of 

technology and peer communities. Platforms such as eBay, the taxi app Uber, the house-

renting platform Airbnb and the ridesharing platform GoMore are all examples of this 

trend. People are realizing that collaborative consumption can be highly beneficial. It can 

help them save money, space, time, make new friends and become active citizens 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010, p. xv). However, the act of sharing is no stranger to us. Sharing 

goes way back in history, and for centuries we have come together and shared food, land 

and other resources. But this trend was somewhat lost during the last fifty years and 

replaced by a hyper-individualistic society. However, the revolution of collaborative 

consumption has risen over the last couple of years resulting in what we call the sharing 

economy (Botsman & Rogers, 2010, p. 67-69). The sharing economy started gaining 

momentum when the recession came in 2008. Through these years people began to lose 

faith in the large companies and they started to doubt their moral integrity (Stephany, 

2015, p. 29).  At the same time people were more economically vulnerable and became 

aware of the waste and opportunity in their own lives. Therefore they started to look for 

alternative solutions (Stephany, 2015, p. 28). People’s skepticism towards large 

companies combined with the rise of technological tools and social media, especially 

facebook, fostered a larger degree of trust between strangers. More often, people was 

turning to peers for recommendations and experiences with given products (Stephany, 

2015, p. 29). But soon, people asked each other for more than just recommendations; 

they were looking for the products and services private people could provide. 

Today the sharing economy is one of the fastest growing industries worldwide. 

The current market value is estimated at USD 15bn and it is expected to exceed USD 

335bn in 2025 (PwC, “The sharing economy – sizing the revenue opportunity”). It is 



     Page 4 of 113 

changing the game rules for companies and consumers globally, and among a wide 

range of researchers trust is agreed to be an essential factor for its success and existence. 

 
1.1 TRUST BETWEEN STRANGERS 

Trust is what really separates sharing economy and collaborative consumption from 

traditional B2C markets; the sharing economy requires people to trust complete 

strangers (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 91). This is not the case in traditional markets, 

where consumers are used to having middlemen bridging the gap between production 

and consumption; we do not have to trust one another because from sales assistants to 

traders or from managers to brokers there usually are trustworthy agents in the middle to 

control the transactions (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 92). In the collaborative 

consumption with direct peer-to-peer markets, the need for the middlemen to control 

and police the exchange is eliminated. The role of companies or organizations has 

therefore shifted; in the sharing economy, companies must act as ambassadors or 

curators in the form of platforms facilitating self-managed exchanges and contributions 

(ibid.). 

 

1.2 PROBLEM DEFINITION 

As we have seen, the sharing economy is changing the game rules for both companies 

and consumers. Lines are blurred and relationships redefined, and the need for trust 

becomes paramount. But what makes people trust one another in the sharing economy? 

What makes people accept the risk of having personal items stolen or broken when 

lending or renting them out to complete strangers whom they have met online? What 

role does the platform or intermediary play in this trust-building? And how can one know 

for sure that everyone in the sharing economy has moral? As the platforms are peer-

policed, every individual is faced with a decision to either act opportunistically or 

altruistically. This thesis therefore seeks to investigate how trust is established between 
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strangers in the sharing economy. It moreover explores how sharing economy platforms 

manage to establish trust between its users in a virtual and online marketplace. 

1.2.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

With a specific sharing economy platform serving as a case study, this thesis takes outset 

in above-mentioned problem definition and the following research questions: 

 

Research question 1: 

How is trust established between users on a sharing economy platform? 

 

Research question 2: 

What role does the platform play in the establishment of trust in terms of institution-

based mechanism such as communicative efforts and technological features? 

 

1.3 ANALYSIS APPROACH AND THESIS 
STRUCTURE 

In order to answer abovementioned research questions it is first and foremost important 

to clearly define what the sharing economy is and what it entails in terms of possibilities 

and limitations as well as motives and incentives. This will be done on the basis of 

theoretical work from pioneers and practitioners in the field. The outcome will then serve 

as a contextual basis for the analysis of what constitutes the trust-building process.   

In terms of trust, our theoretical point of departure is founded in sociology. Trust 

in the traditional sense is dyadic in nature, but with the sharing economy, a company or a 

platform becomes an intermediary between the two strangers engaging in the 

transactions. This is an interesting perspective that needs specific theoretical attention. 

To grasp the role of the intermediary and place it in relation to the trust-building process 

within the sharing economy, theories regarding online trust and online marketplaces will 

be drawn upon as well. This is due to the online nature and characteristics regarding 
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people trading with each other through a platform/intermediary. An analysis of what 

makes an intermediary seem trustworthy will be conducted on the basis of theories 

focusing on vendor-specific trust building levers. In this way, the role of the intermediary 

can be specified further. The analysis of the trust-building mechanisms in the sharing 

economy will therefore be twofold; we will look into the basic, dyadic trust-relationship 

between strangers, combined with the institution-based trust and platform-specific 

factors that enable trust. The thesis will be empirically founded in 6 in-depth interviews 

with users in the sharing economy.  
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2. METHOD 

In the following section we will discuss our paradigmatic and theoretical point of 

departure. This is important as our perceptions of the world around us greatly affect how 

this thesis takes form in terms of how we understand our research topic, what methods 

we apply in order to gain knowledge and finally how we interpret the results. Our 

methodological considerations and data collection methods will be presented as well. 

 

2.1 PARADIGMATIC REFLECTIONS 

As researchers, we adhere to the paradigm of social constructivism. From a 

constructivist’s point of view, reality is not something that is “out there”, which a 

researcher can observe, describe and report about (Tracy, 2013, p. 40). Rather, reality and 

knowledge are constructed through interactions, communication and practice (ibid.). 

As the social phenomena of trust and trust-building are central themes of this 

thesis, social constructivism seems to be an appropriate theoretical and paradigmatic 

frame for our point of departure; the essence of the paradigm is namely to deconstruct, 

interpret and analyse the underlying reasons for particular human interactions instead of 

taking them for granted (Tracy, 2013, p. 41). 

2.1.1 A PARADIGMATIC OUTSET IN EPISTEMOLOGICAL  
SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIVISM 

Even though constructivists agree that human interaction and physical phenomena are 

not of tangible character ready to be discovered and measured, social constructivism is 

not an unambiguous paradigm; it varies in terms of epistemology and ontology. Sune 

Holm Larsen (2012, p. 122) presents the four main types of the paradigm, based on 

philosophy professor Finn Collin’s book “Konstruktivisme” from 2003. 
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The four directions within constructivism are classified on the basis of their assumptions 

regarding epistemology and ontology in combination with their view on either the social 

reality or the physical reality.  

The first stream, the paradigm of ontological constructivism, appear to be rather 

radical as it views the physical world as pure construction. This paradigm argues that the 

physical world itself does not exist without our acknowledgement of it, i.e. atoms only 

exists because humans, through communication and interaction, have created a term that 

is able to grasp the essence of the phenomenon (Larsen, 2012, p. 123). The social reality 

is also viewed as purely constructed in the eyes of an ontological constructivist (ibid.). In 

line with the arguments about the physical reality, social interactions also only exist when 

we have created terms capable of explaining the specific social situation. In sum, the two 

positions mentioned above argue that everything in the world, whether we talk about 

human relations, social situations or the physical world itself, are constructions – that 

nothing really exists if we do not communicate about it.  

The other stream, the paradigm of epistemological constructivism, argue that it is 

the knowledge we obtain about the physical and social reality that is constructed (Larsen, 

2012, p. 122). Our knowledge of the social and physical world is not an exact 

representation of reality. Rather, our knowledge is a social construction based on 

negotiation with other individuals; the physical and social reality exist regardless of our 

acknowledgement (ibid.). 

 

Based on the outline of the four directions of constructivism, our research on trust-

building among users of sharing economy platforms and the role of trust in the platform 

will take its outset in epistemological constructivism concerned with the social reality. 

This will be the case as we are not in doubt that the physical elements such as the sharing 

economy platforms exist regardless of our acknowledgement of it. But instead of viewing 

trust as a natural phenomenon, we seek to uncover the underlying reasons and social 

interactions that foster trust between strangers in the sharing economy. 
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2.1.2 HERMENEUTICS AND SUBJECTIVITY 

A key characteristic of the paradigm of social constructivism is its subjective 

epistemology; an assumption stating that objective knowledge is impossible to obtain, 

because knowledge and science will always be made from social constructions 

(Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 29). This further implies that a researcher, who has 

professed himself to social constructivism, is aware that he is not able to convey an 

objective truth. In a research scenario, a social constructivist acknowledges his inability to 

stand back from his own humanity and reveal the objective nature of the studied 

phenomena, free from bias and with no contamination of his own involvement. And due 

to that notion exactly, interpretation becomes a central part of social constructivism 

(Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 36). 

 

The notion of interpretation leads us to hermeneutics. This is another paradigm where 

interpretation and understanding are of most importance. We therefore see it fit to 

paradigmatically and methodologically draw upon hermeneutics as well in our efforts to 

uncover the trust-building factors in the sharing economy. In the following, we will 

elaborate this choice. 

Hermeneutics view society and people in a cultural and historical context 

(Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 28). This means that human behavior and society cannot 

be observed as natural objects acting on the mere basis of causalities (ibid.). Rather, 

people act on free will, motives and intentions, formed by a specific, individual 

understanding of the world (ibid.). Due to this logic you can draw epistemological and 

ontological parallels to social constructivism; in line with the paradigm of social 

constructivism, the hermeneutic paradigm also stipulates that the science and knowledge 

we have regarding the world are not unmediated representations of the actual world. 

However, it is not pure social constructions either (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 31). 

Hence, the ontological characteristics of hermeneutics hold some similarities in terms of 

constructivism, but not as radical.  
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According to the hermeneutic paradigm, our access to the surrounding world is 

determined by a certain pre-understanding (ibid). Understanding therefore becomes 

paramount in hermeneutic research as the paradigm states that knowledge about the 

world takes outset in a subjective frame of understanding. This frame of understanding is 

made up from particular assumptions and prejudices, controlling the way individuals view 

people and society (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 32). When the hermeneutic principles 

about understandings, prejudices and assumptions are translated into a concrete 

research setting, it brings about certain implications. First of all, we as researchers must 

be aware of our own pre-understanding of the world in order to be able to see the world 

from our interviewees’ point of views. It is therefore paramount to critically reflect upon 

our pre-understandings and assumptions about this particular topic of interest in order to 

gain new knowledge (ibid.). As will be evident from the section about methodology, we 

have used semi-structured interviews for our empirical data in this thesis. The underlying 

reasons will be elaborated in the methodology section as well. However, this particular 

research method calls for hermeneutic thinking; according to the hermeneutic paradigm, 

the goal of qualitative interviews is to obtain new knowledge and not just confirm the 

knowledge the researcher already thinks he has (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 32). 

Rather, insights into the interviewees’ situations are sought in order to be able to view 

the world from the individual’s perspective and thereby understand something new. 

In sum, our paradigmatic and theoretical point of departure will be based on a 

hermeneutic method of approach combined with the epistemology of social 

constructivism. We see this fit as our primary goal is to uncover the underlying reasons for 

trust-building in a sharing economy context. This can be methodologically obtained 

through interviews that are interpreted on the basis of a subjective epistemology 

acknowledging that our knowledge of the social reality is a construction. 

2.1.3 THE ROLE OF THEORY IN THE RESEARCH PROCESS 

A central question we discussed in relation to our considerations about our research 

approach and strategy was how we most appropriately should combine theory and 

empirical data. In scientific work, theory is generally used as a systematization of thoughts 
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and experiences within a specific research area (Nielsen & Lunde, 1995, p. 75). But as we 

have taken the position of social constructivists and interpretivists, it is relevant to look 

into how this specific paradigm views the role of theory in a research process. 

In the book “Socialkonstruktivistiske Analysestrategier” authors Esmark, Lausten 

and Andersen (2005, p. 9-10) specifically elaborate on the social constructivist’s view on 

the relationship between theory and empirical data. Traditionally, methodological 

concerns have been of most importance to logical empiricists within the paradigmatic 

streams such as positivism, critical rationalism and empiricism. Within the tradition of 

logical empiricism, theory refers to hypothesis and predictions, which can be tested in 

empirical situations. This view has for long dominated the research approach and 

methods used within the social sciences, and relies heavily on the assumption that a 

clearly defined boundary between theory and empirical data can be maintained. Put in a 

more specific manner, reality and theory are clearly separated, and the purpose of theory 

is to explain social and natural phenomena in a clear-cut cause/effect schematic. 

From a social constructivist’s point of view, social reality is not based on 

straightforward, unambiguous causalities. The methodological approach of logical 

empiricism is therefore inadequate in researching social and societal phenomena. This is 

because it does not take into account the human properties of reflectivity and autonomy. 

According to social constructivism, theory is rather a set of terms that play a central role 

in the construction of the social reality (Esmark, Laustsen & Nielsen, 2005, p. 11). A 

constructivist’s research strategy is therefore not to apply theory on reality and draw 

general conclusions, but rather to uncover how these theoretical terms is shaping the 

construction of knowledge (ibid.). It is important to emphasize that theory is not a 

hypothesis or theory as understood in logical empiricism. Rather, theory is “just” a set of 

terms, and analyses within social constructivism often take their outset in an analysis-

bearing term, as we intend to do with trust. As Esmark, Lausten & Nielsen (2005, p. 12) 

put it, these theoretical terms “form a perspective on a slice of the social reality, which 

lead to a specific construction of this reality. Hence, there is no clear boundary between 

theory and empirical observations”. 
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2.2 CASE STUDY 

As mentioned in the introduction, the sharing economy is a phenomenon that has 

evolved and grown tremendously within the last couple of years. This is emphasized by 

the many sharing economy platforms that have emerged and spread throughout a variety 

of different industries such as ridesharing, peer-to-peer house renting, clothes swapping, 

peer-to-peer banking, couchsurfing and many more. In order to answer the research 

questions and explain the antecedents of trust, it is inevitable to dive into one or more 

sharing economy platforms to fully comprehend what role the platform plays as well as 

how the users build trust. In that relation, a case study is an ideal method as it is able to 

assist in analyzing and interpreting these research areas. 

A case study is a method that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its 

real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are 

not clearly evident (Yin, 2003, p. 13). This is the case of our research questions, as it is not 

clear how the concept of trust and the sharing economy are intertwined. Moreover, it is 

not evident what role the different components, such as the platform itself, the 

technological features, and the individuals on the platform, play in terms of building trust. 

By using a case study these various areas can be analyzed and made more well-defined. 

In a case study the data collection and analysis are guided by predefined theoretical 

propositions, and the findings are then converged in a triangular fashion. This shows how 

a case study research comprises an all-encompassing method, where the logic of design, 

data collection techniques, and specific approaches to data analysis are covered (Yin, 

2003, p. 14). 

 

Prior to any form of data collection or analysis it is imperative to decide on whether to 

use a single- or multiple-case design (Yin, 2003, p. 39). As mentioned before, the number 

of sharing economy platforms are endless, and any of them could serve as cases for our 

research. For this reason, both a multiple-case study and a single-case study would be 

possible. However, due to the scope of this thesis, a single case is chosen as it seemed 

more beneficial to go in-depth with only one platform. 
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A rationale for this decision is because a single case can function as a 

representative or typical case for the phenomenon (Yin, 2003, p. 41). In that situation the 

objective is to capture the circumstances and conditions of an everyday or commonplace 

situation. By choosing a typical “project” among many different projects (e.g. a typical 

sharing economy platform among many different platforms), this one case can thereby be 

a proper representative of the industry (ibid.). Moreover, when constructing the research 

question some theoretical propositions, as well as the circumstances within which the 

propositions were believed to be true, was made. In that relation, a single-case study can 

help confirm or challenge these propositions (Yin, 2003, p. 40). Thereby, the single-case 

study can provide a significant contribution to knowledge and theory building, and even 

help to refocus future investigations in the entire field of trust in the sharing economy 

(Yin, 2003, p. 40). Furthermore, it must be emphasized that a single-case study may 

involve more than one unit of analysis. When making an embedded single-case design, in 

comparison to a holistic single-case design, it is possible to analyze many different 

subunits within the same organization (Yin, 2003, p. 42). This means that even though the 

case study focuses on a single sharing economy platform, the analysis includes outcomes 

from different subunits, obtained from e.g. data about a platform’s reputation, its 

institutional mechanisms and its users’ interactions (ibid.). Using subunits creates a 

significant opportunity to make an extensive analysis as they enhance the insights into 

the single case. This indicates that through a single-case study, many different sides and 

angles of trust in the sharing economy can be discovered. However, one of the pitfalls of 

this case study design is that too much attention might be put on the subunits and 

thereby the larger picture of the case study might be neglected or forgotten (Yin, 2003, p. 

46). It is therefore essential, when analyzing the subunits, to keep in mind both the bigger 

picture in terms of the platform itself, as well as the entire context in terms of the concept 

of trust in the sharing economy in general.	

2.2.1 GOMORE AS OUR CASE STUDY 

When conducting a single-case study, the first step is to define the case itself (Yin, 2003, 

p. 46). As mentioned above, there are several sharing economy platforms that could 
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serve as the foundation for this thesis, but we chose to go with GoMore as our case. 

GoMore is a sharing economy platform that facilitates ridesharing, car rental and car 

leasing. This particular platform was chosen, first of all because it is a Danish company 

with a large user base in Denmark, which would make it convenient for us to find 

interview subjects. Secondly, when searching the Internet, it appeared that platforms 

facilitating peer-to-peer house renting were more discussed and analyzed than 

ridesharing. Therefore, we found it more interesting to dive into a different branch of the 

industry. With all these considerations in mind, we believed that GoMore would be both 

interesting and an appropriate representative of the industry when answering our 

research questions. 

2.2.1.1 ABOUT GOMORE 

GoMore was founded in 2005 by two students, Matias Møl Dalsgaard and Søren Riis, 

while they studied philosophy in Germany. They were inspired by the already established 

ridesharing culture they saw in Germany, and thought that this would be a concept for 

the Danes as well. The idea was to make use of all the resources that were otherwise lost 

when driving around in half empty cars. It should provide the citizens with an opportunity 

to save money and be social at the same time (Nordea Invest, 2016). However, the 

platform was not popular in Denmark from the get-go. People did not have enough 

knowledge about the concept of sharing and they were not ready for it. Therefore, the 

founders struggled to keep the platform running in the first years and they were only able 

to run it as a leisure activity. 

In 2011 two developers joined the team and the site was redesigned with newer 

technology. At this point, the sharing economy culture was really starting to find its 

grounds in Denmark, and with the ever-growing social media culture, people were more 

knowledgeable and willing to share (Nordea Invest, 2016). However, the big change for 

GoMore came in 2013 when Jesper Buch, the owner of Just-Eat, invested in the project. 

With this investment the team could make it a full time occupation and really expand and 

develop the business. And from this point onwards there was no stopping it. It went from 

around 30,000 users in 2011 to around 1 million users today (Devantier, 2015; Ernst, 2016). 
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They have also expanded the business to Norway, Sweden, France and Spain, and 

GoMore is currently the biggest ridesharing platform in Scandinavia (Vækstfonden, 

“Dansk samkørselstjeneste indtager Frankrig”). With the growing popularity, the interest 

from investors has also sparked, and a double-digit million figure was recently invested in 

GoMore (Ernst, 2016). 

 

To elaborate further on GoMore’s business model, it can be stressed that the company is 

based on a website and an app, where they facilitate ridesharing, car rental and car 

leasing. Through ridesharing, private individuals can list their trip online and offer 

potential passengers a ride for a fee. By doing so the driver can earn money (or save 

some money on gas), while enjoying the company of one or more passengers on a trip 

he/she would be taking anyway. From the passenger’s point of view, it is a way to save 

time and money on public transportation, while having the pleasure of socializing during 

the ride. To participate in ridesharing, all the driver has to do is list the trip on GoMore 

for a price that the driver decides himself. Other users looking for a ride can then book 

the trip through the app or the website. In this scenario, GoMore charges 10 per cent of 

the driver’s income from the bookings. In terms of car rental, private individuals can rent 

their car out to other users for a fee. Again, the car owner decides on the price and has 

full control over when and for how long the car is available for rent. Other users looking 

to rent can then book the car through the platform. In this scenario, GoMore charges 20 

per cent of the renter’s income. Lastly, GoMore offers its users to lease a brand new car 

through the platform, which they can use themselves and list for rent if they want to. 

Other features, such as profile, security, and how to complete the reservation will be 

elaborated throughout the analysis. 

In sum, GoMore is a well-established and highly popular sharing economy 

platform, not only in Denmark but also in other European countries. It holds enough 

critical mass in order to get something out of it empirically, but at the same time it is not 

as known or used as e.g. Airbnb. This provides us with the opportunity to analyze trust in 

a relatively new platform, where it could be assumed that trust is more important. 
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2.2.2 LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Due to the scope of this paper, we have decided not to look into the car leasing part of 

GoMore. Our problem definition is very much concerned with trust, and we do not 

believe that the car leasing option on GoMore holds as much of a trust issue as 

ridesharing and car renting. Moreover, this thesis seeks to uncover the trust-building 

processes within the sharing economy, which is characterized by peer-to-peer 

transactions. Car leasing on GoMore, even though GoMore is a sharing economy 

platform, is similar to the car leasing we see in a traditional B2C market. The only 

difference from B2C car leasing options is that GoMore allows the leaser to list his car for 

rent. This might have elements of sharing economy characteristics, but as the car is 

leased it can be assumed that the leaser does not have the same considerations and 

concerns regarding renting it out as if the car had been his own. For this reason, the 

thesis will only focus on the ridesharing and private car renting options on GoMore, as 

those forms of transactions include the three-fold relationship between platform, user 

and users in between. 

             Furthermore, we recognize that the sharing economy as a general phenomenon 

as well as the GoMore platform would be possible to investigate with outset in a variety 

of different theoretical angles. An analysis of e.g. GoMore’s branding strategy, reputation 

management, corporate communication or market strategy could also prove beneficial in 

analyzing the trust-building processes. However, due to the scope of his thesis, it would 

not conclude in a comprehensive, in-depth analysis if we have reached too broad and 

included multiple theoretical focus areas. For this reason, this thesis is founded in 

sociological trust-research, drawing upon theories and observations from online 

marketplaces and online trust theories. However, trust research and trust studies have 

been carried out in a variety of different fields, all with different views on the nature of 

trust. In psychology for example, trust is a personal characteristic learned and maintained 

throughout life based on childhood memories and experiences. To analyze our 

respondent’s backgrounds in order to fully understand their propensity to trust and draw 

conclusions in relation to their behavior with sharing economy platforms would be too 
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time-consuming. Moreover, it would place too much emphasis on the individual’s 

personality and characteristics, neglecting the social context that is highly relevant for this 

specific type of focus area presented in this thesis.    

2.2.3 CRITIQUE OF CASE STUDY 

A common concern regarding case studies is that they provide little basis for 

generalization (Yin, 2009, p. 15). It can be questioned how we can conclude anything 

about how trust is established in the sharing economy on the basis of the GoMore case 

only. There is no simple answer to the case study’s perceived inability to generalize 

(ibid.). However, the short answer is that case studies are generalizable to theoretical 

propositions, not to universes or populations. A case study’s goal is to expand and 

generalize theories, not to enumerate frequencies. So the findings of this thesis can be 

applied and be valid in other contexts with this specific theoretical outset.  

2.3 INTERVIEW 

When browsing around GoMore’s website in the initial research stage, it became clear 

that it would not provide us with sufficient knowledge about the underlying reasons or 

feelings about sharing with strangers. To accommodate this lack of attainable information 

on the platform, we needed to obtain the information elsewhere. We chose to go about 

this in a qualitative manner. More specifically, empirical data is obtained through 

interviews. This is due to the fact that the explorative nature of this specific thesis needs a 

flexible, open dialogue with users on GoMore. In comparison, a questionnaire would 

have to consist of pre-defined answers based on what we perceive as trust-building 

mechanisms. This would leave no room for new discoveries and in-depth answers. Our 

data is therefore retrieved from six face-to-face interviews with GoMore users. 

2.3.1 INTERVIEW FORM 

Face-to-face interviewing was chosen, as it is a flexible form of data collection. It allows 

the interviewer to structure the interview situation and motivate the respondents (Leeuw, 
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2008, p. 317). With that in mind, we chose a partly structured interview designed with 

open questions, as it allows the interviewer to follow up with additional inquiries and 

record answers (Leeuw, 2008, p. 317). It also makes it possible to use and detect non-

verbal cues expressed by the respondents. Moreover, face-to-face interviews provide a 

forum for probing, where observations or hearsay can be brought up and hunches can be 

tested (Tracy, 2012, p. 133+317). Lastly, face-to-face interviewing can be described as 

having “night-vision goggles on”, as interviews allow researchers to explore and discover 

complex phenomena that may otherwise be hidden or unseen (Tracy, 2012, p. 132). The 

interview guide can be seen in appendix 8. 

In our considerations, we reflected on the implications of using focus groups 

versus one-on-one interviews. Our discussion about the two methods was very much 

concerned with what we wanted to obtain from the interviews. Through the interviews, 

we sought to understand the emotions and thoughts that the individual experiences 

when using the platform, as our research is based on trust-building among individual 

strangers. With that in mind, we were concerned that a focus group interview would 

cause the subjects to be too inspired by each other's answers, and thereby fail to 

describe how they actually experience sharing with strangers. It therefore seemed most 

beneficial to conduct individual face-to-face interviews with the subjects. 

2.3.2 PITFALLS AND LIMITATIONS 

When considering the pros of face-to-face interviews, it is also important to be aware of 

any pitfalls that exist. In a face-to-face interview, respondents might feel inhibited to 

answer more sensitive questions, and they might also provide more desirable and 

conventional answers than if they had completed a written questionnaire (Leeuw, 2008, p. 

318). In our analysis of the interviews we therefore had to consider the fact that the 

interviewees to some degree might have answered what they think we wanted to hear. 

However, it is important to emphasize that the questions asked in relation to this thesis 

were not particular sensitive or personal. This might have made the respondents feel 

more comfortable with expressing his/her genuine thoughts. 
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Another issue we experienced during the various interviews was that the 

respondents were in doubt of how they could help us. They were concerned that they 

would not be able to provide us with relevant information for our thesis, and they had 

trouble recognizing how they were relevant and interesting. This problem was eluted as 

soon as we elaborated on the purpose of the interview. However, due to the fact that 

they initially expressed a concern, they may have shaped their answers to what they think 

we wanted to hear, as mentioned earlier. Abovementioned is important to consider and 

reflect upon when analyzing the data obtained from the interviews.  

2.3.3 CONDUCTING AND ANALYZING THE INTERVIEWS 

Besides considering the pitfalls and limitations regarding the interview method, it is also 

important to keep in mind our paradigmatic point of departure. Steiner Kvale (2007, p. 8) 

describes semi-structured life interviews as “an interview with the purpose of obtaining 

descriptions of the life world of the interviewee with respect to interpreting the meaning 

of the described phenomena”. In that relation the hermeneutic paradigm states that 

humans always have a certain understanding of the world, even when knowingly trying to 

understand an aspect of the world (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 32). This means that 

interpretation will be inevitable, and everything the respondents express will be more or 

less decoded based on our own understanding and life world. To some extend, we will 

always be affected by our biases (ibid.). To accommodate this, we made sure to avoid 

leading questions in our semi-structured interview guide; instead open questions were 

developed in order to invite the interviewee to freely describe their thoughts and 

experiences. Moreover, we also focused on seeing the world from the interviewees’ 

perspective, as this can help the interviewer to deviate from the biases (Presskorn-

Thygesen, 2012, p. 32). We also decided to switch between who was the primary 

interviewer every time, as the interviewer also affects respondents and their answers 

(Leeuw, 2008, p. 318). This is due to the fact that interviewers have different capabilities, 

methods and techniques to motivate respondents (ibid.). Another reason for taking turns 

in interviewing is that we have different biases as well (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 32). 
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Furthermore, it is argued that “the best qualitative interviews go beyond 

collecting data to interpreting and analysing them, even within the interview itself” 

(Tracy, 2012, p. 133). For this reason, we made sure to reflect on the answers given by the 

respondents and further investigate the deeper meaning within their stories and 

thoughts during the interview. It is also emphasized that the interviewees themselves 

become researchers and interpreters during an interview (Tracy, 2012, p. 162). We 

experienced this in several of our interviews, as we saw that the respondents became 

more aware of their own actions and thoughts when being probed about them. We too 

went through a similar process during the various interviews. With each interview, we 

gained more knowledge on the subject matter and thereby our biases and 

understandings evolved. The hermeneutic paradigm also emphasizes this by stating that 

our bias and understanding are not end products, but a continuous process where they 

change all the time (Fredslund, 2012, p. 83). 

2.3.4 FINDING THE INTERVIEWEES 

Before we were able to conduct any interviews, we needed to come up with a sample 

plan on how we were going to choose our interviewees. It is imperative to engage in 

purposeful sampling due to the fact that the data collected need to fit the parameters of 

the research project (Tracy, 2012, p. 134). We decided on a mix between a 

convenience/opportunistic sample plan and a maximum variation sample (Tracy, 2012, p. 

134-135).  A convenience sample plan was chosen due to time and money limitations; the 

interviewees had to be convenient and easy to access. For this reason we first tried to use 

our own social network via facebook to find relevant people to interview, but this form of 

sample collection only provided us with one group of people on the GoMore platform; 

the one’s using ridesharing. To get a proper analysis of trust on GoMore we also wanted 

a maximum variation sample, as we imagined that the different options on GoMore in 

terms of ridesharing and car renting might call for different kinds and levels of trust. We 

therefore contacted different people directly on the GoMore platform, in order to get the 

variation we wanted. But we still had convenience in mind, as everyone we contacted 

lived within the Greater Copenhagen Area. We searched for people with big expensive 
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cars, small older cars, people who had rented their car out several times and people who 

had just joined the platform. We also made sure that some of the potential interviewees 

also had used ridesharing, either in terms of picking people up or riding along 

themselves. 

This leads us to the next question we considered, which concerned how many 

interview subjects we would need to answer our research questions. Kvale (2007, p. 43) 

argues that you should “interview as many subjects as necessary to find out what you 

need to know” and that this can be everything from about 1–15 subjects. Kvale (2007, p. 

44) further emphasizes that a general notion from interview studies is that many would 

have profited from fewer interviews, in order to have more time to analyse and prepare 

the interviews. Therefore, we tried to find a happy medium where we got enough 

interviews to make an in depth analysis and answer our research questions, without 

conducting too many so we would not have time to properly analyze them. We ended up 

with six interviews, which included people who had used GoMore in different ways. This 

amount was chosen, as we began to see a pattern in the answers indicating that we had 

reached a proper number of interviewees. 

2.3.5 PRESENTATION OF INTERVIEWEES 

Throughout the analysis, we will draw upon our empirical findings in relation to the 

theoretical work by using a mix of quotes and narratives from the interviewees. Our six 

interviewees are Alexander, Charlotte, Mustafa, Lissa, Mette and Line. In order to learn 

more about who the individuals are, screenshots of each user’s GoMore profile is 

presented in appendix 9. This will provide information about their age, occupation, 

profile picture, number of lifts and rents.  
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3. THEORETICAL 
FOUNDATION 
In the following sections we will present and elaborate on the chosen theories. First we 

will highlight the process of finding and deciding on relevant theory. Thereafter the main 

points of the chosen theories will be presented and their relation to the research 

questions will be explained. 

3.1 LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this section we will evaluate on the literature search process as well as summarize the 

attributes of the chosen literature capable of assisting in answering the research 

questions. This literature review will furthermore display our considerations and 

argumentation for the selected theoretical basis. However, the essence and main points 

of the specific studies, literature and theories will be presented and elaborated in a later 

section. 

 

In her famous TED-talk “The currency of the new economy is trust” Rachel Botsman, 

acknowledged for her work on collaborative consumption, defines trust as the number 

one reason for the existence of the sharing economy. However, this linkage is hard to find 

in theoretical work. When typing in “Sharing economy” and “trust” in a combined search 

at libsearch.cbs.dk, only twelve results appear. Moreover, most of these theoretical 

papers and research studies focus on sharing economy and trust in relation to tourism. 

The business literature database Business Source Complete only provides 14 results 

when typing in “Trust” and “Sharing Economy”. “Trust” and “Collaborative 

consumption” combined give 6 results. This clearly indicates that the research on trust 

and its role in connection with the emerging sharing economy is limited. 
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In order to guide our analysis and clearly define the sharing economy, we needed 

theoretical sources on the topic. One of the most cited works is Rachel Botsman’s and 

co-author Roo Roger’s book “What’s mine is yours”. However, the book is from 2010, and 

the rapid growth and development in the sharing economy in terms of e.g. definitions, 

business models, practices and motives might have made the 6-year-old book dated 

already. But newer scientific papers and theoretical material concerned with the sharing 

economy were not easy to come by, probably due to the relative newness of the topic. 

However, in our search regarding the definition of sharing economy, we came across a 

book by JustPark CEO Alex Stephany - an acknowledged and respected businessman 

with multiple startup successes on his resume -  called “The Business of Sharing: Making 

it in The New Sharing Economy” from 2015. This book will serve as a point of reference 

combined with the older, more acknowledged and quoted book by Rachel Botsman and 

Roo Rogers. 

When results seemed hard to come by when looking for theories and literature 

combining trust and sharing economy, trust as an independent topic of research has 

received a lot of attention throughout the years. Usually, trust is researched within distinct 

fields such as psychology, philosophy, and sociology (Cheung & Lee, 2006, p. 480). This 

had led to numerous definitions of trust depending on the specific theoretical outset. In 

our research regarding the nature of trust, why we need it and how it is defined, our first 

strategy was to look up the most quoted articles and scientific papers on Google Scholar. 

The article from 1995 “An integrative model of organizational trust” by Schoorman, 

Mayer and Davis was standing out with approximately 12,287 citations (as of december 

2015). However, as the title implies, the definition of trust and the model presented in the 

article are specifically designed to be applied in organizational settings. Moreover, the 

article is strongly emphasizing the characteristics of and the relationship between the 

trusting party and the party to be trusted. And especially this emphasis on dyadic trust in 

Schoorman, Mayer and Davis’ article made us reflect upon and consider the nature of 

trust in a sharing economy setting before continuing our literature search. This thesis 

reaches beyond physical, dyadic trust; our research question clearly states that it is not 

solely the trust building and trust relationship between two strangers that is the focus of 
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this thesis, but also what role the sharing economy platform, its institutional mechanisms 

and communication plays. 

This acknowledgement directed our search towards online trust and e-commerce 

due to the involvement of a web-based intermediary, which also is present in a sharing 

economy setting. Due to the rapid growth of Internet-based buying solutions and 

services, a large body of research on trust in relation to e-commerce is available. A search 

on Google Scholar using the words “trust” and “e-commerce” shows that the most cited 

scholars (ranging from 635 to 4,260) are McKnight (2002), Gefen (2000; 2003; 2004; 2009) 

and Corbitt and Thanasankit (2003). An article that stood out in terms of what could be 

beneficial to include in order to answer the research questions was Gefen and Pavlous 

“Building Effective Online Marketplaces with Institution-Based Trust” from 2004. Their 

article focuses on the role of the intermediary in the trust-building in a C2C online 

marketplace such as Amazon Auctions or eBay; specifically, the article analyzes the role of 

institution-based trust (the belief that effective third-party institutional mechanisms are in 

place to facilitate transaction success). However, most online trust theories are generally 

developed in a B2C setting. This is also the case for McKnight, Choudhury and Kacmar’s 

article “The impact on initial consumer trust on intentions to transact with a website: a 

trust building model”, which will also be drawn upon throughout this thesis. The authors 

develop and empirically test a model of consumer trust in an Internet-based vendor. They 

propose three factors for building consumer trust in a vendor, which, in combination with 

Gefen and Pavlou’s article, will serve as a basis for the analysis of the role of the sharing 

economy platforms’ features and reputation in the trust building process. The selected 

literature and theories, their main points and findings will be elaborated in the sections 

presenting the theories. 

 

However, online trust theories seem insufficient in explaining what goes on in the minds 

of peers behind the screen when deciding to trust or distrust each other and whether to 

engage or not engage in a sharing transaction/experience. Theoretical work regarding e-

commerce and online trust traditionally focus on the website’s or platform’s technicalities 

and features in particular, and it is nearly always in a B2C-setting. But sharing economy 
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exists within a P2P-marketplace, and it is therefore paramount to supplement traditional 

theories on e-commerce/online trust with theories on trust on a broader, more general 

level in order to uncover and analyze the interactions and negotiations that goes on in a 

sharing situation. 

When attempting to grasp the social interactions and negotiations that take place 

in the trust-building process, we have turned to sociology for theoretical foundation. In 

line with social constructivists’ scepticism towards logical empiricism, sociologists began 

back in the 1960s to criticize positivistic methodology. They advocate for more existential 

analyses as opposed to the dominating rational research tradition on the grounds that 

those were insufficient in explaining the complexity of modern society (Mortensen, 1999, 

p. 8). A character, who has left a substantial mark within the field of sociology, especially 

in terms of trust research, is the great German thinker, sociology professor and lawyer 

Niklas Luhmann. In 1968 he published his first book “Vertrauen: Ein Mechanismus der 

Reduktion sozialer Komplexität”, which in 1979 was translated into English and published 

by Wiley under the title “Trust and Power”. In his book, Luhmann’s approach to analyze 

trust is functionalistic; this means that he sees trust as a mechanism or a tool for reducing 

social complexity, especially in terms of what sociologist Talcott Parsons called “double 

contingency” (Mortensen, 1999, p. 17). This is a term referring to the issue of individuals 

being able to experience and act differently and this is exactly, according to Luhmann, 

where the need for trust arises (Mortensen, 1999, p. 17-18). The uncertainty and 

unpredictability of either renting your personal car out, get a ride from a stranger or fill 

your car up with people you do not know are all good examples of the principle of 

double contingency; when people are free to act, they might act inconsistently of your 

expectations, which can lead to numerous outcomes, making the given situation 

complex. Luhmann’s trust analysis will therefore be our theoretical outset in analyzing the 

social interactions and negotiations that take place in establishing trust; the essence and 

main points of Luhmann’s functionalistic trust analysis will be elaborated later on. 

To sum up, our literature search quickly pointed us in the direction of sociology 

due to the field’s investigation of trust in a broader societal and social context, making 

the theories capable of grasping the negotiations and interactions that take place in a 
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sharing economy setting. We will therefore rely on Niklas Luhmann’s view on trust as the 

main theoretical basis of this thesis; supplying theories will include online trust and online 

marketplaces. Moreover, it is important to set the scene and properly introduce the 

phenomenon of sharing economy in order to be able to analyze the relationship between 

users, platform, technology and communication in connection to questions regarding 

how and if trust is established. In that relation, we need to know the nature of the sharing 

economy, what it entails in terms of possibilities, motives and limitations in order to be 

able to analyze trust in the appropriate context. 

 

3.2 DEFINING TRUST 

For decades, trust has been conceptualized, defined, modeled, and operationalized in a 

wide variety of ways within numerous fields (Lewicki & Brinsfield, 2012, p. 46). However, 

within the sociological tradition, the conceptualization and definition of trust is primarily 

based on Niklas Luhmann’s comprehensive work (Möllering, 2001, p. 403). Luhmann’s 

work adopts and builds upon central aspects and notions drawn from sociologist Georg 

Simmel’s earlier analyses on the nature of trust (ibid.). Georg Simmel argues that “without 

the general trust that people have in each other, society itself would disintegrate” 

(Möllering, 2001, p. 404). In line, Luhmann further argues that trust is a basic fact of social 

life; that “man can choose in certain respects whether or not to bestow trust. But a 

complete absence of trust would prevent him from getting up in the morning” (Luhmann, 

1979, p. 4). 

But what is trust and how is it defined? Derived from some of Simmel’s most 

prominent works, Guido Möllering (2001, p. 404) - a contemporary german trust-

researcher and author of numerous books on the topic - argues that trust can be defined 

as “a state of favorable expectation regarding other people’s actions and intentions”. In 

this thesis, abovementioned definition will be adopted because 1) the definition 

originates from Simmel’s early work on trust, which Luhmann is adopting and developing 

in his trust analysis, 2) in connection with the sharing economy, this definition holds 
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several characteristics similar to what a sharing situation entails; besides potential 

financial, environmental or social motives, you mainly agree to rent your apartment, car or 

room out because you hold favorable expectations about the intentions and actions of 

your renter, i.e. you expect the person to behave and return your place or car back in its 

original condition. This notion furthermore embodies the double contingency issue, 

which is the cornerstone in Luhmann’s trust-analysis. 

 

3.3 LUHMANN’S ANALYSIS OF TRUST 

In the literature search section, Luhmann’s prominent work on trust was established as 

the guiding and fundamental theoretical outset of this thesis. In this section, the main 

points and central observations from his work will be elaborated. 

As explained during the literature search section, Luhmann (1979, p. 4) views trust 

as a mechanism for reducing social and societal complexity; trust is necessary in order for 

the world to go around. The need for trust arises because of the uncontrollability of the 

world and the fact that other people have the freedom to do as they want and choose 

from numerous unpredictable actions; this forces one to trust that the other will handle 

the given situation favorably - trust then, according to Luhmann, involves taking a risk 

(Luhmann, 1999, p. 60). But trust and the need for trust is only present in situations where 

the trustor’s expectations culminate in the desired outcome on the basis of a decision; 

trust is then related to critical alternatives where the damages caused by breach of trust 

exceeds the possible advantages of showing trust (Luhmann, 1999, p. 60). More 

specifically, Luhmann views trust as a mechanism to neutralize certain dangers or 

unwanted situations; by trusting another individual, you exclude yourself from having to 

worry about every possible action or outcome (Luhmann, 1999, p. 61). But even though 

trust holds this kind of “power”, trust will always be a daring venture (Luhmann, 1999, p. 

62). However, as explained earlier, people need trust in order to function and the ability 

to trust is obtained through learning processes, initiated from the child’s first socialization 

with family and the surrounding world (Luhmann, 1979, p. 27-28). One's propensity to 
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trust is then developed throughout life based on new experiences (ibid.). You can 

therefore argue that the willingness or ability to trust is individual and determined by the 

experiences of that particular individual; “decisions about trust generalize experiences, 

extend them to other ‘similar’ cases, and stabilize indifference to variation in so far as 

they stand up to test” (Luhmann, 1979, p. 26). 

3.3.1 PERSONAL TRUST 

In his book, Luhmann talks about two kinds of trust; he distinguishes between what he 

calls personal trust from what he terms system trust. Personal trust is “the generalized 

expectation that the other will handle his freedom, his disturbing potential for diverse 

action, in keeping with his personality - or, rather, in keeping with the personality which 

he has presented and made socially visible” (Luhmann, 1979, p. 39). In that way, self-

presentation is a central prerequisite for obtaining personal trustworthiness; when 

someone decides to trust another individual, the decision to trust or not is primarily 

reached through an interpretation of how the individual presents himself (Luhmann, 1979, 

p. 39). 

Luhmann (1979, p. 42-43) presents three conditions that must be fulfilled for 

personal trust to be present. First of all, there has to be a situation in where the person 

who trusts is dependent or can be affected by the actions of the person to be trusted; 

otherwise trust would not be necessary to begin with. Secondly, the situation in which 

trust becomes an issue must be known by the two parties, and they both should be aware 

that each other know and agree what the situation entails. To this, Luhmann states that 

“the building up of trust therefore depends on easily interpretable situations and not 

least, for that reason, on the possibility of communication”. Luhmann’s third prerequisite 

for personal trust is that you cannot demand other people to trust you; trust can only be 

offered and accepted. 

3.3.2 SYSTEM TRUST 

From Luhmann’s conceptualization of personal trust it becomes clear that this is the kind 

of trust most certainly is involved in a sharing economy transaction; you have to rely on 
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other individuals ability to act altruistically on their free will, you have to trust a person 

based on his or hers self-presentation and communication. But with the societal and 

technological development, Luhmann’s notion of system trust also seems to become 

relevant for trust-building in the sharing economy. 

Luhmann explains how system trust, with the development of society and more 

complex social systems, has become a necessity for reducing complexity (Luhmann, 1979, 

p. 48). In earlier societies the complexity of the world was reduced by religious 

assumptions about existence and nature. There was no need for impersonal forms of 

trust, as people turned to Gods, saints or knowledgeable interpreters when searching for 

world order meaning, showing them the same kind of trust you would do in a person. But 

as noted earlier, the need for trust only emerges due to people's liberty to act freely and 

possibly inconsistent of other people’s expectations. So when the society develops and 

becomes more complex, the need for diminishing or streamlining the choices people can 

make becomes important in order to reduce complexity. Quoted from Luhmann (1979, p. 

48): “[...] a high degree of complexity in the world assumes multiplicity of selective 

processes - means by which the selections of different parties are connected with each 

other. And it can only guarantee a simultaneous and present world if selection can be 

presented not only as the result of one’s own actions but also as a selectivity by others 

which simultaneous and present, or which can at least be remembered or anticipated at 

the present moment.” People thereby “invent” or institutionalize certain systems in which 

they trust - evolutionary examples are money, love, power and truth (Luhmann, 1979, p. 

48). Through such systems “structures of expectation and patterns of motivation are 

formed which make it possible for selection made by one individual to be relevant to 

another, in the sense that he is aware of them and does also not treat them as an open 

question but performs his own selections as consequences of them.” (Luhmann, 1979, p. 

49). Thereby you put your faith in the system, not the individual. In connection to the 

sharing economy, you could argue that Luhmann’s notion of system trust becomes 

relevant in that the sharing economy is a system in itself, and system trust thereby might 

play a role in the trust-building in a sharing economy setting. 
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3.3.3 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FAMILIARITY AND TRUST 

In his book Luhmann also stresses the relationship between familiarity and trust. 

Familiarity is what is known; a taken-for-grantedness, a matter-of-fact attitude to certain 

phenomena in the world (Luhmann, 1979, p. 18-19). Familiarity is therefore tied to 

experience and the past, whereas trust, also previously emphasized, especially by the 

definition, is linked to expectations and to the future (Luhmann, 1979, p. 20). But “trust is 

only possible in a familiar world; it needs history as a reliable background” (ibid.). 

Familiarity and trust is therefore linked to one another and they are both ways of 

reducing complexity, which, according to Luhmann, is the number one reason we need 

trust. 

             The notion of familiarity and trust is especially interesting in connection with the 

research questions of this thesis due to the interconnectedness of the two phenomena. 

The relationship between familiarity and trust might hold some implications, especially 

when looking at users’ experiences with the platform and how the trust-relationships 

might evolve through increased interaction and learning processes. 

In general, Luhmann’s trust-analysis will provide us with guiding terms and crucial 

notions in relation to trust on a broader, social level. His conceptualizations of personal 

trust and system trust will serve as a basis for this thesis’ twofold trust-analysis, including 

the dyadic, personal trust, the relationship between platform and user as well as users in 

between.   

 

3.4 ONLINE TRUST 

In recent years, scholars and businesses have shown an increased interest in trust in an 

online and digital context; especially knowing the antecedents and the nature of online 

trust has become very important to them (Beldad, Jong & Steehouder, 2010, p. 857). This 

is due to the increased level of complexity in the digital sphere; online transactions entail 

risk, uncertainty and interdependence, particularly because of the socially distant 

relationships between vendor and customer (McKnight & Chervany, 2001, p. 36). 
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             Research on the topic has mostly focused on the trust mechanisms that can 

facilitate success of e-commerce in B2C markets (Wang, Wang, Kang & Sun, 2014, p. 4). 

But the transactions in the sharing economy happen in a P2P marketplace, with the 

company behind serving as an intermediary institution (ibid.). It is therefore argued that 

online trust both contain interpersonal trust (trust between two people) and trust in the 

intermediary, referred to as institution-based trust (ibid.). But articles, studies and 

theories regarding this threefold relationship between intermediary (company) and the 

two persons involved in a sharing economy transaction do not seem to exist, as 

emphasized in the literature search. We have therefore identified articles and theoretical 

work that hold the potential to serve as a basis for the analysis, even though the sharing 

economy element is not explicitly present. The chosen theories appropriate of guiding 

this thesis’ analysis will be presented and elaborated below. 

3.4.1 INSTITUTION-BASED TRUST 

As explained above, clear-cut theoretical work on trust building in a sharing economy 

setting is not present. We have therefore turned to Pavlou & Gefen’s article from 2004 

called “Building Effective Online Marketplaces With Institution-Based Trust”. They study 

the role of institution-based trust in online C2C marketplaces such as Amazon’s Auctions 

and eBay and present a type of online trust building that is based on third-party 

structures, also known as institution-based trust. Even though online auctions and sharing 

economy transactions are not the same thing, they are however similar; both involve 

online transactions between strangers facilitated by an intermediary, which is the reason 

this thesis draw upon findings and perspectives from this particular article. 

Pavlou and Gefen’s study is primarily founded on sociological theories about 

institution-based trust, which they define as trust based on guarantees and 

recommendations from third parties (Paulov & Gefen, 2004, p. 41). You can therefore 

draw parallels to Luhmann’s early notion of system trust; a trust founded in the belief that 

a certain system has enough control mechanisms able to function independently from 

personal motives, which minimizes the need to know the people you are dealing with - it 
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reduces the selection of possible actions of people and thereby it reduces complexity 

(Luhmann, 1999, p. 101). 

In more detail, Paulov and Gefen (2004, p. 38) define institution-based trust in an 

online context as a mean to mitigate transaction risks, build a trustworthy marketplace, 

and encourage online transactions. Institutional mechanisms such as feedback features, 

escrow services and credit card guarantee are often facilitating transaction success (ibid.). 

The authors therefore work with the construct of “perceived effectiveness of institutional 

mechanisms” to capture the degree to which a buyer believes that institutional 

mechanisms provide sort of a “safety net” in a transactions situation, i.e reducing risk 

(ibid.). Specifically, they study the perceived effectiveness of four structures, which are 

often present in an online marketplace: 1) feedback mechanism, 2) escrow services, 3) 

credit card guarantees, and 4) trust in the marketplace’s intermediary (ibid.). 

As our problem statement proclaims, the role of those types of platform features 

or characteristics is highly interesting to analyze in terms of how they contribute to the 

trust building between strangers. Paulov and Gefen’s article will therefore serve as a basis 

in analyzing institution-based trust and mechanisms on GoMore. 

3.4.2 A TRUST-BUILDING MODEL 

In addition to Paulov and Gefen’s work on the role of institution-based mechanisms in 

building effective online marketplaces, this thesis will also draw upon McKnight, 

Choudhury and Kacmar’s article from 2002, presented in the literature review. In their 

article, like Paulov and Gefen, the authors stress the importance of institution-based 

mechanisms in building trust in an online intermediary, but they also add a more 

communicative perspective by introducing the role of corporate reputation and 

perceived website quality, when talking about the antecedents of trust in the 

intermediary. This focus lack in Paulov and Gefen’s article, as they focus on Amazon and 

eBay’s auctions, which are well-established, multinational corporations. But sharing 

economy platforms are businesses of their own and not just intermediaries under global, 

known brands. Therefore, the platform-specific factors such as reputation and site quality 
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becomes important, when dealing with the role of trust in the intermediary. Exactly this 

aspect is dealt with in McKnight et al.’s article. 

In their article they develop and test a model of consumer trust in an electronic 

commerce vendor. They do this because trust is a strategic imperative for e-vendors as 

trust allows consumers to overcome perceptions of risk and uncertainty, and make them 

comfortable transacting with the website (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 297). They define trust 

as a multidimensional construct with two interrelated components: trusting beliefs and 

trusting intentions - willingness to depend. Three factors are then proposed for building 

trust in the vendor: 1) structural assurance, 2) perceived web vendor reputation and 3) 

perceived website quality. Their model is then tested in the context of a website offering 

legal advice. McKnight et al.’s original model is shown below (figure 1):  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure	1 
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As the model presented illustrates, there are several factors that are intertwined and that 

affects the level of trust and ultimately whether or not a user will engage actively on a 

website or platform. McKnight et al. (2002, p. 300) emphasize that there are two sets of 

antecedents that influence this; the first is structural assurance of the web and the next is 

divided into two vendor specific factors, which are perceived site quality and perceived 

reputation, as mentioned earlier. 

As the arrows illustrate, these factors then influence a user’s trusting beliefs in 

web vendor (perception of the attributes of a specific web vendor) and the trusting 

intentions or willingness to depend on a web vendor. From this point, trusting beliefs, 

trusting intentions and perceived web risk, in turn, influence consumer intentions to 

engage in three specific behaviors (presented in the right column of the model): follow 

vendor advice, share information with the vendor, and purchase from the site. However, 

as McKnight et al.’s article takes outset in the case of online legal advice, we have 

adapted the behavioral intentions as well as the other antecedent factors to a sharing 

economy context with outset in GoMore. The adapted model will be visible in the 

analysis section and used throughout the analysis of trust in the intermediary. For the 

purpose of this thesis, the behavioral intentions is assumed to be 1) follow advice from 

peers (through rating systems), 2) actively engage on the platform and 3) share their 

personal information. These behavioral intentions are all perceived to be crucial in order 

for GoMore to exist as a business. Our model and the adapted constructs, as well as their 

effect on each other and the effect on users’ trust in the intermediary, will be elaborated 

in the analysis. 

 

3.5 SUMMARY OF CHOSEN THEORY 

To sum up how the different theories of this thesis will be used, we have constructed a 

model (figure 2) illustrating how the theory from Luhmann, Pavlou and Gefen and 

McKnight et al. are intertwined and how they complement each other. Luhmann’s notions 

of system trust and personal trust will serve as the overall foundation for the analysis. 
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Pavlou and Gefen’s institution-based trust will be used to shed light on the specific 

mechanisms on GoMore, which are defined in accordance to what the GoMore platform 

provides (figure 2). The fourth institution-based mechanism defined by Pavlou & Gefen, 

trust in the intermediary, will be elaborated in more depth with the vendor-specific focus 

and findings from the article by McKnight and his colleagues. The purpose of the 

combination of these specific theories is to shed light on the factors at play in the 

establishment of trust between users on the platform and the role of the intermediary.  

 

3.5.1 CRITIQUE OF THEORY 

It is acknowledged that the chosen theories on online trust have certain limitations to 

their applicability and appropriateness in this thesis. First of all, a lot has happened with 

the Internet technology since 2002 and 2004 where the above-mentioned articles were 

Figure	2 
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published. Back then online shopping was still a fairly new thing and not as normalized as 

it is today (1stwebdesigner.com, “The evolution of online shopping 60’s to the 90’s”). 

Naturally, the focus of scholars was how to build trustworthy websites and web vendors 

when the consumer had no prior experience with the site. Moreover, a lot of weight was 

put on the impact of the consumers’ general trust of the web environment in terms of 

e.g. safety (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 297). The focus was very much on initial trust, i.e. 

trust in an unfamiliar web vendor, which is also the case with McKnight, Choudhury and 

Kacmar’s paper. Furthermore, the papers from back then took their outset predominantly 

in a B2C or B2B context, simply because C2C or peer-to-peer marketplaces were not that 

common. 

But even though McKnight et al.’s article focuses on trust in a B2C e-commerce 

context, it is possible to draw parallels to a sharing economy P2P setting. This is possible 

because the article does not focus on a low-involvement commodity purchase as e.g. a 

book. Here the consumer’s liability is limited to the price of the purchased item, for 

instance, if the vendor fails to ship the product. Instead the article focuses on online legal 

advice, where the risk involved is perceived to be higher because it is hard for the 

consumer to detect fraud or incompetence; acting upon unsound medical or legal advice 

could jeopardize the consumer’s health or long-term financial stability. This also applies 

in a P2P setting; you cannot be certain that the people renting your car actually are who 

they say they are. Moreover, you cannot be certain of their intentions. A risk beyond the 

typical shopping sites is therefore present, which increases the need of trust, making the 

article appropriate in analyzing trust in the sharing economy. 

      

Pavlou and Gefen’s article could also be subject to criticism or at least some clarification 

in terms of the articles applicability in this thesis. What seems to characterize the 

concerns in relation to e-commerce and online shopping in its earlier days, also seem to 

dominate this article. Back then consumers did not perceive the web environment itself 

to be secure, fearing unauthorized access to their information by hackers and extensive 

media coverage about privacy, security and fraud was only compounding the issue 

(McKnight et al., 2002, p. 298). This also shines through in Pavlou and Gefen’s article by 



     Page 37 of 113 

their focus on institutional mechanisms such as escrow services and credit card 

guarantees. Today, these services are almost taken for granted. More recent mechanisms 

and technological affordances such as review systems, privacy assurances and id-

verification seem to be more relevant today, especially in a sharing economy context. 

Throughout the analysis we will therefore take outset in above-mentioned theories, 

because many of the notions and findings are also present in today’s sharing economy 

market. It is only a matter of redefining focus areas and label the institutional mechanisms 

differently so they match today’s reality, which will be done as the analysis unfolds.    

 

3.6 INTRODUCING THE SHARING ECONOMY 

Having introduced the theoretical foundation in terms of trust, this section will focus on 

the nature of the sharing economy, how it is defined and what it entails. 

The sharing economy, also known as collaborative consumption, is a fairly new 

concept. It emerged alongside the developments in technology and social media 

platforms, and was catalyzed further by the financial crisis. Beforehand, sharing would 

only work in tiny, self-contained communities where everyone knew and trusted each 

other. Today we live in large cities with thousands, and sometimes millions of people, 

and the Internet allows us to interact with people from all over the world. In order for 

sharing economy interactions to work in today’s society (such as giving strangers the key 

to your car) it has been imperative to make these millions of people knowable and human 

(Stephany, 2015, p. 24). The Internet became the facilitator of this and is thereby the 

central aspect in the success of the sharing economy. It enables people to contribute 

with content and connect with each other online from all over the world. One could argue 

that the Internet is a giant pool of shared content that can be accessed by anyone with an 

Internet connection, a browser, and a government that allows access to most or all the 

web content (Belk, 2014, p. 1595). 

In connection with the Internet, especially social media, and above all facebook, 

changed everything. Facebook allows its 1.3 billion users to share their private lives 
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online, with a rate of 350 million photos a day and with ever-lower privacy settings 

(Stephany, 2015, p. 24). Furthermore, Google allows us to access an inconceivable 

amount of personal information about each other, and we have all become professional 

investigators online, being only an URL away. With people socializing online we are more 

likely to know more about a counterparty on the other side of the world than about our 

next-door neighbor (ibid.). With outset in this highly social Internet different online 

marketplaces and sharing economy platforms have emerged. Another aspect that 

sparked the sharing economy was the financial crisis as mentioned before. When the 

recession came, people were left with too much of everything: from second homes to 

furniture and designer shoes, and the average American had more than 1.1 cars per 

driver (Stephany, 2015, p. 27-28). The world had become full of stuff that was unneeded, 

unopened, unwanted and unused, and at this point sharing economy platforms started 

educating people on how they could make money from their own excess (ibid.). 

3.6.1 DEFINING THE SHARING ECONOMY 

The founder of the term “sharing economy” is unknown and there is great complexity 

related to the term in general. Due to a lack of a global definition, the term is both 

vulnerable to loose definitions and impossible to accurately market size (Stephany, 2015, 

p. 14). In line, it is questioned when the sharing economy term is applicable in relation to 

B2C businesses and P2P. The P2P marketplaces are “blurring the once-neat divide 

between business and consumer, in the process of transforming society itself” (Stephany, 

2015, p. 13). It is a complex matter to determine whether we are talking about an actual 

sharing economy platform or a business just trying to label their activities with the term to 

make a profit and hype it (Stephany, 2015, p. 14). There is also a lot of debate about 

whether or not the sharing economy even has anything to do with sharing or if it is just 

about renting and selling. Some even argue that the term is downright misleading (ibid.). 

However, the term ‘sharing economy’ has nevertheless come to dominate the public 

discourse on the subject. And even though the term can be criticized for being 

misleading, there is no denying that people are building something that – for the most 

part – is a socially and economically good. Stephany (2015, p. 15) further argues that he 
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understands “the term “sharing economy” in the fundamental sense that this is an 

economy that, in its truest guise, is built on shared experiences”. 

Even though there is no known author to the term and no global definitions, a 

variety of different researchers have given their opinion on what the sharing economy 

should be called and how it should be defined. Terms like “collaborative economy” 

(Jeremiah Owyang, founder of consultancy Crowd Companies), “peer economy” (Sarah 

Lacy, editor-in-chief at PandoDaily), and “we-conomy” (Alex Stephany, 2015) are all 

examples of this (Stephany, 2015, p. 15). Roo Rogers and Rachel Botsman prefer the term 

“collaborative consumption”, which was coined by two academics, Marcus Felson and 

Joe L. Spaeth, in 1978 (Stephany, 2015, p. 33). With their book “What’s mine is Yours” 

(2010) Rogers and Botsman have become the sharing economy’s public and intellectual 

voice. They define collaborative consumption as a concept that includes “traditional 

sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting and swapping” (Botsman & Rogers, 

2011, p. xv). Even though their book is from 2010 their taxonomy is still valid today and 

many researchers in the field take their outset in Botsman and Roger’s book and 

definitions (Stephany, 2015, p. 34). However, Belk, who has one of the most cited articles 

on the sharing economy on Google Scholar, criticize their definition for being too broad. 

In his article “You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative consumption 

online”, Belk (2013, p. 1597) defines the sharing economy as “people coordinating the 

acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation”. This 

definition also “encompasses bartering, trading, and swapping, which involve giving and 

receiving non-monetary compensation” (ibid.). 

As the above-mentioned illustrates, the concept of the sharing economy has been widely 

studied and defined in multiple ways, but no overall global definition has been made. 

Both definitions presented above are rather broad and open to interpretation. In general, 

it is almost up to the individual to define and modify the concept of sharing economy. In 

this thesis, as mentioned earlier, the theory presented by Botsman and Rogers will serve 

as the foundation for analyzing the concept of the sharing economy, and for that reason 

their definition of the concept will be applied as well. Furthermore, the term ‘sharing 
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economy’ and the term ‘collaborative consumption’ will be used interchangeably 

throughout this thesis, as the terms cover the same phenomena.   

3.6.2 FOUR UNDERLYING PRINCIPLES OF THE SHARING 
ECONOMY 

Botsman and Rogers (2011) define four core principles of collaborative consumption - 

critical mass, idling capacity, belief in the commons, and trust between strangers. All of 

the principles are equally important for a sharing economy platform to run, but in some 

instances one principle might weigh more than others (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 75). 

             The four principles each describe an important aspect of the sharing economy. 

The principle of critical mass is a sociological term, which describes how enough 

momentum in a system is critical in making it self-sustaining. In terms of the sharing 

economy, this is crucial for several reasons, but most of all it is about having the 

convenience and satisfaction of options when shopping (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 76). 

The second principle, idling capacity, refers to all the waste and unused commodities 

that people hold - e.g. on average people use their car one hour a day, which means it 

sits idle 23 hours every day (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 83). The third principle, belief in 

the commons, is about providing value to the community and receiving value in return - 

we need to give to get (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 90). The fourth principle, trust 

between strangers, refers to how trust is built between strangers on peer-to-peer 

platforms that are decentralized and transparent communities (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, 

p. 91). These principles will be further elaborated in the analysis. They will be used to 

conceptualize how GoMore falls into the category of a sharing economy platform, and to 

what extent each of these principles are important for its activities. Moreover, the analysis 

of GoMore as a sharing economy platform will provide us with a contextual 

understanding for our further analysis of how trust is build in a sharing economy setting. 
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4. ANALYSIS 
In the following sections the analysis of trust in the sharing economy will unfold with 

outset in this thesis’ different theoretical perspectives. First, an outline and analysis of 

what lies within the sharing economy in relation to our case study will be conducted. 

Thereafter, trust will be analyzed on the basis of institution-based trust, system trust, trust 

in the intermediary and personal trust. Throughout the analysis we will draw upon 

findings from our six interviews with GoMore users. 

 

4.1 ESSENTIAL ASPECTS OF A SHARING 
ECONOMY PLATFORM 

In order to understand what constitutes trust in the sharing economy, we have to 

understand what constitutes the sharing economy itself. In order to do so, we draw on 

Botsman & Rogers four principles for collaborative consumption in relation to our case, 

GoMore. 

4.1.1 CRITICAL MASS 

The first principle, critical mass, is a sociological term that describes a system that has 

gained enough momentum to become self-sustaining (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 75). 

There are two reasons why critical mass is a crucial aspect of collaborative consumption 

platforms. The first reason is about having the satisfaction of choice and options. 

Consumers today have the possibility to go from shop to shop and scan aisle after aisle 

to find exactly what they want and need - they seek convenience and satisfaction when 

shopping. In order for a sharing economy platform, like GoMore, to compete with 

conventional shopping, they must provide enough options for the users to choose from. 

By doing so the users feel that their needs are met and that they have multiple options. If 

the users on GoMore do not find the ridesharing routes they seek, or the users looking 
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for a car to rent do not find a suitable car for the needed time period, they will search 

elsewhere for the particular service or product. For this reason, GoMore is not only 

competing with other sharing economy platforms, they are also competing with public 

transportation and leasing companies (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 76). 

With 450,000 users in Denmark, you could argue that GoMore has reached the 

critical mass, enabling the platform to offer its users with an extensive selection of rides 

and routes. They have 7-8,000 rental cars available, ranging from smaller city cars to 

family cars and luxury cars, which can be rented from only a few hours to weeks. Thereby 

the users on GoMore have multiple options to choose from, both in terms of ridesharing 

and car rental. 

 

The second reason why critical mass is vital for collaborative consumption to run is ‘social 

proof’ (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 81). When a sharing economy platform starts running 

it attracts a core group of loyal and frequent users, and these users provide a critical mass 

of ‘social proof’ to others. They tell friends, acquaintances and family that this is 

something they should try, which makes the psychological barrier that often exists around 

new behaviours easier to cross (ibid.). It is a primitive instinct and a cognitive shortcut 

deep within the human body that allow us to make decisions based on copying the 

actions or behaviors of others - we want to do what everybody else is doing (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2011, p. 82). This power of social proof is essential for a platform like GoMore as 

it is a way for people to be more open to try something different. When people learn 

from peers that others have had positive experiences with ridesharing or car renting, they 

are more open to try it themselves (ibid.). This also came across in the interviews with our 

six GoMore users. Many of them said that they joined GoMore because they heard about 

the concept from friends or family. Moreover, the importance of social proof also 

corresponds with the history of GoMore as they did not have many users in the 

beginning. Then, when the sharing economy gained momentum and the concept got 

more and more advocates, people were more willing to join. 

For these reasons critical mass, both in terms of options and choices and in terms of 

social proof, is a key ingredient on a sharing economy platform like GoMore. 
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4.1.2 POWER OF IDLING CAPACITY 

As mentioned earlier, there is a high amount of waste and unused potential in the world. 

The second principle, power of idling capacity, is therefore about the stuff that we own, 

but rarely use. Examples could be the spare bedroom, the evening dress that is waiting 

for the right occasion and the cars that on average sits idle for twenty-three hours a day 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 83). In the United Kingdom and in the United States, 80 per 

cent of what people own are used less than once a month. Collaborative consumption is 

about how we can take this idling capacity and redistribute it elsewhere (ibid.). As 

mentioned earlier, modern technology, and especially social networks, has made this 

easier and more convenient. Furthermore, mobile devices allow us to locate someone, or 

something, anywhere at any time, which have made sharing more attractive - there are 

often people in your neighborhood from whom you can borrow/rent want you need. 

Through their website and app, GoMore gives people the opportunity to connect 

passengers with drivers and cars with renters, and thereby minimize the amount of idling 

capacity. In line, many of the interviewees described that the reason for joining the 

platform was founded in idling capacity; they did not use their car often and therefore 

they might as well rent it out.  

4.1.3 BELIEF IN THE COMMONS 

The third principle of collaborative consumption is belief in the ‘the commons’. The 

notion of ‘the commons’ refers to resources that belong to all of us such as parks, roads, 

public buildings as well as air, water, and wildlife (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 88). In 

earlier societies the commons thrived, but in the fifteenth century, undefined common 

grazing lands were enclosed by private owners, and since then privatization has 

accelerated across Europe and America. The increase of private property was justified by 

the rationale that “shared resources were subject to overuse and misuse by individuals, 

who will always act in their own short-term self-interest” (ibid.). People’s perceived 

inability to self-organize and take care of common resources has for decades been 

central to researchers within the fields of economic theory and free markets; and the 
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typical answer to the question of how we balance the interest of the individuals and the 

interest of the group is that “self-interest will always trump the collective good and thus 

oversight is required”  (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 89). However, proving this typical 

view on self-interest wrong is the Internet; the most robust commons in history (ibid.). 

The Internet has for long facilitated sharing, remixing and reuse of creative 

content such as songs, photos, knowledge and films, and through our digital 

experiences, we have learned that by providing value to the community, we get 

something in return (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 90). Collaborative consumption is 

founded upon this type of mentality, which is also assumed to be the case in terms of 

GoMore and its users. The more people who participate in the GoMore community, the 

better the community works for everybody. Botsman & Rogers (2011, p. 91) refer to this 

as a “network effect”. This means that in order to be able to get a ride, rent a car or take 

passengers with you, you need to be on the platform as a user yourself. The more users 

who share their resources, the more possibilities, destinations and car options will be 

evident on GoMore, which will make a better functioning community overall. More 

specifically, “every single person who joins or uses Collaborative Consumption creates 

value for another person, even if this was not the intention” (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 

91). This means that whenever a person lists a ride from e.g. Odense to Copenhagen, it 

creates value for the person who was looking for that specific ride. In turn, the passenger 

looking for that particular ride creates value for the person providing the ride in terms of 

e.g. saved gas expenses or socializing. In accordance, several of the interviewees 

described how one of the reasons for joining the platform was because they believed in 

helping others. Mette (appendix 5, 01:30) explains that she finds it motivating that people 

come together and help each other. She further emphasizes that she does not really earn 

any money from it and that she thinks it is great that we can share. In terms of 

ridesharing, Charlotte explains (appendix 2, 18:10) that she used to travel long distances 

and that she discovered that it was very rewarding and fun to use ridesharing, both as 

passenger and driver, as it made the travel time seem shorter. 

 



     Page 45 of 113 

4.1.4 TRUST BETWEEN STRANGERS 

Most forms of collaborative consumption require us to trust someone we do not know; in 

e.g. ridesharing, we have to trust that the person we are dealing with is harmless and 

reliable (Botsman & Rogers, 2011, p. 91). The last principle of sharing economy therefore 

has to do with trust. In direct peer-to-peer markets, the trusted middlemen (companies), 

who control and manage the process from production to consumption in traditional B2C 

markets, are eliminated. This requires people to trust complete strangers (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2011, p. 92). 

The role of a sharing economy business is therefore to facilitate these self-

managed exchanges and transactions through the creation of web-based platforms. This 

might entail designing the best reputation system or an easy search engine to enable 

people to find what they are looking for. Botsman & Rogers (2011, p. 92) state that these 

types of mechanisms are exactly what sharing economy companies should provide in 

order for trust to be built: “a well-designed reputation system [...] enables us to get 

knowledge - interests, whom users know, personal preferences, past actions - about 

strangers, thereby taking anonymity out of transactions”. In terms of creating a platform 

that has the potential to facilitate trust, GoMore has taken several initiatives. On 

GoMore’s website, the subpage “Trust and safety” (figure 3) presents the following site 

features: id verification, a profile feature, a rating system and a messaging system.     

 
Figure	3	
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So in sum, you could say that sharing economy in its nature consist of transactions 

between strangers, which require users to trust people they do not know. The task for 

platforms, like GoMore, is therefore to serve as a facilitator for trust through certain 

mechanisms and initiatives. Above-mentioned are just some of the trust-building 

initiatives from GoMore; the platform contains many more, which will be elaborated in 

the following section on institution-based trust. 

4.1.5 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: CENTRAL ASPECTS OF THE 
SHARING ECONOMY 

Following Botsman & Roger’s four principles of collaborative consumption, it has become 

clear what constitutes a sharing economy platform and that GoMore incorporates these 

principles in their business model and activities. As mentioned earlier, GoMore has 

become the largest platform for ridesharing and private car rental in Denmark, and with 

more than 450,000 Danish users they have a satisfactory selection of ‘products’ in terms 

of routes and cars. Moreover, the sharing economy as an industry has grown enormously 

the past years; more and more people are joining, which creates the sense of social proof 

among users and potential users. The Internet has for long served as a facilitator of 

sharing, and people’s ability to self organize has increased due to an increased belief in 

the commons: by participating actively in a community, you get more out of it in the end 

yourself. The most interesting principle of the sharing economy, as well as the main focus 

of this thesis, is trust between strangers. In contrast to traditional B2C, there is no top-

down command of control in terms of permissions, middlemen and decision-making. 

Peer-to-peer platforms are decentralized and transparent communities, based upon trust 

between strangers. The role of the platform or business behind the sharing economy 

platform is to serve as a facilitator of trust by creating initiatives and offering mechanisms 

that can support trust between strangers and peer-policing. In all, the essential aspects of 

the sharing economy have been conceptualized in relation to GoMore. This has provided 

a basis for the further analysis of trust and emphasized the general context in which users 

have to built trust. 
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4.2 THE EFFECT OF INSTITUTION-BASED 
TRUST 

Following the above-mentioned, we have now emphasized the importance of the need 

for GoMore to facilitate trust. In line, both economists and sociologist agree that trust is a 

crucial enabling factor in relations where there is uncertainty, interdependence and fear 

of opportunism (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 37). Especially online marketplaces are subjects 

to those kinds of risks because online market communities involve product exchange, 

coordination and transactions between strangers in a C2C context via the Internet 

(Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 40). This means that neither the seller’s (or buyer’s) identity can 

be fully assessed, making cheating more easy (ibid.). Moreover, social cues such as body 

language and facial expressions are eliminated, and people generally rely on those in 

determining whether or not to trust another individual (ibid.). Under such circumstances, 

institution-based trust becomes highly important in terms of influencing the users’ 

transaction behavior in online marketplaces (ibid.). According to Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 

38) institution-based trust is a type of trust built on third-party structures. Institution-

based trust is then established on the basis of certain institutional mechanisms that are 

implemented by third parties to create conditions that will facilitate transaction success 

(ibid.). Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 38) distinguish between two types of institutional 

mechanisms; the “strong” mechanisms, such as legally binding mechanisms (usually 

provided by governmental institution), and the “weak” mechanisms, which they define as 

market-driven mechanisms.  

 But what are these mechanisms? As explained in the theory section, Pavlou & 

Gefen (2004, p. 38) define four institution-based mechanisms, commonly present in 

online markets; feedback mechanisms (buyers posting feedback about individual sellers), 

escrow services (authorizing payments only after the buyer is satisfied), credit card 

guarantees (recourse provided by financial institutions in case of fraud or misuse) and 

trust in the marketplace’s intermediary. They place the first two in the “strong” category 

(legally binding) and the last two in the “weak” category, i.e. they are market-driven. 

Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 42) acknowledge that the list of institutional structures is not 
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exhaustive, but the structures do however represent popular market-driven and legally 

binding mechanisms. Having in mind that Pavlou & Gefen’s article is from 2004 (and that 

it is not explicitly concerned with the sharing economy), the institutional structures in 

today’s current online P2P platforms must be assumed to have changed or developed 

slightly. For the purpose of analyzing institution-based trust and institutional structures in 

this thesis, we have therefore redefined and added some structures on the basis of what 

GoMore provides in terms of features and functions. The terms used to conceptualize the 

structures provided by a sharing economy platform in this thesis are defined as rate and 

review system, insurance and escrow services, id verification, rules and regulation and 

user profile and messaging system. The last “weak” mechanism (provided by Pavlou & 

Gefen) trust in the intermediary will get its own section later on in order to be able to go 

into detail with some of the terms and findings provided by McKnight, Couldhury and 

Kacmar (2002), who specifically work with what factors and characteristics of the 

intermediary/platform are important in order to foster trust. 

In the following section, an analysis of the institutional structures on the GoMore 

platform will be conducted. The analysis will focus on the user’s perceived effectiveness 

of the structures and mechanisms, because according to Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 50) the 

perceived effectiveness will have a positive influence on user’s general trust in the online 

community.  

4.2.1 INSURANCE AND ESCROW SERVICES 

The first trust-building mechanisms on GoMore that will be presented are their use of 

insurance policies and escrow services. 

Insurance is one of the major security features in terms of car rental on the 

platform. The owners listing their cars on GoMore are insured with comprehensive 

insurance, including liability, theft and roadside assistance. For this reason the owners 

own insurance is not affected if an accident should occur. Moreover, the person renting 

the car is also insured in case of an accident or damage. However, there are still areas 

where the insurance does not cover or where the owner or renter has to pay an excess. 

E.g. the renter has an excess of DKK 5,500 per damage, and if the vehicle is lost the 
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owner has an excess of 5 per cent of the car’s market value with a minimum of DKK 

10,000. Moreover, the insurance does not cover mechanical damage, including improper 

refueling and damage caused by driving with insufficient water or oil. These terms 

indicate that even though GoMore provides its users with a comprehensive insurance, a 

reasonable big risk is still connected to renting or listing a car on GoMore, which must be 

accommodated by other trust-building mechanism as well - e.g. through rules and 

regulations, rating systems and id-verification, which will be elaborated later. 

All of the interviewees pointed out the insurance policy as a major reason for 

listing their car on the platform. Pavlou and Gefen (2004, p. 45) argue that providing a 

financial liability to protect buyers from fraudulent sellers reduces buyer’s actual risk, and 

thereby also the buyer’s perceived risk of transacting with the community of sellers. This 

means that when GoMore provides its users with an extensive car insurance that covers 

both renter and driver, the perceived risks related to using the platform are reduced 

significantly. Alexander (appendix 1, 04:20) explains that the reason why he uses a 

platform like GoMore is because the car is insured through the platform and that his own 

insurance is not affected if anything were to happen. Especially the fact that his own 

insurance is not affected is the number one reason why he feels comfortable renting out 

his Audi Q7 on the platform. This is because that type of car is very expensive to insure 

and the insurance price would be even higher if he got any damages (appendix 1, 05:00). 

Moreover, the fact that GoMore has chosen to provide a financial liability in the case of 

any damages or loss testifies that GoMore believes in its own ability to create a 

trustworthy marketplace (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 45).  In line, Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 

45) emphasize that if the marketplace were too risky, no intermediary could sustain such a 

promise for long. 

 

Another security feature on the platform is their escrow service. Payments in regards to 

ridesharing and car rental are all done through an escrow service on the platform, which 

means that payments are not released until 24 hours after a ride departure or ended 

renting period. 
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Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 43) explain how escrow services function as a trust-

building mechanism in a marketplace. They refer to escrow services as perceived 

effectiveness of escrow services and define it as “the extent to which buyers believe that 

escrow services are able to guarantee that their transactions with sellers in a marketplace 

will be fulfilled in accordance with their expectations” (ibid.). They argue that whether or 

not the service has a trust-building effect depends on the buyer’s (or user’s) assessment 

of how effective these services are, plus the cost and bother involved in using them 

(ibid.). In terms of GoMore there are no cost or complication in relation to using the 

service. All transactions are done online through the platform, which means that the user 

do not have to take any extra steps to get the escrow service and everyone is 

automatically included in it, as it is the basis of the GoMore payment system. However, a 

service fee is paid to GoMore; a percentage is deducted from the driver’s income in 

ridesharing and from the car owner’s income in car rental. But as the driver and car owner 

determine the listing price themselves, they can always set the price a bit higher to 

secure a certain amount of money is left for them. The trust-building effect of escrow 

services is thereby based on the fact that the money is immediately reserved, but not 

released until 24 hours after the renting period is over and no complains have been 

made. This reduces risk as GoMore provides a guarantee and acts as intermediary if any 

problems regarding the renting agreement and expectations occur (Pavlou & Gefen, 

2004, 43). 

In relation to this, Lissa explains (appendix 4, 07:40) that it is crucial for her that 

GoMore is in charge of payments. Especially in situations where the renter has e.g. driven 

more kilometers than agreed, it is important for Lissa that GoMore is in control of 

subtracting the right amount and that she does not have to be “the bad guy” (ibid.). This 

further emphasizes the comfort in escrow services, as the final price of a rent can vary 

based on whether the renter for example is late or has driven more kilometers. With an 

escrow service, a driver or renter are thereby always sure to receive the right payment. 

Moreover, the escrow service makes it possible for e.g. a renter to cancel the booking if 

the car does not correspond with the description on the platform without losing any 

money. 
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Furthermore, the fact that GoMore is willing to provide this guarantee creates a 

signal of the platform’s overall trustworthiness (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 43). Trust is 

enhanced by the fact that the users know the platform is obligated to fulfill their escrow 

in order to protect its own reputation (ibid.). The escrow service also functions as a 

control mechanism that prevents opportunistic behavior and it makes sure users behave 

in a socially acceptable manner. This further reduces the user’s perception of risk, when 

transacting on the GoMore platform (ibid.). 

To summarize, the insurance and escrow service provided by GoMore are two 

legally binding mechanisms that reduce users’ perception of transaction risk significantly.  

4.2.2 RATE AND REVIEW SYSTEMS 

Another trust-building mechanism on GoMore is its rating and review system. GoMore 

facilitates the possibility for drivers and passengers as well as renters and car owners to 

rate and review each other. They can rate each other on a scale from 1-5 stars and make a 

written review about the experience and actions of the counterpart. The ratings will only 

be visible on the respective profile pages, when both parties have rated each other. 

Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 40) describe this type of feedback mechanism as a “market-

driven reputation system where buyers can describe their past experiences with specific 

sellers”. It functions as an online word-of-mouth system, which spreads and collects 

information about a user’s past trading experiences (ibid.). Having this type of rate and 

review system provides users with information about an individual user’s track record, but 

also an overview of the entire GoMore community and how the users on the platform 

generally behave. Especially a generalized trust belief in the community is essential when 

attracting new users. Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 40) argue that only when a buyer (or user) 

has trust in the community will he/she join the particular marketplace. This means that a 

user needs to believe that online transactions with other users on GoMore will occur in a 

manner consistent with his/hers expectations of trustworthy behavior (ibid.). This way 

information about many users serve as a proxy for the overall reputation of the 

community (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 42). To accommodate this GoMore promotes their 
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high amount of five star ratings on the website, as well as their high rating on Trustpilot 

(see figure 4 and 5).  

 

 

 

 

These images on GoMore’s website provide new and current users with an overview of 

how other users generally operate on the platform, and seeing these high ratings can 

make people feel more comfortable in terms of using the platform’s services. 

After the individual has gained trust in the community, he/she will start 

considering each user’s individual behavior (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 40). In this situation, 

the rate and review system is key on a sharing economy platform like GoMore as the 

system provides more trusting feedback than if the platform itself had to describe their 

trustworthiness. This is due to the fact that the reviews come from third parties (other 

users), who have nothing to gain from providing inaccurate feedback about another user 

(Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 42). Moreover, the already established trust in the community is 

essential for the users to perceive the feedback provided from others as accurate and 

credible descriptions of their experiences (ibid.). In this situation trust is transferred from 

trust in the community to trust in the individual (ibid.). Mustafa (appendix 3, 06:01) 

explains that he used the rate and review system a lot in the beginning to determine 

what kind of person he was dealing with. He liked that other people had rated them and 

Figure	5 Figure	4	
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that he could determine if the person could be trusted based on the total amount of 

stars. In line, Alexander specifies that if a user has a bad review he will not rent his car out 

to that person (appendix 1, 03:05). In terms of ridesharing, Charlotte (appendix 2, 03:10) 

explains that she particularly likes to use GoMore because the platform facilitates the 

review system where she can see another user’s rank. She clarifies that she “has never felt 

unsafe driving with a stranger, because the profile shows who the person is” (appendix 2, 

03:20). Furthermore, Charlotte explains that she is very aware of the fact that she is a 

woman when riding or driving with strangers. Therefore she would not be comfortable 

picking up three guys she does not know (appendix 2, 04:30). However, if the three guys 

had positive rankings or reviews, she would not mind (appendix 2, 04:50). This statement 

especially indicates how positive feedback can make a person appear to be trustworthy. 

Moreover, all the statements above from the interviewees highlight the importance of 

feedback mechanism when transacting with strangers and building trust. 

 

Besides creating trust in the GoMore community, the rate and review systems also 

provide incentives to the members of GoMore not to engage in opportunistic behavior 

(Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 43). This is due to the fact that an effective feedback 

mechanism also functions as sort of a sanctioning mechanism, where bad behavior is 

punished and cooperative behavior is promoted (ibid.). If a user on GoMore acts 

opportunistically, he or she will get a bad review, and if the act is against the GoMore 

rules, the user will be excluded from the community. In this connection, Botsman & 

Rogers (2010, p. 217) stress the importance of this type of “track record” in the sharing 

economy. With every comment we get, video or photo we post and peer we review, we 

leave a cumulative record of how well we collaborate and if we can be trusted. They 

further argue how our online reputation serves as an actual currency, called ‘reputation 

capital’, in today’s collaborative consumption society, which is a way of saying “you can 

trust me” (ibid.). The more you use the GoMore platform, the more reputation capital 

you earn, and the more you can engage in activities on the platform. GoMore also 

rewards good users with a badge (like the one seen on Mustafa’s profile picture below – 

figure 6), when they have had more than three trips with a five star rating.   
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In that relation Botsman & Rogers (2010, p. 142) argue 

that people are more motivated to participate and that 

they feel more socially obligated to behave in a certain 

way when they accumulate points and earn reward 

“badges”. They further argue that it is part of human 

innately competitive behavior to want to be part of the 

scoreboard (ibid.). In the interview with Mustafa 

(appendix 3, 13:50) he explains how very proud he is of 

his five star rating history, which indicates to us that he 

has felt motivated and competitive about maintaining a high rank and a positive image. 

This was further supported by the fact that he was very disappointed to hear that 98 per 

cent of the ratings on GoMore are five stars, because he thought that it made his profile 

more unique (appendix 3, 13:20). 

Being competitive and motivated by good reviews also emphasizes how a bad 

review on a sharing economy platform has great consequences, due to the fact that it is 

online and everyone can see it. This means that you really have to go that extra mile in 

the way you interact with people in the sharing economy (Botsman & Rogers, 2010, p. 

142).  

In sum, rate and review systems are some of the weaker mechanisms on GoMore. 

Nevertheless, their perceived effectiveness are increasing users’ feeling of security when 

transaction with strangers, as they provide an indication of the behavior of others.  

4.2.3 ID VERIFICATION 

Id verification is another mechanism provided by GoMore. Stephen Ufford, the CEO of 

Trulioo, a company offering id-verification solutions, explains that it has become 

increasingly important to provide id verification in online transaction situations, especially 

within the sharing economy. This is because id verification reduces risk by adding more 

Figure	6 
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transparency (Ufford, 2015). More specifically, verifying user identity can be viewed as an 

institutional mechanism that increases trust in a peer-to-peer marketplace (ibid.). 

When it comes to GoMore, you can easily and relatively unimpeded create a user 

profile, either by typing in generic information as your full name, email and a password or 

by connecting with facebook. And even though it is possible to create fake profiles on 

facebook, it is increasingly perceived to be a way of authenticating identity on websites 

(Ufford, 2015). This view on facebook is emphasized on GoMore’s site, where they 

specifically state that by connecting with facebook, the user profiles become more 

trustworthy. 

The trustworthiness of the user profile increases because other members in the GoMore 

community easily can access and get an overview of the user’s social network (GoMore, 

“Vores initiativer”). The effect of this can be described in terms of Pavlou & Gefen’s 

notion of feedback mechanisms; as mentioned earlier, feedback serves as a kind of 

reputation system, imitating word-of-mouth in terms of describing and passing on 

experiences with a given ‘seller’. It is a trust-building structure because the information 

about certain users are provided by peers, who have nothing to gain by providing 

inaccurate feedback (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 42). This notion can also be applied in 

terms of facebook and social networks; here users can browse around on the given 

person’s facebook, view social relations, status updates and general online behavior. 

Even though the wall on facebook or facebook friends do not necessarily provide 

information regarding one's transaction behavior, the network of friends and contacts do 

however indicate the given person’s general reputation and social relations outside of 

GoMore. In this connection, Botsman & Rogers (2011, p. 217) emphasize above 

mentioned by their notion of reputation trail, which was just discussed in the previous 

section on rate and review systems: “with the Web we leave a reputation trail. With every 

seller we rate; spammer we flag; comment we leave; idea, comment or photo we post; 

peer we review, we leave a cumulative record of how well we collaborate and if we can be 

trusted”. This means that one’s activities on social media, like facebook, is a good 

indicator in terms of analysing what kind of person you are dealing with. This is 

furthermore confirmed by Line, who says that her and her boyfriend, when renting out 
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their car, almost always check the GoMore renter on facebook as well (Line, appendix 7, 

13:30). It gives them a sense of security because they are able to view who the person is, 

whom they surround themselves with and how they behave online. 

In sum, it is possible to argue that facebook is increasingly viewed as a way of 

verifying your identity online. It is however a market-driven, therefore also a “weak”, 

institutional mechanism of id verification, due to the lack of legal or regulatory 

consequences, if people lie or create fake online profiles. 

However, an issue in terms of facebook is that not everyone has a facebook profile to 

connect with. There is therefore a need for id verification on a more “strong” institutional 

level, which also comes across in the interviews. In our interview with Mustafa, we asked 

him what specifically made him give his car keys to a complete stranger. He immediately 

answered “GoMore,” but when we asked for an elaboration, id verification stood out as a 

primary reason for his participation in GoMore activities (Mustafa, appendix 3, 15:24). 

GoMore meets this need in their procedure for what they call renter validation. When you 

wish to rent your car out or rent someone’s car, you have to validate your identity, and 

the information provided is manually checked by GoMore employees (GoMore Danmark, 

“GoMore Learning Lab Q&A”, 27:01). The verification can only be completed after giving 

up your: 

• address 

• zip code 

• town 

• date of birth 

• nationality 

• driver’s license number 

• issuing country 

• picture of driver’s license 

• picture of social security card. 

 

Mustafa was aware of these rules and expressed that the particular rule about mandatory 

upload of driver’s licence and social security card is very reassuring for him, which made 
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him feel that GoMore really knows what they are doing (Mustafa, appendix 3, 15:28). 

Moreover, uploading a profile picture is mandatory in order to be able to use GoMore’s 

platform for renting private cars. In terms of ridesharing, GoMore does not provide any 

means for id verification; users only have to give up their name and email in order to 

request a ride or offer a ride (see figure 7). 

 

Figure	7	

 

 

So why take all these precautions and measures in a renting context and not the 

ridesharing context? In order to explain this, we draw upon Luhmann and his notion of 

‘trust as a mechanism for reducing complexity’. Luhmann (1999, p. 59-60) understands 

trust as a ‘risky investment’ as showing trust potentially can harm you in the case of 

betrayal of trust. In line, Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 45) state that trust diminishes risk 

perceptions. You could therefore argue that ridesharing is a less complex situation than 

car rental and that ridesharing does not involve as high a risk, i.e. you have less at stake 

compared to renting your car out. The risks of ridesharing from the passenger's point of 

view might include ride cancellations or late pick up. The other way around, the 

passenger might cancel, and the driver loses potential income. The situation itself is 

therefore less complex than a car renting situation involving more planning, negotiation, 

insurance and risk. 
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     Alexander confirms above mentioned. All though he is not the one riding with 

someone but the one who drives, he certainly feels that the risk involved with ridesharing 

compared to renting is significantly lower. When we asked him if he was less critical when 

it came to choosing passengers for ridesharing as opposed to finding a renter, he said 

“I’m less critical as I’m the one driving the car” and “there is no risk there” (appendix 1, 

08:30). In line, Charlotte (appendix 2, 05:35) says that she does not want to rent her car 

out for just one day, due the practicalities and the work that goes into it. You could argue 

that this is due to the complexity of the situation, i.e. the work that goes into 

communicating with a potential renter, establish trust, fill the tank, planning the pick up 

spot, go through the car when the renter returns it etc. This somewhat shows that the 

renting situation is perceived as much more complex, as she actually says that she 

sometimes break her minimum 2-3 days rental period rule for people she has been 

renting out to before because she does not have to explain how the car works etc. 

(Charlotte, appendix 2, 05:45). In sum, renting is perceived as a more complex matter 

than picking someone up or riding with someone. This view fits with what GoMore has 

established as mandatory profile requirements, as the renting area demands much more 

information than ridesharing. 

 

It also became clear during the various interviews that people had a different take on the 

risk of being cheated by a person faking his or her identity. Generally all of them made an 

effort to get some basic knowledge about their potential renters identity. And as we saw 

before with Mustafa, the mandatory upload of driver’s license and social security card was 

already very reassuring in terms of the risk of someone faking his or her identity. One that 

stood out was Lissa. When we spoke to her about her thoughts of the possibility of being 

subject to misuse or fraud, she was surprisingly calm about it. She told us about how her 

youth where she was backpacking, seeing the world, meeting people and experiencing 

different things have taught her that people are not that ‘dangerous’; the majority is 

totally normal, friendly human beings (Lissa, appendix 4, 03:27; 13:50; 16:00). Moreover, 

she adds that she has never experienced any kind of misuse, unpleasantness or 

unfortunate situations when travelling, hosting couchsurfers or renting her apartment out. 
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She says that all the people she has met on her journeys were nice and proper 

individuals, which has made her think something in the lines of “if everyone is so nice, 

what should go wrong, what should happen?” (Lissa, appendix 4, 14:03). She then 

explicitly states that she generally trusts in people (Lissa, appendix 4, 14:17). This kind of 

attitude might be explained in terms of Luhmann’s view on one’s propensity to trust. 

Luhmann (1979, p. 27-28) explains that people’s propensity to trust is developed 

throughout life based on different experiences (ibid.). One’s willingness to trust is then 

based on those positive experiences as “decisions about trust generalize experiences, 

extend them to other ‘similar’ cases, and stabilize indifference to variation in so far as 

they stand up to test” (Luhmann, 1979, p. 26). You can therefore argue that Lissa’s 

different experiences stand up to test, based on her ongoing positive experiences with 

strangers. Her trust is then generalized to similar situations; i.e. because of her 

accumulated positive experiences, it is easier for her to trust people in new situations. 

In all, the information users have to provide in order to verify their identity can be 

seen as institutional mechanisms that reduce transaction risk, because you get some kind 

of security that you deal with a person with good intentions. Otherwise you could assume 

that the person would not give up his or her personal information at all, if they intend to 

behave opportunistically, in fear of being legally pursued. 

4.2.4 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Another important trust-building mechanism on GoMore is its rules and regulations, 

which are to reduce the level of risk by restricting the ability of a seller to engage in 

opportunistic behaviour (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). 

In terms of car rental, GoMore has instituted several rules and regulations that are to 

reduce the level of uncertainty when transacting with strangers on the platform. First of 

all a user must fulfill several requirements when renting or listing a car through the 

platform. In order to even create a profile for car rental, the user must be minimum 23 

years of age, have had a driver’s licence for at least three years and the driver’s license 

must be issued in Denmark; if not, he/she must present a valid passport. All this 

information is then uploaded to the platform and, as mentioned earlier, validated 
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manually by GoMore. Furthermore, it is not allowed for anyone else than the agreed 

renter to drive the car. When talking to Mustafa about his feelings on transacting with 

strangers through GoMore, he described how the regulations and procedures that 

GoMore has instituted made him feel more at ease with using the platform. He explains 

that “the procedure on GoMore is really good, because when I rented out my car for the 

first time, I received an email from GoMore with a comprehensive description. They had 

thought about including everything - every detail. Even things I hadn't even thought 

about. For example, if the renter gets a parking ticket, what do you do then? [...] you are 

really comfortable with using the platform” (Mustafa, appendix 3, 04:10). These 

regulations are important factors in preventing users from engaging in opportunistic 

behavior, due to the fact that GoMore has already stated who is responsible if anything 

should happen. This makes the procedures and regulations more clear and it made 

Mustafa feel more secure in terms of using the platform (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). 

For the car owner there are also certain rules and regulations that the car must 

fulfill in order to be suitable for rent. The car must be privately owned and registered in 

Denmark. The commercial value of the car must be a maximum DKK 500,000 and it must 

not exceed 15 years of age. Further, the car’s registration certificate cannot be in the car 

during the rental period. Moreover, GoMore presents several regulations that must be 

followed when handing over the car to a renter. The owner must for example check that 

the renter’s driver’s license number corresponds with the one listed on GoMore and that 

the renter is in fact 23 years old and have had the driver’s license for at least three years. 

Furthermore, the owner must fill in a rental sheet of current damages and when the car is 

returned, it must be checked for new ones. 

 

When it comes to ridesharing, there are not many specific rules presented. The GoMore 

website mostly describes how the service works in relation to payments (escrow services) 

and price setting, and they refer to ratings and id verification for safety checks. However, 

they do present set rules for passengers who cancel a seat booking. If the cancellation is 

made more than 24 hours before the ride there is no cost, between 3-24 hours before the 

ride the user must pay 50 per cent of the original price and if the cancellation is made 



     Page 61 of 113 

less than three hours before the ride the user must pay the full amount. Moreover, the 

escrow service and id verification on GoMore (both in terms of ridesharing and car rental) 

are parts of their regulation and procedures against opportunism. By instituting fair rules 

and procedures that all the users on GoMore must follow when using their services, the 

level of risk is reduced (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). This is the case due to the fact that 

people know that other users had to go through a validation process in order to rent or 

list a car on GoMore, and by knowing that these standard procedures are followed, 

people feel more secure. In that relation, Mette emphasizes that she never checks the 

user’s profile in detail, because she trusts the procedures and regulations instituted by 

GoMore. She knows that the users have gone through an initial screening and validation 

by GoMore and she trusts that these procedures are enough (Mette, appendix 5, 03:45). 

 

As the above-mentioned shows, there are different rules and regulations that users must 

fulfill in order to engage in services on the GoMore platform, and these procedures are 

reducing risk. However, the amount of set rules on the platform is limited and in many 

ways they only function if the users decide to follow them. GoMore does not oversee all 

transactions made on the platform and they cannot make the final check of for example a 

renter’s driver’s license. Ultimately it is each user’s decision whether or not they will 

constitute the rules. Mette for example explained how she always takes a picture of the 

renter’s driver’s license to document that she has actually checked it, but she also told 

that she did not know there was a minimum age of 23 years for renters, which indicates 

that she has never checked that (Mette, appendix 5, 03:54). This means that even though 

GoMore has made a specific rule about a minimum age of 23 years, the rule does not 

function unless the users actively recognize and follow it. However, this is also the whole 

point of a sharing economy platform. The role of GoMore is not to police the trade, but 

to act as curators or ambassadors on a self-managed platform and to create the right 

tools and environment for familiarity and trust to be built (Botsman & Rogers, 2010, p. 92). 

The point is that GoMore users must monitor each other and provide vital information to 

other users through tools provided by GoMore, e.g. the rate and review system. 

Nevertheless, it is still an important part of GoMore’s job as trusted intermediary to weed 
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out problematic users (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). A user on GoMore can act 

disrespectfully and the consequence will be a negative review, but if a user is explicitly 

going against the rules or acting opportunistically, the user will get filtered out (GoMore 

Danmark, “GoMore Learning Lab Q&A”, 26:50). The fact that GoMore takes an active 

approach to filter out opportunistic users reduces the risk and uncertainty related to 

using the platform (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). However, to do so GoMore often rely on 

information from their users, which then further emphasizes how the platform is peer-

policed. Charlotte (appendix 2, 16:50) told about two guys that were stranded on a train 

station in Vejle, because the driver never showed up. In that situation they made a 

complaint to GoMore and thereby informed GoMore about a problematic driver. What 

actually happened to the driver, Charlotte does not know, but it illustrates how important 

the users are for GoMore to manage the platform and to find problematic users. 

 

Besides rules and regulations, another vital part in providing an environment where trust 

and familiarity can be built is through guidelines. Instead of only being focused on set 

rules and regulations, GoMore provides its users with guidelines of what constitutes 

acceptable behaviour in order to encourage moral behaviour (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 

44). In terms of ridesharing GoMore presents “The GoMore Manifesto” that explains how 

“GoMore works because people help each other out” (GoMore, “The GoMore 

Manifesto”). With this manifesto they present three points (see figure 8). 
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These points are to guide and encourage people to act in an appropriate manner on the 

platform. In general, the website encourages to moral behavior on several occasions. E.g. 

when describing the rules for car rental, they underline the fact that these are the rules, 

but first and foremost people must remember to look out for the property of their peers 

(GoMore, “Regler og ansvar”). This highlights how GoMore seeks to encourage 

benevolent transaction norms to reduce risk (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). When talking 

to Lissa about whether or not she had any concerns about renting her brand new car to 

strangers she explained that the car insurance through GoMore was a factor in her 

decision, but most of all she emphasized that people usually take care of things if they 

borrow them and that people are often even more careful when they are dealing with 

other people’s stuff (Lissa, appendix 4, 07:10). She also describes how she feels that 

everyone in the sharing economy is nice people (Lissa, appendix 4, 02:50). When asking 

Figure	8 
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Mustafa about any concerns he may have had, he too emphasizes that every person on 

GoMore is friendly and very tolerant (appendix 3, 03:10). In general, when asking the 

interviewees if they have had any bad experiences on the platform or if they have felt 

insecure transacting through it, they all stress that everyone on GoMore are nice 

individuals. This emphasizes that the culture on GoMore is very friendly, overbearing and 

open, which corresponds with the GoMore Manifesto. This further indicates that GoMore 

has managed to make a platform that operates with the values from their manifesto.     

 

In sum, it can be argued that most people on GoMore follow the GoMore Manifesto by 

being nice and friendly and not acting opportunistically. However, damages may still 

occur and there will always be a few people who act against the rules or guidelines. In 

order to reduce the risk of either damages or fraud, set regulations and procedures are 

necessary. Several of the interviewees emphasized that the set regulations and 

procedures provided by GoMore were major risk reducing factors of the platform. 

However, it is important to remember that a sharing economy platform must be peer-

policed in most aspects. In that relation one of the founders of GoMore, Matias Møl 

Dalsgaard, says that they “are trying to built a social and nice environment where people 

are nice to each other, but that you can only be if you keep the bad customers out” 

(GoMore, “GoMore Learning Lab Q&A”, 27:31). This quote highlights the role of the 

platform. Botsman and Rogers (2010, p. 135) also argue that some of the most successful 

sharing economy platforms are based on the strategy “Get Out of the Way”, which refers 

to the fact that the worst thing you can do as an intermediary is getting in the way of what 

people want to do with the platform. All that is needed is some basic underlying rules 

and then the control and decision-making should be placed in the hands of the 

members. The intermediary should mostly focus on catching the few people who cheat 

and act opportunistically (ibid.). 

It can therefore be summarized that when GoMore sets some specific rules and 

regulations and weeds out problematic users they are reducing risk significantly. 

Nevertheless, the platform must in most aspects be peer-policed and function based on 

the GoMore Manifesto. 
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4.2.5 USER PROFILE AND MESSAGING SYSTEM 

The last institution based trust-building mechanisms on GoMore are user profiles and 

their messaging system. Generations ago, purchasing items or goods, dealing with a 

lawyer, doctor or store, involved personal contact primarily in your local community. Back 

then, one was able to inspect the goods and evaluate the seller before making the 

purchase. Personal experiences with the neighborhood doctor, social presence etc. were 

important factors in order to establish trust (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 298). With the rise of 

online shopping and web-based vendors, the need for trust has increased because the 

web environment does not allow people to look each other in the eye or inspect the 

product directly - and these social cues are insurance mechanisms which people have 

depended on for ages (ibid.). This matter becomes highly relevant in the sharing 

economy and on GoMore, because the community consists of strangers dealing with 

each other separated in space and time, which according to McKnight et al. (2002, p. 238) 

equals a greater perception of risks. So what institutional mechanisms does GoMore 

provide in order to deal with this perceived risk and inability of users to assess each other 

personally? One of the initiatives involves the option to set up a complete user profile 

and use the integrated messaging system. This enables people to ‘meet’ and 

communicate with each other as have they met in the physical world. GoMore provides a 

messaging system, easy to access and use, whether on the app or the website.   

In terms of the user profiles, an example can be seen below (figure 9).  

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure	9 
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GoMore affords the possibility to write a short introductory text about yourself, state your 

education and occupation and type in all the specifications in terms of your car or rides. 

Moreover, as mentioned earlier, it is possible to upload a profile picture. This type of 

complete profile presentation and description provide the community of users with the 

basic social cues and means for initial acquaintance as had they met in real life. 

Especially this type of replication or imitation of physical interaction with all the 

involved interpersonal cues in an online context can be a feasible method to promote 

online trust (Beldad, Jong & Steehouder, 2010, p. 865). When we talked to our 

interviewees, they confirm the above. Mustafa (appendix 3, 20:45) explains that everyone 

always tells him exactly what their purpose of renting his car is, which is very reassuring 

for him. To Alexander (appendix 1, 06:50), the messaging system also plays an important 

role in order to learn what people intend to use his car for. He has even declined people 

when their stated purpose of the rent did not match his preferences; he gives an example 

involving a person, who wanted to rent his car on New Year’s - Alexander interpreted the 

request as a way to drive around and play cool, and he certainly did not approve of that 

(ibid.). Charlotte has also rejected people that she felt like did not communicate in a 

proper manner (appendix 2, 04:10). To Mette, the messaging system is also a good way 

for her to learn what people want to do with her car, and she tells us that generally 

everybody is very good at providing detailed descriptions without her requesting it 

(appendix 5, 04:28). Emphasizing the importance of messaging systems even further is 

Alexander again, who says that when people do not have any reviews yet, he pays much 

attention to the way they communicate and make his assessment based on that 

(appendix 1, 02:30). GoMore back up our interviewees hesitation when it comes to 

renting out to someone or bringing on a passenger that does not communicate about 

the purpose and their intentions; according to GoMore, if people are not open about 

what they want to do and where they want to go, it is often because they intend to do 

something shady (GoMore Danmark, “GoMore Learning Lab Q&A”). 
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Theoretically, social presence is not only determined by the characteristics of the website 

and users’ perceptions, but also by the users’ activities (Beldad et al., 2010, p. 865). This 

could mean that it is not enough that people have the possibility to communicate, write 

and meet each other online; it is their activities that determine whether or not social 

presence imitations help build trust, as we saw in previous examples with our 

interviewees turning down possible renters. The activities that contribute to the degree 

of social presence could be the use of paralanguage, communication styles and use of 

emoticons (ibid.). From this you could infer that our interviewees feel more connected or 

feel a larger degree of social presence from their potential renters/passengers/drivers if 

they write in a nice tone and really elaborate what they want to do and why they want to 

e.g. rent the car. As Mustafa (appendix 3, 03:08) says “I was really against it [renting out]. I 

was thinking that people would use it for criminal stuff, stupid things, and I did not want 

to bother renting it out to various strangers all the time. But it’s going great! The 

different people on GoMore are all nice people. It’s 95 per cent of the people who are 

very talkative, open, making jokes, are very tolerant.” This confirms the above-

mentioned; people’s use of personal communication styles can increase the level of 

perceived trustworthiness and messaging systems thereby become important 

mechanisms in reducing risk. The aspects of interpersonal trust relations will be further 

elaborated in section 4.4 on personal trust.  

4.2.6 INSTITUTIONAL MECHANISMS AS SYSTEM TRUST 

Parallels can be drawn between the institutional mechanisms analyzed above, in relation 

to the general sociological term of institution-based trust, and Luhmann’s notion of 

system trust. The general and overall characteristic of Luhmann’s system trust can be 

applied in explaining the institutional mechanisms and their effect on the trust-building 

between peers. Luhmann (1999, p. 97) argues that system trust is incomparably easier to 

learn than dyadic, personal trust. Unless you are especially knowledgeable or intelligent 

with a wish to learn all about a specific system, there is no need to question systems - it is 

much easier to settle with the fact that you are a part of a highly complex system that you 

cannot immediately figure out. 
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This type of complexity reduction is also seen in the system of the sharing 

economy. As evident from the interviews, people tend to trust that the system and its 

experts (GoMore) are able to facilitate successful transactions. An excellent example is 

Lissa; when we asked her what role GoMore played for her in terms of her participation in 

the community, she told us that it was crucial for her that there was this type of 

intermediary (Lissa, appendix 4, 07:39). If things would go south or she and her renter 

would disagree about something, she knew that GoMore would take on ‘the fight’. From 

this you could say that Lissa is very convinced that GoMore is an authority and has an 

expert role as well as the competence to set and enforce proper rules and regulations. In 

the interview with Mette (appendix 5, 10:42), a similar answer is provided; for her, 

GoMore as platform and intermediary is paramount. As a side effect, she does not pay 

that much attention in terms of who rents her car because she is of that belief that 

GoMore has full control over the network of people on the platform in terms of id 

verifications etc. (Mette, appendix 5, 11:18). Mette has settled with the fact that she, by 

joining GoMore, has become a part of a system with ‘experts’ knowing what they are 

doing. As a consequence, she has not made an effort to get to know the system and its 

rules, because she is of that belief that GoMore are the experts. This belief immediately 

reduces the complexity, enabling Mette to participate in renting and ridesharing with a 

reduced perception of risk. From this you could infer that she believes that if the mere 

fact that the users are present on GoMore must mean that GoMore has given them some 

stamp of approval. Proving the point further, she also tells us that she has not really 

bothered setting up her own profile - she made her boyfriend do it (appendix 5, 05:41). In 

line, she says that she feels that GoMore really has control over the situation and that she 

really trusts them (appendix 5, 10:40; 11:20). All this combined could point to the fact that 

Mette has a strong feeling of system trust. 

The same seems to go for Lissa as she, as previously mentioned, rely on the fact 

that GoMore is the experts. All of the other interviews point in that direction too; it can 

therefore be argued that their general trust in the system (GoMore) arises because 

system trust is easier to cope with (Luhmann, 1999, p. 97) as earlier noted. The complexity 

a system provides, in GoMore’s case in terms of assurance policies, escrow services etc., 
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is perceived by its users as overwhelming. Users can therefore only participate in 

GoMore’s activities when the circumstances, rules and the entire complexity is presented 

to them reduced and simplified. For example, users do not have to investigate specific 

legal procedures and regulations in terms of escrow or insurance, they are just presented 

a simple overview of what safety measures GoMore works with (see figure 10). 

 

Figure	10	

 

 

With Luhmann’s words, in order to understand and participate in a complex system, one 

must “be able to depend and rely on the processing of information by other people. He 

knows, that is, others who know how the engine of his car works, how his gastrics can be 

treated [...] he relies on the fact that the representatives of his insurance firm give him 

factually correct information on insurance matters” (Luhmann, 1979, p. 52). In line, the 

users of GoMore know that the GoMore staff knows more about the specific 

circumstances evident in a sharing economy situation. And in order to be able to reduce 

complexity, the users have no choice but to trust GoMore. 

     But this does not immediately explain why some of our interviewees feel so 

indifferent when confronted with the question of why they do not pay that much attention 

to whom they rent out to or how they would react if something unfortunate happened. 

Of course it can be difficult to relate to a ‘what if’ question, but especially Lissa and Mette 

is very relaxed about it. This can be explained on the basis of Luhmann’s notion that “the 
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shift to system trust seems to facilitate the learning of trust” (Luhmann, 1979, p. 57). He 

adds the explanation that system trust makes the trust diffuse and thereby resistant; it 

becomes almost immune to individual disappointments, which can always be explained 

away and passed off as a special case - it is never the systems fault, but the specific 

individual involved (ibid.). In line, Lissa (appendix 4, 04:00) explains that you cannot guard 

yourself from single occurrences with idiotic people; thereby she assigns the potential 

disappointing experience to individuals in the sharing economy and not the system itself 

in terms of e.g. bad regulatory procedures etc. 

4.2.7 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: INSTITUTIONAL AND SYSTEM 
TRUST 

According to Botsman & Rogers (2011, p. 92) the role of companies operating in the 

sharing economy is to act as curators and ambassadors, creating platforms that facilitate 

self-managed exchanges and contributions. As we have seen throughout the analysis 

above, GoMore takes certain initiatives to accommodate their job as facilitator. In Pavlou 

& Gefen’s terminology, GoMore’s trust-building initiatives are based on institutional trust 

involving certain institutional mechanisms. The mechanisms range from market-driven, 

“weak” ones, to “strong”, legally binding structures. 

From our interviews it became clear that the institutional mechanisms of GoMore 

such as id verification, rating system, insurance, messaging system and user profiles, 

played an important role in terms of building trust among peers. This fits very well with 

Pavlou & Gefen’s notion that the perceived effectiveness of institutional structures and 

mechanisms such as escrow services and feedback systems will enhance the overall trust 

in the marketplace and the community of peers (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 50). In line, we 

saw a general tendency among our interviewees to initially pay attention to who they rent 

their car out to, take on as passenger or choose as driver, but ultimately the trust is 

founded in or facilitated by the institutional mechanisms provided by GoMore. On a 

broader level, this, identified as system trust, is inevitable in order to reduce the 

complexity that goes into renting your car out or participating in ridesharing; one is 

simply not capable of taking into account every possible outcome, situation and 
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circumstance of a given situation or context. Luhmann (1999, p. 97) argues that system 

trust is easier to learn and maintain than personal trust; but system trust is also a kind of 

trust that is more difficult to control, because one puts his or her trust in a certain system, 

believing that it is functioning because of the experts and authorities facilitating it. 

Hence, the complexity is reduced and the trust in people’s ability to handle his or her 

freedom according to the systems rules and norms increases. 

 
4.3 TRUST IN THE INTERMEDIARY 

The view on Internet-based intermediaries as facilitators of trust goes back long before 

the emergence of the sharing economy and the online sharing economy platforms; 

Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 44) share this view by stating that “one of the intermediary’s 

main roles [...] is building buyer’s trust and reducing risk.” So building trust among users 

has been an important job for Internet-based intermediaries regardless of we are talking 

about earlier online auction marketplaces, as in Pavlou & Gefen’s text, or more recent 

sharing economy platforms. Intermediaries can reduce uncertainty and build trust by 

providing a reliable and secure environment, institute rules and procedures or by 

encouraging benevolent transaction norms (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). Many of these 

initiatives have already been discussed in above sections; but what is important in this 

connection is that the effectiveness of these practices is reflected in the buyer’s trust in 

the intermediary (ibid.). 

Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 44) define trust in the intermediary as “the subjective 

belief with which a buyer believes that the intermediary will institute and enforce fair 

rules, procedures, and outcomes in its marketplace competently, reliably, and with 

integrity, and, if necessary, will provide recourse for buyers to deal with seller 

opportunistic behavior.” In line, Pavlou & Gefen (ibid.) argue that trust in the intermediary 

could build trust in sellers. In the case of GoMore this means that the trust among its 

users could increase if the users perceive GoMore as a trustworthy intermediary. 
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The following section will therefore take outset in Pavlou & Gefen’s definition of 

the market-driven mechanism Trust in the intermediary in terms of what constitutes a 

trustworthy platform/marketplace, i.e. GoMore’s competence, reliability and integrity. As 

explained in the theory section, this part of the analysis will draw heavily on McKnight, 

Choudhury & Kacmar (2002) as their article focus more in detail on antecedents of trust in 

the intermediary or what they call, trust in the vendor. Specifically they point out 

perceived site quality and perceived vendor reputation as antecedent factors for trust in 

the intermediary. They moreover look at users’ trusting beliefs in the vendor, which affect 

the users’ willingness to depend on the vendor and ultimately engage in specific 

behavioral intentions. An analysis of trust in the intermediary founded on McKnight et 

al.’s trust building model will take place below. 

4.3.1 BUILDING TRUST IN THE INTERMEDIARY 

It is critical for an e-vendor, and also for a sharing economy platform like GoMore, to 

promote trust in order to transform a potential consumer from curious observer into one 

who is willing to transact over the site (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 298). Trust makes the user 

take the ‘leap of faith’ into action because trust embodies feelings of security about the 

object of trust, such that one can move forward without fear in spite of the risks or 

uncertainties in a situation (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 299). 

The focus of the paper by McKnight et al. (2002, p. 299) is initial trust, which refers 

to trust in an unfamiliar web vendor, one with whom the consumer has no prior 

experience. This first ‘meeting’ with a web vendor is a critical point, as it is in that time 

frame a potential e-consumer makes judgments about the vendor, which could 

determine whether or not they will use the site in the future. It is also in this time frame 

that the users’ perception of uncertainty and risk about the vendor is particularly salient 

(ibid.). Therefore, it is crucial for a sharing economy platform to engender sufficient trust 

at an early stage to overcome the perception of risk and to persuade the user to join and 

use the platform. Thereby the platform attracts a user base, which is imperative for a web 

vendor’s strategic viability (ibid.). In this initial encounter with a sharing economy 
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platform, users rely on signals or symbols or whatever information they have, such as site 

appearance or reputation, to make trust-related inferences about the platform (ibid.). 

     As explained in the theory section, McKnight et al. (2002) present their Trust 

Building Model, which takes outset in this crucial initial meeting. However, as earlier 

noted, McKnight et al. base their model on the case of online legal advice. We have 

therefore adapted the model to fit a sharing economy context (figure 11): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As the model presented above illustrates, there are several factors that are intertwined 

and that affects the level of trust and whether or not a user will engage actively on a 

website or platform. With outset in McKnight et al.’s (2002, p. 300) trust building model 

there are two sets of antecedents that influence this; the first is defined as structural 

assurance of the sharing economy. The next is divided into two vendor specific factors, 

which are perceived site quality and perceived reputation. As the arrows illustrate, these 

factors then influence a user’s trusting beliefs in the platform (perception of the attributes 

of a specific platform) and the trusting intentions or willingness to depend on a platform. 

Figure	11 
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From this point trusting beliefs and trusting intentions, in turn, influence users’ intentions 

to engage in three specific behaviours (presented to the right): follow peer advice 

(ratings), share information with the platform (and strangers), and engage actively on the 

platform. Furthermore, perceived risk of transacting with strangers, also affect the three 

behavioral intentions directly as well as the structural assurance of sharing economy. Our 

adaptations, the different constructs’ effect on each other and their influence on users’ 

trust in GoMore will be elaborated below. 

4.3.1.1 BEHAVIORAL INTENTIONS 

McKnight et al. define behavioral intentions in terms of consumers intention to engage in 

three specific behaviors: a) Follow vendor advice, b) Share personal information with web 

vendor and c) Purchase from the site. Each of these behavioral intention constructs 

capture an individual’s projection or anticipation that the user will behave in a specified 

way (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 301). However, as mentioned before, McKnight et al. focus 

on online legal advice; the behavioral intentions regarding the sharing economy are 

therefore relabeled as mentioned before to: a) Follow peer advice (e.g. ratings), b) Share 

information with platform (and strangers), and c) Engage actively on the platform. 

     The adaptations regarding behavioral intentions have been made on the basis of 

following reasoning; for most shopping sites, the primary objective is to persuade the 

consumer to make a purchase (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 302). For GoMore the objective is 

not to make a specific purchase, but instead to make people join the website and 

engage in ridesharing or car rental. In order to engage in such activities, the user must be 

willing to share personal information with GoMore, such as name, address, credit card 

number and in some relations photos of e.g. ones driver’s license. A user must also feel 

comfortable accepting and acting upon advice provided by the vendor (McKnight et al., 

2002, p. 302). However, on the GoMore platform it is not necessarily GoMore that 

provides the reviews/advice, but more so other users. On a sharing economy platform it 

is the users who provide advice about the intentions and actions of other users through 

the review system; based on this information, a user then determines whether or not 

he/she is comfortable acting upon the information. In that relation Pavlou & Gefen (2004, 
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p. 42) also stress how trust in the intermediary and the community can be transferred to 

trust in the individual, which only emphasizes the importance of being perceived as a 

trustworthy intermediary. 

The overall strategic objective of GoMore is therefore to persuade the users to actively 

engage in ridesharing and/or car rental and not just to sign up on the platform without 

using it. As McKnight et al. (2002, p. 302) argue “web sites are most effective when 

people fully employ them - otherwise they are no better than a store in a ghost town”, 

which also highlights the objective of active users. With this objective, trust becomes 

important because risk is present - each of the three intention constructs relate to a 

behavior that a user may perceive to be related to risk (ibid.). E.g. sharing personal 

information with the platform is risky, as your personal information is handed to complete 

strangers and you do not know if he/she will misuse the information about your personal 

phone number or e.g. driver’s license. In general you put yourself at risk when transacting 

with a stranger on a sharing economy platform, as you cannot be certain of the intentions 

of the other. In a rental situation, your car might be used for criminalities or for reckless 

driving; in a ridesharing situation, a driver might fail to pick you up or turn out to have 

cruel intentions. And the decision to do the transaction may also be based on advice and 

information from another stranger. Hence, you could characterize the specific behavioral 

intentions from GoMore users to be the intentions to follow advice from peers, actively 

engage on the platform and share information. These behavioral intentions are important 

for GoMore and only carried out, if users trust the platform itself.   

4.3.1.2 WILLINGNESS TO DEPEND 

In order for a user on GoMore to engage in any of the behaviors presented above, 

different factors must be at play. A user must first form a general willingness to depend 

on the vendor (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 302). Notice that McKnight et al. use the term 

vendor due to the context of their article; in this thesis, we refer to the vendor as a 

platform.  

Willingness to depend refers to one’s decision to make oneself vulnerable to the 

platform, and further to the conscious choice of putting aside the web context and 
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progress to a willingness to engage in a positive relationship with the platform (McKnight 

et al., 2002, p. 302). The difference between the specific behavioral intentions presented 

above and the trusting intentions - willingness to depend is the fact that willingness to 

depend is general and non-committal, whereas the behavioral intentions are specific and 

inhere risk. On GoMore this could refer to the decision to join the platform, but not 

actively use it. A user may decide to make oneself vulnerable to GoMore and create a 

profile on the platform, but he/she have not yet engaged in any risk inherent activities on 

the platform - all that is needed to make a profile on the platform is a username, an email 

and a password. Therefore, it is easy for a person to say one is willing in general to 

depend on a platform, such as GoMore, and maybe signing up to the platform and 

another thing is to be willing to incur specific relationship risks through the specific 

behavioral intentions (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 302). However, this willingness to accept 

general vulnerability to a platform is an important factor in one being willing to accept 

the specific vulnerabilities associated with using the site, such as engaging in any of the 

three behavioral intentions. This is the case because trust is at play. 

Another factor at play when users decide whether or not to engage in specific 

behavioral intentions is trusting beliefs. As the model illustrates, trusting beliefs have a 

direct influence on behavioral intentions and on one’s willingness to depend, which will 

be further elaborated below. 

4.3.1.3 TRUSTING BELIEFS 

As we have just established, it is important for GoMore to make people comfortable with 

engaging in specific behavioral intentions. In order to do so the users must have either 

willingness to depend, as explained above, and/or trusting beliefs. Trusting beliefs refer 

to the trustor’s perception that the trustee possesses characteristics that would benefit 

the trustor (Mcknight et al., 2002, p. 303). A trustor in this case is the (potential) user, and 

the trustee is GoMore. McKnight et al. (2002, p. 303) further argue that the essence of 

trust is perceptions about an intermediary’s integrity (trustee honesty and promise 

keeping), benevolence (trustee caring and motivation to act in the trustor’s interest), 

competence (ability of the trustee to do what the trustor needs), and predictability 
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(consistency of trustee behavior). These characteristics are crucial for GoMore to be a 

trusted intermediary.  

In the interviews many of the users told stories stressing how GoMore possess 

these traits. Mette explained that when she began listing her car on GoMore she had 

some questions and concerns she needed help with, and when she contacted GoMore 

they were very service minded and attentive - even for the little things. She further told 

that she even experienced GoMore contacting her if she forgot something in the process 

of renting a car herself (appendix 5, 03:10). This illustrates a sense of honesty and promise 

keeping, as they verify their statements on the website about offering quick support and 

that they want people to be able to share without any concerns (GoMore, “Vores 

initiativer”). It also shows a sense of benevolence and competence as these actions 

provide Mette with assurance that they are competent in their field and that they act in 

the best interest of their users. Moreover, GoMore’s benevolence is expressed through 

their presence on social media like facebook and Instagram. GoMore’s Danish facebook 

page with more than 36,000 likes (as of April 2016) is regularly updated with user tips, 

personal stories from GoMore users and general information. They are also very active in 

the comments, answering questions and communicating with users. This could 

emphasize GoMore’s general benevolence, customer focus and wish to include, inform 

and talk to their user. 

Their level of competence is also illustrated through the comment mentioned by 

Mustafa earlier where he told about his first experience with GoMore. He explained how 

GoMore prior to his first rent seemed highly competent, as they provided him with 

detailed information about rules and regulations that he himself had not even thought 

about (appendix 3, 04:10). This increased his trusting beliefs in GoMore. 

Moreover, when joining or using GoMore for the first time the platforms 

predictability also affects a person’s trusting beliefs. In order to determine their 

predictability, and thereby how consistent GoMore is in their behavior, many people 

today use Trustpilot to get an overview of the experiences of other users in relation to a 

website as well as the actions of the company behind it. When looking at Trustpilot, 

GoMore has a five star rating on 9.1/10 based on 850 reviews (as of April 2016), which 
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they also promote on their website. For a new user this rating illustrates a positive 

transaction history and indicates that GoMore is consistent. Moreover, Trustpilot and the 

rate and review system on GoMore also prove the predictability of the users on the 

platform. Because we are dealing with a peer-to-peer platform it is difficult to separate 

the opinions and views on GoMore from that of the users on the platform. For this reason 

it is also imperative for a new user to get an overview of who the people on the platform 

are and how they act, in order to decide on whether to engage in any activities. 

 

All the above-mentioned traits of GoMore provide current and new users with trusting 

beliefs, which then leads to users being willing to depend on the platform and more 

open to engage in specific behavioral intentions (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 304). But 

trusting beliefs also have a direct impact on whether or not a user will actively use 

GoMore, as the arrows in the model illustrate. By knowing that GoMore has integrity, is 

benevolent, competent and predictable, users will feel comfortable sharing information 

with GoMore and other users, follow the advice of strangers and actually riding, renting 

or driving through the platform. 

4.3.1.4 STRUCTURAL ASSURANCE OF THE SHARING ECONOMY 

As mentioned earlier, there are two sets of antecedents that influence a user’s trusting 

beliefs in and trusting intentions towards a platform (McKnight et al. 2002, p. 300). 

McKnight et al. define one of these antecedents as structural assurance of the web. This 

is an institutions-based trust construct, much like the ones mentioned earlier in the 

analysis. They argue that through legal, governmental, technological, contractual and 

regulatory structures, institution-based constructs create a safe and secure environment 

for users supporting the dyadic trust among them (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 305). These 

institution-based trust constructs mentioned by McKnight et al. are similar to the 

constructs present in the sharing economy. On e.g. GoMore the structural assurance 

mechanisms can be referred to as the features described earlier, such as escrow services, 

insurance, id verification, rate and review system and regulations. Therefore, for the 
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purpose of this thesis, the structural assurance refers to the sharing economy and not the 

web environment in general as in McKnight et al.’s model.  

Structural assurance relates to trusting beliefs and willingness to depend because 

a person is more likely to trust those operating in a safe and secure environment 

(McKnight et al., 2002, p. 305). In relation to GoMore, the environment could refer to two 

things: the sharing economy environment and the environment on the actual platform. In 

terms of the sharing economy in general it can be argued that people today are likely to 

judge a sharing economy platform based on one’s general feeling about the sharing 

economy. If a person finds the sharing economy to be unsafe and scary he/she will be 

more hesitant to join in, and vice versa. Lissa for example told about how she has used a 

variety of sharing economy platforms on many occasions, such as couchsurfing and 

Airbnb (appendix 4, 03:20). This may have led her to believe in the goodness of the 

sharing economy in general, which then has increased her trusting beliefs, and thereby 

made her engage in activities on these platforms. This is emphasized by McKnight et al. 

(2002, p. 305) when they state that “perceptions about the goodness of an environment 

are likely to color perceptions of individuals or groups associated with that environment”. 

This also leads to how trusting beliefs relate to a person’s feelings about the environment 

on the GoMore platform. So when people believe that GoMore is a safe and secure 

environment it transfers to the perception of the individuals or groups associated with 

GoMore being good as well (ibid.). This means that by trusting the environment that 

GoMore has created through structural assurances involving rules, regulations and 

mechanisms, they also trust the users on the platform. Moreover, the structural 

assurances affect a person’s willingness to depend because they make the person able to 

overcome fear of the sharing economy and its users making them more comfortable 

engaging with it (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 305). 

In sum, a safe and secure environment based on structural assurances increases a 

person’s trusting beliefs and willingness to depend. This play a crucial part in whether a 

person ultimately engage in the three behavioral intentions - taking advice, sharing 

information, and engaging actively in GoMore activities (e.g. riding, driving and renting). 
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4.3.1.5 PERCEIVED RISK OF TRANSACTING WITH STRANGERS 

A factor that affects both structural assurance and the three behavioural intentions 

directly is perceived risk of transacting with strangers. In the McKnight et al. (2002, p. 305) 

article they refer to this as perceived web risk, which is “the extent to which a user 

believes it is unsafe to use the web or that negative consequences are possible”. In a 

sharing economy context and in the case of GoMore it is not so much about the risk of 

doing a transaction over the Internet; it is more about the risk involved in transacting with 

complete strangers and the consequences that may follow. Therefore, perceived web risk 

is relabeled perceived risk of transacting with strangers, as stated in the beginning of this 

section.  

McKnight et al. (2002, p. 305) argue that web risk does not affect trusting beliefs 

and willingness to depend because risk is akin to distrust in the web. Web risk is therefore 

not just a lower level of trust, but the opposite. Therefore, if people or users on GoMore 

believe that there is great risk related to transacting with strangers it will directly affect 

the three behavioural intentions negatively and they will not engage in any activities on 

the platform. Oppositely, if they do not see a great risk they will be more ready to 

engage in activities on the platform. Therefore, trust in the sharing economy platform as 

intermediary is crucial as it is key for users to overcome perceptions of risk (ibid.). 

4.3.1.6 PERCEIVED PLATFORM REPUTATION 

The second antecedent that influence a user’s trusting beliefs in and trusting intentions 

towards a web-based vendor is divided into two vendor specific factors. One of these is 

perceived vendor reputation, which refers to the attributes people assign to the platform 

based on second-hand information (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 306). 

McKnight et al. (2002, p. 306) argue that reputation is a crucial factor in the initial 

trust phase, as consumers do not have any personal experiences with the vendor. 

Thereby positive word of mouth becomes key in attracting new consumers/users, as 

reassurance from peers reduces the level of risk associated with transacting with 

strangers (ibid.). 
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Through the interviews it became clear that some of the interviewees chose 

GoMore based on information from friends or family. When talking with Mustafa about 

his reasons for choosing GoMore, he explained that the first car he listed was his 

brothers, who also was the one encouraging him to do so. Mustafa himself was very 

hesitant about it, but because his brother was so keen on it he decided to try it (Mustafa, 

appendix 3, 03:08). This indicates that Mustafa’s brother trusted GoMore, which provided 

Mustafa with the crucial piece of second-hand information that made him join. Line is 

also a good example of how hearing about GoMore can help one make the decision to 

join. In her interview, she tells us that she heard positive stories about GoMore through 

friends and acquaintances, which made her try it out (appendix 7, 2:55). Lissa also 

explained how she heard about GoMore from couchsurfers that stayed with her, and that 

they were the first to introduce her to the concept (Lissa, appendix 4, 06:10). However, 

both Lissa and Mette too explain that they chose GoMore by coincidence; there was no 

particular reason for them choosing GoMore compared to other ridesharing or car rental 

platforms (Lissa, appendix 4, 05:50; Mette, appendix 5, 02:55). They explain that GoMore 

was the only peer-to-peer ridesharing and car rental platform they knew about at the 

time (ibid.). However, this could also indicate that GoMore’s presence in the market is 

more significant than other platforms, which could stem from the fact that they have a 

good reputation, which has spread and thereby made them known in the industry. 

 

If people do not have anyone in their immediate surroundings to provide them with 

second-hand information about their experiences with a sharing economy platform like 

GoMore, people often use the Internet to find others who have. In Europe, the leading 

platform for user reviews of companies and services is Trustpilot (Clausen, 2016). A study 

shows that 91 per cent of Danes know about Trustpilot, 68 per cent of Danes use the 

platform more or less on a regular basis, and 91 per cent of Danes trust the reviews on 

the platform (ibid.). This illustrates that Trustpilot is the go-to-platform for Danes when 

determining the reputation of a website or service. As mentioned earlier, GoMore 

promotes both their high amount of five star ratings on their platform as well as their high 

rating on Trustpilot on their homepage. Thereby GoMore boosts their users’ beliefs 
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about their competence, benevolence and integrity (McKnight et al, 2002, p. 306). For 

this reason Trustpilot is a vital trust building factor for GoMore in the initial trust phase, as 

Trustpilot provides a piece of second-hand information from other users and thereby 

help alleviate a new user’s perception of risk and insecurity (McKnight et al., 2002, p. 306). 

Moreover, by turning to Trustpilot for information about GoMore a user also gets the 

opinions and experiences from a very large number of users compared to if a new user 

had to find information in his/her immediate surroundings. Pavlou & Gefen (2004, p. 42) 

also emphasize how second-hand information is trust building, as another user would 

have nothing to gain from providing inaccurate feedback. 

In sum, hearing from friends, family or other users on e.g. Trustpilot reduces the 

perceived risk and insecurities related to engaging in activities on a sharing economy 

platform. This illustrates how positive word-of-mouth either online or in person provides a 

platform with a positive image and reputation, which will lead to a higher degree of 

willingness to depend and trusting beliefs. Conversely, if the stories and experiences 

related to a platform are negative, it affects the users’ trusting beliefs and willingness to 

depend negatively. 

4.3.1.7 PERCEIVED SITE QUALITY 

The second vendor-specific factor influencing a user’s trusting beliefs and willingness to 

depend is perceived site quality. This is another crucial factor in the initial trust phase 

where a user does not have any past experience with the vendor (McKnight, 2002, p. 307). 

When a user visits the GoMore website or app for the first time initial trust is formed 

quickly based on ‘whatever information is available’, which could come in the form of 

small signals, cues or physical appearance (ibid.). Those cues could e.g. be their high 

ratings on the platform and on Trustpilot, as they provide users with an immediate 

impression about GoMore’s reputation. Moreover, McKnight et al. (2002, p. 307) stress 

that studies reveal that trusting beliefs and benevolence are higher if the person (or 

website) is beautiful and a ‘what is beautiful is good’ stereotype rules (ibid.). Especially on 

the Internet where the vendor is faceless, the interface becomes the ‘online storefront’ 

where people form their first impressions about a vendor. For example, if a consumer 
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perceives a vendor’s website to be of high quality, the consumer will be more likely to 

have high trusting beliefs about the vendor’s competence, integrity, and benevolence, 

which then will develop into a willingness to depend (ibid.). Moreover, a simple and 

efficient interface design capable of accomplishing user goals enhances consumer trust 

(ibid.). This is also emphasized by Alexander. He explains that besides having a profile on 

Gomore, he also uses another peer-to-peer car rental platform, called MinbilDinbil.dk 

(now SnappCar.dk). In that relation he stresses that he prefers to use GoMore compared 

to MinbilDinbil because he perceives the structure and interface design on GoMore to be 

better and more suitable for him (Alexander, appendix 1, 03:40). In line, Line also 

comments on GoMores website, and explains that she thinks it is very well-structured and 

contains all the functions she needs (appendix 7, 12:55) 

 Another example showing the effect that perceived site quality has on trust and 

ultimately behavioral intentions is GoMore’s old website. GoMore’s CEO Matias Møl 

Dalsgaard (GoMore Danmark, “GoMore Learning Lab”, 21:45) explains that GoMore’s 

original website launched the 1st of June 2005 (see figure 12).  

 

Back then the site only had a few thousand 

users compared to the hundreds of thousands 

GoMore has today. The business did not really 

grow until the site relaunched in 2011, where 

GoMore hired professional front and back end 

developers to create a more modern, user-

friendly site. Of course the site itself is not the 

only reason for GoMore’s early struggle and their later success - factors such as the 

emergence of social media and the sharing economy in general had a significant impact 

as well. However, it emphasizes the need for a well-functioning, aesthetic, professional 

looking site, as GoMore did not grow remarkably during the 7-year period between the 

old and the new site.  

All these aspect in terms of physical appearance and interface design play a major 

part in the initial trust phase and it affects a user’s trusting belief and willingness to 

Figure	12 
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depend and thereby whether or not they will engage in any of the three behavioral 

intentions. In that relation McKnight et al. (2002, p. 307) further argue that people will 

depend on a vendor to offer good service, not because people know the people who run 

the site, but because the “outward appearances imply that it is solid and well-managed”. 

4.3.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: TRUST IN THE INTERMEDIARY  

This section sought to analyze how users build trust in a sharing economy platform and 

what role trust in this intermediary plays in the trust building among the users themselves. 

On the basis of McKnight et al.’s trust building model, two antecedent factors for an 

intermediary’s trustworthiness were recognized. The antecedent factors are based in 

either structural assurance or platform-specific, communicative levers. The important role 

of structural assurances in the form of institution-based mechanisms was already 

highlighted in the analysis based on Pavlou & Gefen, but further confirmed through 

McKnight et al.’s model. These mechanisms create a safe and secure online environment 

that users feel comfortable operating in - both on a single sharing economy platform, like 

GoMore, but also in the sharing economy industry in general. However, McKnight et al.’s 

significant contribution has to do with the communicative aspect in the trust building 

process. They point out factors as perceived platform reputation and site quality as 

important antecedent for the intermediaries’ trustworthiness. The empirical data showed 

that a platform’s reputation is important in order for users to participate in the community 

and that the platform must communicate and present itself in a professional manner to 

be perceived as trustworthy. In sum, trust in the intermediary is based upon both 

structural and communicative antecedent factors. The perceived effectiveness of the 

structural assurances in combination with the perceived benevolence, predictability and 

competence of the intermediary can help facilitate users’ willingness to depend on the 

platform and actively engage in sharing economy activities. Moreover, trust in the 

intermediary can help build trust in the overall community of users, which facilitate trust 

between strangers.  
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4.4 PERSONAL TRUST 

In the analysis of institution-based trust and the effects of the institutional structures and 

mechanisms, it was established that the trust GoMore users initially show in their peers, 

whatever they are renting, riding along or driving, is very much founded in the trust they 

have in the system itself. The system and the build-in institutional factors almost serve as 

a prerequisite for trust in a sharing economy community of users. However, the sharing 

economy is highly characterized by peer-to-peer transactions and negotiations among 

strangers. In line, as mentioned earlier, the currency of the sharing economy is reputation 

and it is thereby assumed that people are seeking to uphold a certain level of projected 

trustworthiness and good, proper behavior in order to be able to continuously engage in 

sharing economy transactions. Because, as Luhmann notes (1999, p. 107) system trust is 

almost immune to single occurring disappointments, whereas personal trust can be 

severely damaged or broken on the basis of relatively insignificant betrayals. 

With this in mind, it therefore becomes highly relevant to look into the aspect of 

personal trust, when analyzing the trust building processes in a sharing economy 

situation. Emphasizing the need for an analysis focusing on personal trust is Luhmann’s 

definition of the prerequisites for personal trust; a plausible possibility of disappointment 

must exist and there might be certain circumstances making the trustee want to abuse 

the trust provided by the trustor (Mortensen, 1999, p. 21). These conditions seem to be 

very much present in a GoMore transaction; disappointments might occur when users fail 

to respect the mutual agreement of e.g. pick up spot, route, kilometers driven etc. or if 

one of the involved parties cancel the trip. In terms of the incentives present for the 

trustee to want to disappoint the trustor it could be in a situation where one has 

passengers on board, the trip is planned, but the driver deviates from the route, running 

personal errands during the route or changes the location of drop off because it is more 

convenient for him in the moment. 

In connection to this, a story Charlotte told us becomes very interesting - her story 

proves the rather fragile character of personal trust in terms of it being easily damaged 

due to small disagreements. Charlotte (appendix 2, 11:30) was once a passenger in a 
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GoMore ridesharing route from Svendborg to Copenhagen. She had been 

communicating with the driver prior to the ride, who flagged that he had to return a 

trailer on the way to Copenhagen. This did not trouble Charlotte, she had the impression 

that it would not take long and thought it was completely fair. But the driver ended up 

deviating worryingly much from the actual route and the duration of the ride amounted 

to incredible four hours; “I was really annoyed; that was not fair at all, I thought - I was 

seeing places and locations I have never seen before. So of course I am not driving with 

him ever again” (ibid.). Charlotte’s unfortunate story sheds some light on the nature of 

personal trust. She trusted a person but ended up being disappointed, which made her 

lose all faith in that individual, wanting nothing to do with him again. The following will 

dive further into the aspect of personal trust; with outset in Luhmann’s notion of personal 

trust as a matter of self-presentations and projected ‘image’, the role of personal trust in 

the sharing economy will be analyzed.   

4.4.1 SELF-PRESENTATION 

The mere basis for the importance of personal trust is the freedom of individuals to do 

and act as they please, without the possibility of other individuals to foresee or anticipate 

certain behavior (Luhmann, 1999, p. 81). Trust is then the generalized belief that the 

trustee will handle his freedom of action according to his personality or rather the 

personality he projects and makes socially visible - individuals, who are consistent in 

terms of self-presentation and actions, deserves to be trusted (ibid.). 

     According to Luhmann, personal trust relies on these self-presentations. This 

means that the decision to trust is based on whether or not the trustee comes across as 

trustworthy. In the case of GoMore, this notion seems very true. When users have chosen 

to participate in GoMore activities based on the institutional mechanisms and structural 

assurance, they still have to assess each user when renting, riding or driving. The decision 

of whether or not to trust the particular individual is then based on the self-presentation 

present on e.g. the GoMore user profile or facebook. As noted earlier, Botsman & Rogers 

talk about how people can earn reputation capital e.g. by playing within the rules and 

helping others, but also through their general online track record. In line, Luhmann talks 
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about what he calls ‘trust capital’ (Luhmann, 1999, p. 83). To Luhmann, every piece of 

communication or behavior displayed say something about that given individual and 

contributes to his or hers self-presentation (Luhmann, 1999, p. 82). But when is a self-

presentation good and the individual perceived as trustworthy? This assessment is very 

much based on interpretation and therefore a subjective matter (Luhmann, 1999, p. 83). 

On GoMore, the user’s profile picture can be viewed as a piece of communication 

that contributes to the self-presentation. Charlotte, for example, says that when she 

decides whether or not to rent her car out or take people on as passengers, she of course 

looks to see if the person is someone who “wears a cap backwards” (appendix 2, 07:03). 

She is thereby inferring that young guys with a specific outfit style do not, to her, present 

themselves as trustworthy. Alexander also rely on the profile picture - he tells us that he is 

aware that he is taking a chance by renting his Audi out to strangers, but in determining 

whether or not he should do it, he looks to see if the profile picture displays a person 

who looks trustworthy (appendix 1, 02:27). In line, Mustafa says that he would not be 

comfortable doing GoMore transactions with someone who has no profile picture 

(appendix 3, 06:29). 

An example of how one's general behaviour contributes, both negatively and 

positively, to the self-presentation is provided by Lissa. She tells a story of how a guy 

once contacted her on GoMore on behalf of his friend, who needed a ride. As she was 

not able to get any information either from viewing the user profile nor by direct 

communication with the friend, she decided to google the guy requesting a lift for his 

friend; the first thing that came up was a heading from a local magazine from Jutland 

telling that the the guy who contacted her on behalf of his friend had a conviction (Lissa, 

appendix 4, 09:23). Fortunately, Lissa is a very open minded individual and took the 

convicted guy’s friend on as a passenger anyway because the guy’s misdeed should not 

affect the friend. However, this is an example of how everything you do and say can 

‘haunt’ you in terms of projecting a trustworthy image. The fact that this conviction is still 

fluctuating on the Internet can be viewed as a sign that this individual cannot be trusted, 

which only will serve as a depreciation of the ‘trust capital’. 
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During our various interviews, two stood out with interesting contributions to the 

discussion of personal trust. To our surprise, both Alexander and Mustafa had established 

‘customers’ who they rent their cars out to without going through the platform (appendix 

6, 10:03; appendix 3, 08:00). Thereby they save the fee that GoMore usually charge and at 

the same time they have more liberty to plan the rent on their terms, which, to them, is 

more convenient. As a consequence, they lose all kinds of safety nets provided by the 

institutional mechanisms such as escrow services and insurance. 

In relation to this, Luhmann’s notion of the relationship between trust and 

familiarity seems appropriate to bring up. He states (Luhmann, 1979, p. 19-20) that “in 

familiar worlds, the past prevails over the present and the future. The past does not 

contain any ‘other possibilities’; complexity is already reduced at the outset. Thus an 

orientation to things past can simplify the world and render it harmless. One can assume 

that the familiar will remain, that the trustworthy will stand the test once more and that 

the familiar world will continue into the future.” With this in mind, it could be argued that 

Alexander and Mustafa’s multiple experiences with the given individuals, who they rent 

their cars out to on a regular basis, have established some kind of continuity, making 

them believe that the ‘familiar will continue into the future’. Besides getting to know the 

individuals better, the experiences have been similar and the individuals involved have 

shown consistency in behavior, which also has served as a basis for the perceived 

continuity for Alexander and Mustafa. So as opposed to the general context of GoMore, 

where the users time and time again must deal with complete strangers, Mustafa and 

Alexander have experienced ongoing, similar situations and behavior from their personal, 

regular customers founded in a self-presentation that, to them, is perceived as being 

highly trustworthy; the actions of the individuals they rent out to equals the presentation 

or image. 

4.4.2 COMMUNICATION AND PERSONAL TRUST 

As noted earlier, Luhmann explains that especially communication is a contributing factor 

when it comes to self-presentation. We have already established that the perception of 

whether or not a self-presentation or image is trustworthy is a highly subjective matter 
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based on individual interpretations. It is therefore further argued that the assessment of 

whether or not an individual can be trusted depends to a large degree on whether or not 

the particular individual projects the same values as the trustor. Luhmann (1999, 83) states 

that your trust capital can grow if you really put yourself ‘out there’ in terms of making use 

of e.g. specific linguistic expressions, jokes, topics of conversation etc. When he says can 

grow it is because he views above-mentioned personalized behavior and use of symbols 

similar to taking a chance (ibid.). This could suggests that the perceived trustworthiness 

can drop, if your projected self-presentation in terms of the way you e.g. communicate 

does not comply with the norms and preferences of the trustor. 

We saw a general tendency from the interviews that our respondents really cared 

about how the users communicated with them. As mentioned before, it means a lot to 

them in terms of feeling reassured that the people they were communicating with was 

elaborative, nice, friendly and kind. Charlotte (appendix 2, 04:10) has actually turned 

requests down from people she felt was not communicating in a proper manner - she did 

not want to waste her time on such individuals. This further emphasizes, first and 

foremost, the subjective and interpretive nature of self-presentation, as someone other 

than Charlotte may have perceived the given individual's communication to be perfectly 

fine, but it also shows that trust relationships cause norms to emerge (Luhmann, 1979, p. 

43); “The truster sees in his own vulnerability the instrument whereby a trust relationship 

may be created. Only his own original trust offers him the possibility of putting it forward 

as a norm that his trust is not to be disappointed, and thus bringing the other over to his 

side” (ibid.). 

This could imply that Charlotte and the other GoMore users’ original trust in 

strangers, whom they have been dealing with on the platform, has served as a kind of 

reference point when it comes to dealing with other strangers. Their acceptance of risk 

and and willingness to trust have been based on the whole context of the situations in 

terms of the other parts self-presentation and communication. And as we have heard 

throughout the interviews, there is a general tendency on GoMore that people are very 

talkative, friendly and open. This means that if people seem indifferent, succinct and 

snappy in their communication, they might not be perceived as trustworthy as their 
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behavior does not fit the norm. So if our interviewees have been basing their trust in 

open and friendly communication, you could argue that this kind of behavior has become 

a norm in terms of how you act on a platform like GoMore; because if we recall what 

Luhmann (1999, p. 82) says: “the self-presentation is the medium in the decision whether 

or not to show trust.” 

4.4.3 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: PERSONAL TRUST 

Personal trust is an important factor in the sharing economy. First of all, the participants 

in a sharing economy community are initially all strangers to each other and thereby they 

have very little to base their decision of whether or not to trust one another on. One’s 

self-presentation therefore becomes highly important, as the self-presentation serves as 

the basis for a trust decision. Taking into account the sharing economy users’ perceived 

wish to uphold a good reputation in order to be able to continuously participate on e.g. 

GoMore, it becomes very important to project a trustworthy self-presentation in terms of 

actions and communication. However, the interpretation of a projected self-presentation 

is very subjective and it is up to the individual to determine whether or not one comes 

across as trustworthy. On the contrary, there seems to be some rules and norms 

dominating in the GoMore environment in terms of how self-presentations should be in 

order to come across as trustworthy. These are made up from user’s previous 

experiences with open-minded, friendly and kind people; so if people portray a self-

presentation inconsistent to these norms, they might experience a hard time getting 

people to trust them. In accordance, Luhmann explains how people need to put 

themselves out there in order to deserve the trust; if you want to earn trust, you have to 

take part in social life and build the expectations of others connected to a particular 

context and setting into your self-presentation. 

 

 

 



     Page 91 of 113 

5. DISCUSSION 
Throughout the analysis it became clear that trust among users in the sharing economy is 

highly dependent on several trust building factors. First, the institutional mechanisms 

such as escrow service, insurance, peer-to-peer review and rating systems play an 

important part in the establishment of trust. Moreover, it was found that platform-specific 

factors such as site quality and reputation are important antecedents for trust in the given 

platform, which in turn can facilitate trust among users in the community. Personal trust 

has also been pointed out as an important factor when users decide to engage in sharing 

economy activities on GoMore. 

In the discussion of this thesis we would like to address the question of what 

factors are most important in order for trust to be present in the sharing economy. We 

intend to compare and discuss how institution-based mechanisms and personal, dyadic 

trust complement and relate to each other and whether one is able to eliminate the need 

for the other. Moreover, it will be discussed how Luhmann’s notion of personal trust and 

system trust are connected to the above mentioned trust-building factors. Lastly, we 

intend to discuss the role of the intermediary and sum up the discussion in our own trust 

building model. 

 
5.1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SYSTEM 
TRUST AND PERSONAL TRUST 

From the very outset of this thesis, we have categorized institution-based trust and the 

related institutional mechanisms as part of Luhmann’s system trust due to the terms’ 

mutual origin in sociology. Both perspectives view trust as a matter of trust in institutions 

or systems, not people. But the aspect of personal trust has also been brought into play 

on the basis of the mere nature of the sharing economy, which is highly characterized by 

peer-to-peer transactions. Thereby personal trust becomes an important aspect as well.  
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In Luhmann’s view, system trust is absolutely necessary in today’s complex society; a very 

complex world is rich in possibilities and a normal and rational way of life is unachievable 

on the basis of personal trust only (Luhmann, 1979, p. 48-49). If one should assess every 

individual he or she crosses in everyday life, analyze every possible option of action and 

motivational agenda, it would be a task of such complexity, resulting in one never getting 

out of bed, scared of what might happen. The concept of system trust reduces this 

complexity by providing the capacity for intersubjective transmission of acts of selection 

in certain institutionalized media such as e.g. money. As Luhmann explains (1979, p. 48-

49):  

“through the generalizing capacity of such media, structures of expectation and 

patterns of motivation are formed which make it possible for selections made by one 

individual to be relevant to another, in the sense that he is aware of them and also does 

not treat them as an open question but performs his own selections as a consequence of 

them.”   

 

The complexity of having to deal with multiple outcomes, actions or motivations of other 

human beings is reduced as systems serve as generalized codes of selection. But trust is 

only possible where truth is possible (Luhmann, 1979, p. 52). This means that people must 

be able to come to an agreement about any given entity; there must be a ‘truth’ that only 

a third party can confirm. Only by the assumption that a third party also considers the 

involved parties view to be correct, trust is possible and complexity reduced. Now the 

notion of experts or authority, which we touched upon in the analysis, comes into play. 

Authorities are viewed as ‘truth-knowing’ third parties. They serve as a substitute for 

personal trust in this highly complex society, as people put their trust in the experts, who 

knows what they are doing. The truth based on third parties then emerges, when other 

people acknowledge the authority and their knowledge as well. This notion was 

confirmed by our interviewees, who all trust that GoMore is an expert in the system of the 

sharing economy. If something goes wrong, they can count on GoMore to fix it, because 

GoMore is the truth knowing authority - only GoMore hold the exact knowledge in terms 
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of what the terms, conditions, rules and regulations connected to the institutional 

mechanisms are. And users can always turn to this third party and find out the ‘truth’. In 

this way, Luhmann’s system trust is very much applicable to the sharing economy, as 

complexity is present. Users do not have the time or capability to grasp the complete 

circumstances and context of the sharing economy or to evaluate the motivational 

agenda of every individual in the community. You have to initially rely on the system in 

order to even participate, which was emphasized by the analysis of our empirical data. 

We saw how important institutional mechanisms are in terms of users being willing to 

engage in sharing economy activities. Institutional mechanisms have the ability to reduce 

transaction risk and facilitate trust between strangers, which is why they are crucial in the 

trust-building process. 

However, we also saw that the legally binding institutional mechanisms such as 

insurance and escrow services did not alone constitute the perceived safety net of using 

the GoMore platform. Traditionally, these are assumed to have a direct, straight-forward 

impact on markets in terms of users feeling secure and ready to transact in the 

environment (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 52). But the sharing economy is still an evolving 

industry and the legally binding mechanisms still include a relatively big risk - both in 

terms of a rather high excess and because the sharing economy is a newer phenomenon 

that people are not as comfortable with yet. To this, our empirical findings suggest that 

the power of market-driven, weaker structures as rating systems, feedback mechanisms, 

profile pictures and messaging systems was rather strong too. Our interviewees relied 

heavily on mechanisms such as profile picture, communication style and ratings - it was 

not enough to know that the car was fully insured if something were to happen or that 

you could get your money back on the basis of escrow services if the rental car did not 

match the promised description. This brings a new perspective into the system trust, as 

these mechanisms are market-driven, not legally binding, which make it difficult to come 

to an agreement based on third party truth in case of disagreements or unfortunate 

situations. To this, it is important to note the market-driven mechanisms do not 

overpower or substitute the need for the legally binding mechanisms. Our empirical data 

rather shows that the two goes hand in hand in the sharing economy. It is interesting how 



     Page 94 of 113 

these market-driven mechanisms seem to have become part of a system, otherwise 

characterized by legally binding structures.  

 

Another aspect dealt with throughout this thesis was personal trust. As we have just 

established, personal trust is not enough in today’s society. But due to the nature of the 

sharing economy, involving peer-to-peer transactions between strangers, personal trust 

comes into play. We have just established the importance of system trust, but it is 

important to note that the system does not substitute the need for personal trust, it 

rather facilitates it. Our empirical data points to the fact that users in the sharing 

economy would not even participate in the first place if the systemic context did not 

exist. But on the other hand, if the person renting his or her car out does not trust the 

person renting, they would not transact with the given individual. Personal trust is 

therefore an important ‘second step’ in the sharing economy in order for people to 

participate in the activities. But it is not paramount for the sharing economy to go 

around, as bad experiences only entail consequences for the given individual betraying 

the trustors trust. Lastly, personal trust proved to be most important when there was lack 

of system trust, i.e. when assessing a possible renter who is new to the platform with no 

rates or reviews. In this situation the car owner will turn to profile picture and 

communication style when deciding whether or not to approve the booking request. 

Moreover, we saw a general tendency to put more emphasis on personal trust, when the 

risk of the given activity was perceived to be higher. Car rental involved more 

‘investigation’ of renters, as opposed to ridesharing. When the potential risk was low, 

system trust seemed to be enough. Conversely, we also saw that personal trust can 

overrule the need for system trust when familiarity with a given user increases, as in the 

case of Mustafa and Alexander. They both had ‘customers’ outside of the GoMore 

platform, who sometimes rented their cars. This illustrates how system trust has facilitated 

and increased personal trust to a degree where the system is no longer needed.  

In sum, our empirical data suggested that system trust functions as a prerequisite 

for even engaging in the sharing economy and that personal trust is very important, 

especially in the initial involvement with the sharing economy. But after some time, when 
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people become more familiar with the community, have similar (good) experiences and 

develop trust to the platform/intermediary, personal trust is given a somewhat secondary 

role when assessing new renters/drivers/passengers. However, when assessing known 

renters, personal trust surpasses the need for system trust, as familiarity is present. 

Another important notion is that the need for personal trust follows the perceived risk. If 

the risk is high, the need for personal trust increases as well, as in the case of car rental 

compared to ridesharing.  

 

In the second part of this discussion we will look more into detail in terms of trust in the 

intermediary, before ultimately presenting the outcome of the entire discussion in our 

own trust building model.  

 
5.2 THE ROLE OF TRUST IN THE 
INTERMEDIARY 

In the beginning of the process related to this thesis, we quickly became aware of the 

challenges presenting themselves in terms of finding relevant and current theoretical 

work on trust in the sharing economy, especially involving the aspect of the intermediary. 

We therefore turned to slightly older articles involving e-commerce and institution-based 

trust to describe the role and antecedents of trust in the intermediary when building trust 

among strangers. More specifically, we primarily draw upon findings from Pavlou and 

Gefen (2004), who focus on trust-creation in online auction marketplaces hold by eBay 

and Amazon. However, both companies are global, well-known entities with multiple 

business activities beside P2P auctions. Hence, the trust in the marketplace stem from the 

reputation of the businesses’ other activities, such as Amazon generally being a good 

shop (Pavlou & Gefen, 2004, p. 44). In order to capture the trust building levers to a 

sharing economy platform, we had to build upon Pavlou and Gefen’s notion of trust in 

the intermediary by including more commercially focused theories. A sharing economy 

platform like GoMore is a business of its own and has nothing more to rely on than their 



     Page 96 of 113 

own reputation and performance. A sharing economy platform is assumed to be kind of a 

hybrid between a mere facilitator/intermediary and a commercial business. McKnight et 

al. (2002) were therefore included, as they look more into detail in terms of the vendor 

specific factors capable of building trust in the intermediary. So by combining the two 

viewpoints, this thesis was able to capture more comprehensively the role of the platform 

in trust-building among strangers. Our empirical data suggest that platform-specific 

factors such as site quality and reputation were important for users to trust the 

intermediary. Just the fact that users had heard positively about the platform made the 

platform seem more trustworthy and competent. In combination with the perceived 

effectiveness of the institutional mechanisms present on the site, users’ trust in the 

intermediary increases, making them willing to depend on the platform as well as 

perceiving the platform as benevolent, competent and predictable. We have presented 

the different findings of trust-building in the sharing economy and their relation in the 

model below (figure 13):  

Figure	13	
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The model shows, as earlier explained, that system trust and the platform specific factors 

are the starting points for any involvement, and for trust to be built in the sharing 

economy. When people believe that the institutional mechanisms are provided by a 

competent intermediary and that they function properly, their trusting beliefs and 

willingness to depend are positively affected. Especially for a new user, a combination of 

trust building mechanisms is essential. First of all positive word-of-mouth and a 

professional website layout enhance the level of trust in the platform. This positive 

starting point, where a new user has a certain level of trust in the intermediary, also 

affects the perceived effectiveness of the institution-based mechanisms. These 

mechanisms are crucial in the trust-building as they provide the users with a safety net in 

terms of e.g. financial security but also in terms of making strangers knowable. When the 

platform is perceived as competent and the mechanisms perceived to be effective, users 

trust the system. But personal trust also becomes relevant, especially when the 

transaction risk is perceived to be higher. This is the case of e.g. a new user who lack 

experience and is unfamiliar with the site, or when the system trust is lower, e.g. when 

assessing a potential renter/driver/passenger with no reviews. Therefore, system trust 

must be accompanied by personal trust. A user only feels reassured to engage in the 

behavioral intentions with a stranger if he/she comes across as trustworthy on the basis of 

the self-presentation (communication style, profile picture and consistent in behavior). 

However, engagement in the three behavioral intentions can also occur without building 

personal trust. As explained earlier, our findings showed that more experienced users 

base their expectations of future transactions on their previous continuously positive 

experiences. By this consistency in experiences with the given platform and the 

community of users, users do not have to trust individuals per se, but rely on his/her trust 

in the system when engaging in behavioral intentions. The same is seen in ridesharing, 

where the risk is perceived to be lower.   

The last box presented in the figure, perceived risk of transacting with strangers, 

has a direct impact on the three behavioral intentions and on the institutions-based 

mechanisms. For example, if there are many negative stories in the media about users 

who have had a bad experience, the risk involved in transacting with strangers in the 
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sharing economy is perceived higher. Therefore, the trust in the system (the institution-

based mechanisms) is converted into mistrust, i.e. you do not believe the mechanisms 

function. Moreover, this will lead to the user not wanting to engage in any platform 

activities at all. Conversely, if the risk is perceived to be low it will have a positive impact 

on the perceived effectiveness of the system and its mechanisms. Whether or not a 

person chooses to engage and trust in the sharing economy goes back to the definition 

of trust as a risky investment, a leap of faith.    

 

This discussion suggests that not only does the institutional mechanisms facilitate trust in 

the form of system trust, the trust in the intermediary also play a significant role in the 

initial trust-building; the platform as a business, its reputation and specific features also 

have a strong impact on whether or not users are able to trust and thereby engage in 

sharing economy activities. If an intermediary has a bad reputation or an unprofessional 

website it will lead the user to have no trust in the system and no trusting belief or 

willingness to depend, and thereby not engage in any of the behavioral intentions. Trust 

in the intermediary including its institutional mechanisms then become an important 

aspect of the sharing economy, and after a certain level of experience, more important 

than personal trust.  
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6. CONCLUSION 
The purpose of this thesis was to investigate how trust is build among users in the sharing 

economy. Moreover, it sought to shed light on what role the sharing economy platform 

plays in the trust-building process, functioning as an intermediary for peer-to-peer 

transactions. With a specific Danish sharing economy platform, GoMore, serving as a 

case for this study, the different antecedents factors was analyzed; sociologically founded 

theoretical work focusing on online trust, personal trust and system trust was drawn upon 

in relation to empirical data derived from interviews with GoMore users in order to shed 

light on how trust is build in the sharing economy. 

Throughout the analysis, the following antecedents of trust in the sharing 

economy as well as the platform’s role have been found; first, personal interactions and 

dyadic trust seems to be important in the sharing economy due to the nature of the 

industry, involving online transactions among strangers, separated in time and space. 

Especially when the risk is higher, the need for personal trust increases, as in the case of 

car rental compared to ridesharing. The decision of whether or not to trust another 

individual is based upon the other parts self-presentation. In an online setting, this 

presentation is projected through one's user profile and general accumulated online 

behavior on e.g. other social media platforms. But due to the online context, the 

establishment of personal trust seems to depend not only on the self-presentations, but 

also on specific institution-based trust mechanisms that help facilitate the self-

presentation (as user profile, messaging system) and ultimately the trust between 

strangers. The presence of institutional mechanisms such as legally binding escrow 

services and insurances as well as the market-driven feedback, rating and review systems 

is highly important for users’ decision to trust each other in the sharing economy; the 

mechanisms function as prerequisites for users to even decide to trust one another due 

to their ‘safety net’ character. Moreover, the institutional mechanisms present on a 

sharing economy platform serve as antecedents for users’ willingness to engage in 
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transactions through that given platform in combination with platform-specific factors 

such as perceived site quality and platform reputation. The reputation of the platform is 

crucial in terms of users trusting the intermediary and thereby also the perceived 

effectiveness of the institutional mechanisms on the platform. If the intermediary is 

perceived as trustworthy, it will be transferred on to the community of users as well. In 

sum, the institutional mechanisms provided by the platform are crucial for a sharing 

economy platform’s activities, as system trust reduce the complexity involved in 

transactions, which in turn make personal trust easier to establish. 
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7. FINAL 
CONSIDERATIONS  
The public discourse on the sharing economy is currently very much concerned with how 

the traditional companies are affected by the sharing economy and whether or not it is a 

threat or an opportunity to them. In this connection, many traditional companies have 

already entered the industry by implementing sharing solutions in order to keep up with 

the ever-growing sharing economy market. Our final considerations take outset in this 

dilemma, looking at how traditional companies seek to compete with platforms like 

GoMore. In this connection, BMW and Arriva for example have joined forces and offer 

the car sharing solution, DriveNow, which can be booked and paid through the public 

transportation payment system, Rejsekortet. The leasing company Hertz has also entered 

the sharing economy by offering a car sharing solution through a monthly membership. 

Cars from both providers are easily spotted and well represented in the urban landscape. 

Other car sharing platforms are also emerging, such as LetsGo who works together with 

municipalities and leasing companies in offering car sharing. This suggests that 

traditional companies today are already seeing and exploiting the new business 

opportunities provided by the sharing economy, and the B2C car sharing industry is 

growing rapidly (Le Vine, Zolfaghari & Polak, 2014, p. 8). 

 

Above-mentioned could point to the fact that the sharing economy not only threatens 

the traditional companies; traditional companies might also impose a threat for sharing 

economy platforms by offering similar solutions. In our study of how trust is created 

between strangers in the sharing economy, the empirical evidence strongly suggested 

that the trustworthiness of the intermediary plays a crucial role in users’ decision to 

participate in sharing economy activities. Established brands already have certain 

advantages in terms of trustworthiness as they have a long history, whereas sharing 
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economy platforms often are provided by new, relatively unknown tech-startups. In line 

with this, more and more sharing economy platforms emerge in the fast growing industry, 

and the fact that platforms like GoMore must also compete with traditional companies 

only increases the competition further. The question that arises in this connection is why 

users should choose a sharing economy platform over a well-established brand, offering 

somewhat the same solutions. To elaborate on this, traditional companies might be more 

convenient to engage with. Seen from a renter’s perspective, it might be more attractive 

to lend a car from e.g. DriveNow from a central spot in Copenhagen. By doing this you 

avoid the complexity of logging on to GoMore.dk, search for a suitable car, proving your 

trustworthiness to the car owner, agreeing on details, arranging the meeting etc. As you 

are dealing with a traditional B2C operator, the need to uphold your trust capital 

diminishes, making it easier to go through with the rent whenever you need it. The only 

prerequisite is an age limit. This could impose a threat to companies like GoMore as the 

platforms could lose critical mass in terms of their ‘buyers’. If people looking for a car or a 

ride choose the B2C car sharing options, there would be an imbalance in supply/demand 

on sharing economy platforms, which could cause the business model to slip.  

However, to the defense of the sharing economy platforms, they might have an 

advantage in terms of facilitating socializing. Many of our interviewees enjoyed helping 

others and they had many positive stories to tell about meeting new people. Generally 

they enjoyed helping each other, but at the same time money was ultimately the number 

one reason for collaborating. It is therefore interesting to consider whether the social 

aspect of the sharing economy is an advantage or disadvantage. Would people prefer to 

rent a car without having to small talk with a stranger, or would they choose a platform, 

like GoMore, because they like to meet new people?  

 

As mentioned earlier, Botsman and Rogers argue that the days of the hyper 

individualistic society is over and today we are moving towards a culture based on 

sharing. But our empirical data showed that money is a key driver for peoples’ 

participation in the sharing economy so it might be possible to question Botsman and 

Rogers’ statement. Are people only in it to save or earn money? And is it therefore a 
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mere question of the companies setting the prices right? In this connection, Mustafa told 

us that he had even bought a car just for the purpose of renting it out - and yes, everyone 

was very nice and he liked to help, but the money was the main motivation for him. In our 

interview with Charlotte she explained (as mentioned in the analysis) that she did not 

want to rent her car out for only a few hours due to the inconvenience of it. This supports 

the fact that it might be much easier to rent a car through a traditional company, as 

money would be the only concern. However, with outset in theory we argued earlier that 

the financial crisis caused people to have mistrust in traditional companies, which made 

them turn to peers for advice and services. But as economists and practitioners 

(Melander, 2015) begin to argue that Denmark is moving out of the financial crisis, could 

trust in traditional companies be coming back? Moreover, as the empirical findings of this 

thesis show, trust in the intermediary is gained through a good reputation and a 

professional image. If well-known and popular brands are beginning to expand into the 

sharing economy, it could be assumed that they already have an advantage in terms of 

being more visible and recognizable to the public. Furthermore, sharing economy 

platforms do not hold any merchandise of their own as they merely facilitate P2P 

transactions. This means that their entire business depend on the users and their 

networks (in order to uphold e.g. critical mass and social proof). Thereby sharing 

economy platforms seem very vulnerable in terms of losing ‘customers’. And relatively 

low switching costs as well as entry barriers in the sharing economy could be a potential 

threat. The traditional companies on the other hand are not that vulnerable as they have 

their business activities spread out on several units, including the sharing solutions. They 

do not carry all of their eggs in one basket. Conversely, the sharing economy platforms 

have less at stake, as they do not have as much money and products invested in it. They 

‘just’ need good technical skills to make a well-functioning and professional sharing 

platform. This, as well as all of the other factors mentioned above, could have severe 

implications for especially new sharing economy platforms.  

In terms of suggestions for further research it could therefore be relevant to look 

into how sharing economy platforms could increase their competitive advantage, 

especially in terms of competing with global, established brands offering the same kind 
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of sharing solutions. Trust in the intermediary and system trust were both pointed out in 

the analysis to be of most importance in people’s decision to engage in sharing economy 

transaction. But Botsman & Rogers stress that sharing economy platforms should focus 

on facilitating interpersonal trust and follow a ‘get out of the way’ logic, rather than take 

on the role as traditional B2C companies. This implies that sharing economy platforms 

must serve as third party facilitators, not centralized controllers. But you could argue that 

a dilemma arises by this notion; even though the sharing economy is build upon 

decentralized P2P marketplaces, there is a tendency, also emphasized by our empirical 

data, for people to rely heavily on the ‘traditional’ company or intermediary, especially in 

the case of disagreements or unfortunate experiences. This means that even though 

personal trust is a vital part of sharing economy transactions, it seems like it is only 

possible when system trust is present. The question that arises in this relation is then: 

could people obtain the same benefits provided by sharing economy platforms, in terms 

of e.g. convenience and price, from traditional companies without having to go through 

the trouble of upholding one’s reputation or assessing the trustworthiness of potential 

renters/passengers/drivers?  

With all these considerations in mind, further research could therefore focus on 

two central aspects in terms of increasing the competitiveness of sharing economy 

platforms. First, it could be relevant to look into how sharing economy platforms can 

increase their trustworthiness and overall reputation in order to compete with global, 

established brands coming into the industry. Secondly, it would be relevant to further 

investigate how sharing economy platforms can make the establishment of trust between 

strangers smoother in order to make sharing more convenient. But in doing this, the 

platforms must still balance their involvement as traditional ‘controller’ and their job as 

curator. In theoretical terms, the key to increased competitiveness could be to increase 

the mechanisms facilitating system trust, mimicking the structure of traditional 

companies. But if a platform, like GoMore, initiated more control and thereby decreased 

the need for personal trust, would it then be collaborative consumption?  
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Figure 1: McKnight et al . ’s  Trust Building Model.  From: McKnight, H.D., 

Choudhury, V. & Kacmar, C. (2002). The impact of initial consumer trust on intentions to 

transact with a web site: a trust building model, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 

vol 11, pp. 297-323. 
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Figure 6: Mustafa’s profi le picture. Retrieved from: 

https://gomore.dk/profiles/63882 

Figure 7: Profi le status. Retrieved from our own profile settings on GoMore.  

Figure 8: The GoMore Manifesto. Retrieved from: https://gomore.dk/manifest 

Figure 9: Profi le example. Retrieved from: https://gomore.dk/profiles/39761 

Figure 10: Safety. Retrieved from: https://gomore.dk/rental/safety 

Figure 11: Adaption of McKnight et al . ’s  model,  own version. 

Figure 12: The old GoMore website. Retrieved from: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zWPmR7CeW-c 
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9. APPENDIXES 
 

The audio files of the various interviews will be available via the Dropbox links below. The 

audio files are also submitted on a USB stick.  

 

Appendix 1: Interview with Alexander (1/2): 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ysdbkmsf71j4h3a/Appendix%201%20-

%20Alexander%20%281%3A2%29.m4a?dl=0 

Appendix 2: Interview with Charlotte: 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/wvijf7cbnq96zl8/Appendix%202%20-

%20Charlotte.m4a?dl=0 

Appendix 3: Interview with Mustafa: 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/gkw6ojnp8juphny/Appendix%203%20-

%20Mustafa.m4a?dl=0 

Appendix 4: Interview with Lissa: 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/b22huoh5j3uj8l3/Appendix%204%20-%20Lissa.m4a?dl=0 

Appendix 5: Interview with Mette: 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/s3z6kz9dmru8s0u/Appendix%205%20-%20Mette.m4a?dl=0 

Appendix 6: Interview with Alexander (2/2): 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/lgm8zh3566g16gx/Appendix%206%20-

%20Alexander%20%282%3A2%29.mp4?dl=0 

Appendix 7: Interview with Line: 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/1so70wqjcv4t6u2/Appendix%207%20-%20Line.m4a?dl=0 
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Appendix  8 
 
Interview guide 

 

Indledende spørgsmål: 

• Alder? 

• Profession? 

• Bopæl? (region) 

 

Interview spørgsmål: 

• Hvor mange gange har du benyttet dig af GoMore? 

• Hvilke funktioner? (Lejet bil ud, kørt med, haft personer med) 

• Hvad er din motivation for at bruge en platform som GoMore (økonomi, sociale..) 

• Hvilke tanker gjorde du dig, inden du benyttede GoMore første gang? 

o Hvad talte for? Hvad talte imod? 

• Hvorfor valgte du netop GoMore i forhold til andre platforme?  

• Hvilke features ved GoMore får dig til at føle, at platformen er sikker at bruge?  

• Er det vigtigt for dig, at der er en ‘mellemmand’ mellem dig og personen du lejer 

ud til?  

• Hvad kigger du efter, når  du får en forespørgsel på GoMore?  

• Hvem lejer du typisk ud til/tager med som passage/vælger som chauffør?  

o Hvad fik dig til at vælge netop den type person?  (Billede, rates, 

anmeldelser, ID-verifikation, facebook) 

o Hvilke aspekter er de vigtigste for dig? Hvad kigger du allerførst efter?  

o Hvordan forløb kommunikationen mellem dig og lejer/fører/passager? 

o Hvordan var processen fra den allerførste kontakt til I indgik en aftale og 

mødtes? 

• Hvad har du gjort som udlejer for at gøre din profil tiltalende? (Billede, rates, 

anmeldelser, id-verifikation, facebook)  

• Hvilke risici forbinder du med at leje din bil ud? 

o Hvis der er nogle, hvad taler så for at gøre det alligevel?  

• 98 pct. af GoMores brugere har fem stjerner - hvordan tror du at det kan være? 

Og hvordan synes du det passer med det, som du har oplevet?  
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Appendix 9 

Screenshots of the interviewees user profiles on GoMore:  
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