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Abstract 

 

The prevalent asymmetric age distribution in the Sharing Economy has been acknowledged by 

researchers. Although literature vastly emphasizes on the motivations and intentions to Sharing 

Economy participation, the research of attitudinal differences across age groups has been 

neglected. To contribute to academia, this paper investigated how attitudes towards the Sharing 

Economy differ across age groups and why divergent views prevail. Thereupon, sharing platforms 

are given recommendations to cultivate inclusiveness with regard to age. This is done by 

conducting an online survey in the setting of a descripto-explanatory study with a pragmatic 

approach delimited to the Greater Copenhagen area. 

 

The findings reveal that younger individuals regard the Sharing Economy more positively than 

their older counterparts. In particular, the positive attitude towards the Sharing Economy among 

younger peers is attributed to economic advantages and the positive ecological impacts associated 

with the Sharing Economy. In contrast, concerns over negative externalities and the lack of 

technological capabilities affect the attitude towards the Sharing Economy negatively among the 

elderly. To alleviate these impediments to Sharing Economy participation, we recommend sharing 

platforms to consider offline access to their services and closer collaboration with regulators in 

order to attract older users and thus foster age-related inclusiveness within the sharing community. 

 

We believe that the inclusion of the elderly in the Sharing Economy evokes reciprocal benefits. 

By joining the sharing community, seniors are exposed to social interactions more frequently while 

sharing platforms may extend their provider base to wealthier individuals. 
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1 Introduction 

The following chapter will first provide a background of the Sharing Economy market. Subsequently the 

problem statement is presented which will guide the reader through the thesis. Hereafter, the purpose and 

delimitation of the study are highlighted. The chapter concludes by describing the structure of the thesis. 

1.1 Background 

Exponential growth of smartphone usage and technological development enabled vast opportunities for 

online businesses. In recent years, a niche of online platforms has emerged and is often referred to as the 

Sharing Economy (SE). Albeit the diverse set of business models among the numerous online platforms, 

the sharing of idle assets constitutes a guiding principle and common thread across all SE businesses. 

Moreover, the emergence of sharing platforms in multiple consumer markets transform the way goods 

are utilized, shifting the value of ownership towards sharing. Herein, underutilized goods such as cars 

can be shared via an online platform which connects the owner of a car with the user in need of a car. 

Apart from automobiles, the concept of SE can theoretically be applied to any non-commodity goods 

such as drilling machines, accommodation and many more. Well-known SE platforms are for example 

Airbnb and GoMore for peer-to-peer (P2P) transactions or Share Now (formerly known as DriveNow) 

with business-to-consumer (B2C) relations in which the business is the owner of the assets shared among 

its customers. Thus, by covering multiple segments across diverse consumer markets, the SE experienced 

tremendous growth over recent years and is expected to grow from 15 billion USD in 2014 to 335 billion 

USD in 2025 in terms of global revenue (PwC, 2014). Besides its universal applicability, the reasons for 

growth are multifaceted and cover technological aspects, socioeconomic factors and sociodemographic 

developments. The technological advancement in online technologies and increased smartphone usage 

build the base for ensuring an online sharing platform’s feasibility. Further, it allows for owners of idle 

assets to generate a side-income with relatively low effort while peers borrowing a good can do so at 

lower costs than traditional businesses (hotels) or acquiring an asset (car purchase). With an 

environmentally conscious generation, the sustainability aspect of the SE further supports collaborative 

consumption practices and serves as a popular alternative to ownership especially among the younger 

population. On average, it is the younger generations who lack wealth compared to the older population 
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who have accumulated wealth over decades. Yet, literature suggests that older persons are 

underrepresented in the SE both as borrowing and lending peers, although higher accumulated wealth 

suggests that idle assets are usually owned by wealthier individuals. 

1.2 Problem Formulation 

The Sharing Economy is based on the model that lending peers provide their idle assets to consumer 

groups in need of certain goods or services. However, research suggests that sharing platforms are mostly 

used by a younger, tech-savvy generation. In contrast, older individuals are reluctant to use sharing 

platforms both as consumer and supplier. The asymmetric age distribution on sharing platforms is a 

potential obstacle for success as older individuals are wealthier on average (Modigliani, 1988; Jakobsen, 

Jakobsen, Kleven & Zucman, 2018); and thus, are more likely to possess idle assets that can be shared 

compared to younger peers. This condition leads to the subsequent problem statement, followed by three 

research questions: 

 

How can Sharing Economy platforms cultivate inclusiveness with regard to age?  

 

i. How does the attitude toward sharing economy differ between age groups? 

ii. And why? 

iii. How can sharing platforms attract certain age groups to participate in the SE? 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this paper is to research how SE platforms can cultivate inclusiveness with regard to age. 

Therefore, this study investigates the attitude towards, and the intentions to participate in the SE across 

age groups. Hereby, we intend to scrutinize what factors affect the attitude towards the SE positively or 

negatively. In addition, we aim to derive recommendations for SE platforms on how to attract certain age 

groups and thus cultivate inclusiveness with regard to age. Aiming for inclusiveness across age groups 

is considered important as research shows that individuals older than 44 are often underrepresented in 

the SE (Pew Research Center, 2016; Hsiao, Moser, Schoenebeck & Dillahunt, 2018). From a societal 

perspective, the SE presents an opportunity to expose seniors to social interactions to a larger extent as 

higher proportions of elderly face social isolation (Cornwell, Laumann & Schumm, 2008). Thus, we 
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recognize the potential of the SE to increase their positive societal impact by attracting older individuals 

to sharing platforms. Furthermore, Sharma, Blair and Clune (2015) claim that the participation in the SE 

may be beneficial for the elderly as it mitigates loneliness amongst older individuals especially through 

sharing experiences e.g. in the context of home sharing. The importance of approaching older consumers 

is further exemplified by Moschis, Lee and Mathur (1993) who claim that increased birth rates in the 

years between 1946 and 1964 led to a growth of the current older population which has an impact on 

businesses. Thus, firms are urged to develop a greater understanding for the needs of older consumers 

(Moschis et al., 1993). In this regard, our study contributes with information about the needs and views 

among both older and younger consumer groups in the context of the SE. Especially the investigation of 

economic, social, ecological, technological, trust, and legal aspects, which influence individuals’ attitude, 

delivers a greater understanding of consumers’ needs in the SE across age groups. 

1.4 Delimitation 

For the purpose of this study, we delimit the research on the Copenhagen area. The reasons for the 

geographical delimitation are manifold. First, the SE has gained popularity among Danish residents in 

recent years (Erhvervsministeriet, 2017). Therefore, Danish regulators recognized the necessity to 

introduce a strategy to regulate the SE (Preisler, 2017). Hereby, the Danish Ministry of Industry, Business 

and Financial Affairs (Erhvervsministeriet), in collaboration with social partners, focused on adopting 

tax and labor regulations connected to the SE (Preisler, 2017). As a result, newly introduced regulations 

on the SE allow individuals to rent their homes tax free for up to 90 days a year (Levring & Wienberg, 

2017). Furthermore, individuals’ income generated through recognized sharing platforms is taxed at a 

lower rate (Preisler, 2017). As such, the uncertainties for the Danish SE community remain low. Second, 

the Erhvervsministeriet (2017) identifies the Copenhagen region as the epicenter of Danish sharing 

activity where almost half of all sharing activities occur. Herein, the Erhvervsministeriet (2017) suppose 

that higher sharing activities in urban areas are associated with higher supply and demand in respective 

regions. With these facts in mind, we delimit the geographical scope of this paper to the Greater 

Copenhagen area. Accordingly, we integrate examples of locally active sharing platforms such as 

GoMore, Airbnb and Share Now in our survey for our respondents to relate to these services. 
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1.5 Structure 

This paper first reviews ubiquitous literature on the SE with a focus on its participants and culminates in 

a self-developed framework. Thereafter, we delve into research methods and outline the methodological 

concepts and methods adopted in this paper. Among others, we discuss our chosen method to collect data 

and the analysis thereof. After presenting the research design, the subsequent chapter presents a holistic 

overview of the findings based on the survey data acquired. By analyzing the findings on the age factor, 

the respective chapter further expands on the analysis with respect to our research problem on the age 

distribution in the SE and presents a modified framework which emerged from the analysis. Having 

presented and explained the results, we conclude this study by discussing the answers to our research 

questions in addition to uncovering limitations for this paper, followed by the perspectivation of this 

thesis. 
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2 Literature Review and Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Sharing Economy 

Previous literature vastly focuses on various perspectives of the sharing economy. Among others, 

scholars present research on how the SE has effects on economic (Böcker & Meelen, 2017; Sundararajan, 

2013), social (Fitzmaurice et al., 2018; Schor, 2017), and environmental (Firnkorn & Müller, 2011; 

Wang, Xiang, Yang & Ma, 2019) aspects. A comprehensive review of literature is a necessity in order 

to fully apprehend the SE as a relatively novel phenomenon and its implications on traditional businesses 

and society as a whole. This chapter elaborates on the definition of the sharing economy and illustrates 

its different variations in practice. Thereafter, this chapter reviews literature on the aforementioned 

aspects of the SE and discusses flaws of the SE with regard to interpersonal trust issues (McCloskey, 

2006), socio-economic and legal aspects (Schor, 2017; Ravenelle, 2017; Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). 

Thereafter, the literature review transits into exploring the participants of the SE with emphasis put on 

age and affinity with technology (section 2.2). Finally, we present a conceptual framework which is 

derived from the literature review and has the purpose to guide us in answering our research questions. 

2.1.1 Definition 

As the Sharing Economy has evolved to a multifaceted phenomenon in various markets, researchers fail 

to unanimously agree on a single definition of the SE. Hereby, divergent opinions emerge on the 

discussion whether monetary compensation truly reflects the meaning of sharing (Belk, 2014). 

Furthermore, researchers debate whether P2P transfers of ownership, i.e. second-hand transactions, be 

recognized as part of the SE (Hamari, Sjöklint & Ukkonen, 2016; Frenken & Schor, 2019). Lastly, 

researchers find no consensus over the nature of transactions, wherein proponents of including B2C 

operations (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) are opposed to scholars who solely consider P2P transactions 

(Belk, 2014; Hamari et al., 2016) as eligible SE activities. 

 

With regard to incumbent discussion over monetary compensation dismantling the inherent act of 

sharing, Belk (2014) considers the SE as a “phenomenon born in the Internet age” (p. 1595). Therefore, 

Belk (2014) stresses the necessity to include non-monetary reimbursement in the definition of the SE to 

counteract widespread belief that the SE solely comprises sharing activities associated with monetary 
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compensation. In particular, ‘other compensation’ is what Belk (2014) refers to as “bartering, trading, 

and swapping” (p. 1595). Nonetheless, by defining the SE as “people coordinating the acquisition and 

distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation” (p. 1595), Belk (2014) regards the transfer of 

ownerships as part of the SE. Other scholars, on the other hand, distinguish between two types of sharing, 

namely “access over ownership and transfer of ownership” (Hamari et al., 2016, p. 2049). In defining 

the SE as “the peer-to-peer based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods and 

services, coordinated through community-based online services” (p. 2049), Hamari et al. (2016) 

implicitly exclude the transfer of ownership and solely consider the access to goods and services as part 

of the SE. Accordingly, Frenken and Schor (2019) differ between temporary and permanent access to 

goods, as they refer the latter to the second-handy economy. With respect to the temporal limitation of 

usage, Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) draw upon “access-based consumption [...] in which no transfer of 

ownership takes place” (p. 881). As such, Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) further extend the SE definition 

to B2C transactions in which “consumers are able to access objects or networks that they could not 

afford to own” (p. 881). 

 

Overall, the scholars agree that the SE is characterized by online P2P transactions which enable 

temporary access to goods and services, possibly for monetary and other compensation. Nonetheless, 

researchers have ambiguous views on whether the SE comprises transfer of ownership and B2C 

transactions. In this paper, we disregard the second-hand economy as part of the SE as it neglects the 

aspect of temporary access to goods and services. However, we include B2C operations in our definition 

of the SE as they reflect similar characteristics which are found in P2P transactions. In particular, B2C 

sharing platforms incorporate the concept of temporary access to a good which is commonly shared 

among their customer base. Moreover, in accordance with our geographical delimitation, well-known 

B2C sharing platforms such as Share Now and GreenMobility are popular transport solutions used by 

Copenhagen residents. As such, the characteristics which B2C models embody in addition to its 

popularity in Copenhagen justify the inclusion of B2C transactions in our definition of the SE. Therefore, 

our definition of the SE constitutes both B2C and P2P transactions which enable temporary access to 

goods and services, possibly for monetary and other compensation. 
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2.1.2 Sharing Economy Models 

Within the wide array of sharing platforms, Wallenstein and Shelat (2017) identify three specific types 

of platforms: i) decentralized platforms, ii) centralized platforms, and iii) hybrid platforms. A 

decentralized platform allows lenders to set their own terms and prices while the platform facilitates the 

transaction as it is the case for Airbnb (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017). From the platform’s perspective, 

upfront capital expenses are low; however, the platform needs to ensure adequate supply (Wallenstein & 

Shelat, 2017). On the other hand, a centralized platform is characterized by B2C transactions such as 

Share Now where the platform owns the assets and thus, sets its own terms and prices (Wallenstein & 

Shelat, 2017). This model proves to be advantageous for quality assurance, standardization, and the 

ability to gain a higher share of transaction value (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017). However, it is also 

exposed to higher scaling costs and involves high capital expenses; moreover, a frequent usage of the 

assets needs to be ensured to be viable (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017). Lastly, the hybrid model depicts a 

platform in which lenders provide a good or service based on the terms and prices set by the platform as 

seen in Uber’s business model (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017). While this model entails the advantages of 

low capital expenses and standardization, it needs to ensure sufficient supply (e.g. recruiting drivers) and 

manage quality as it does not maintain the same level of control over quality as centralized platforms 

(Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017). 

2.1.3 Economic Aspects 

The following paragraph discusses the economic benefits of savings and earnings for SE platform users 

and providers, especially in connection with home-sharing, car-sharing, and service-sharing. Thereafter, 

the discussed literature is briefly summarized. 

 

From an economic perspective, the SE attracts both borrowing and lending peers as a good or service 

can be acquired at lower cost for the borrower whilst generating income for the lender (Sundararajan, 

2013). Schor (2017) draws a connection to the financial crisis in 2008 stating that people would 

reconsider their consumption behavior and attitude towards ownership in times of financial distress. 

There is, however, no empirical evidence for this claim (Böcker & Meelen, 2017). While some studies 

indicate that economic motivations are considered essential for participating in accommodation 

(Tussyadiah, 2016) or car sharing (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012), other research suggest that cost savings 
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merely increase satisfaction but not necessarily the motivation to use the sharing platform again 

(Möhlmann, 2015). However, motivation to participate in the SE seems to differ across age groups as 

seen in Böcker and Meelen’s (2017) study which indicates higher economic motivation for younger peers 

compared to individuals above the age of 65. 

 

Among various sharing sectors, Böcker and Meelen (2017) identify accommodation sharing to have the 

relatively highest economic motivation for participation due to the economic value of a house, especially 

when located in a popular neighborhood. Also, from a user perspective, it is considered financially more 

beneficial than staying at a hotel (Böcker & Meelen, 2017). In their empirical study on Airbnb’s impact 

on hotel revenues in Austin Texas, Zervas, Proserpio and Byers (2017) ascertained that the decline in 

hotel revenues of 8-10% are directly caused by the appearance of Airbnb accommodations. Furthermore, 

the results indicate that budget hotels are more likely to be affected than hotels in the upper price class 

or hotel chains that target business travelers (Zervas et al., 2017).  

  

From the platforms’ perspective, the cost benefits are vast especially for P2P sharing platforms for 

example in the car sharing sector (Sundararajan, 2013). On the one hand, the business model of B2C 

platforms such as Share Now or ZipCar include acquiring, maintaining and managing a car fleet whilst 

having to amortize these investments (Sundararajan, 2013). On the other hand, P2P platforms such as 

GoMore often only act as a mediator and are not constrained to dealing with parking issues or asset 

depreciation (Sundararajan, 2013). As such, P2P platforms generate efficiency gains and are easily 

scalable (e.g. geographically) compared to B2C platforms which often struggle with local jurisdiction on 

issues such as parking regulations (Sundararajan, 2013). Yet, in both cases of B2C and P2P car sharing 

platforms, the consumer (i.e. borrower) is typically a non-frequent car driver who is in need of a car for 

only a short period of time. Compared to traditional car rental businesses such as Avis or Hertz, the P2P 

sharing enables reduction in transaction costs while surpassing both supply and demand (Wallenstein & 

Shelat, 2017). Moreover, high operational fixed costs such as renting or owning parking locations are 

inexistent for P2P platforms (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017). Similarly, Airbnb can rely on decentralized 

supply of accommodation with low capital expenses, whereas hotels operate with capital heavy cost 

structures such as renting or buying buildings. By outsourcing the funding of capital to Airbnb 
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accommodation providers, the hosts are able to generate more income with higher valued assets 

(Fitzmaurice et al., 2018).  

 

In particular, Fitzmaurice et al.’s (2018) study indicates that a significant number of Airbnb hosts are 

wealthy individuals with a higher than average income in the US. Thus, earnings generated from Airbnb 

rentals are likely positively correlated with the income from regular full-time jobs of Airbnb hosts. This 

hypothesis is backed by Schor’s (2017) findings showing that median earnings on Airbnb amounted to 

USD 9’000 annually with two respondents even reporting annual earnings of more than USD 30’000 on 

Airbnb. The relationship of higher Airbnb income with higher wealth is exemplified by one respondent 

of Schor’s (2017) research who works as a management consultant and periodically rents out his luxury 

apartment in New York generating an income of USD 34’000 a year. On the other hand, earnings on P2P 

car sharing platforms seem marginal with a median income of USD 600 per year (Schor, 2017). On 

TaskRabbit, a P2P platform for providing various services such as household tasks, a significant 

difference between median (USD 2’500) and mean (USD 6’819) income can be traced to the wide 

distribution of workload a service provider decides to work (Schor, 2017). In New York, Uber recruits 

drivers by advertising a guaranteed income of USD 5’000 in the first month (Ravenelle, 2017). 

 

On the downside of economic benefits within the SE, Schor (2017) fears that inequality could amplify 

within the bottom 80% of the income spectrum as task service providers like TaskRabbit or Uber 

endanger existing jobs of qualified individuals working in low-income sectors such as cleaning or taxi 

service. Thus, Schor (2017) concludes that economic inequality is likely to rise simultaneously with 

increasing financial benefits for participants in the SE. 

 

Besides the disruption of traditional industries such as transportation or hospitality, the SE further elicits 

a series of business transformations or attracts equity from businesses directly affected by the emergence 

of sharing platforms. One example is the collaboration of car manufacturer BMW and car rental company 

Sixt to establish the aforementioned free-floating car sharing service DriveNow (now known as Share 

Now), or Ford and General Motors investing Uber’s rival Lyft (Masters, 2017). Further, one of India’s 

largest producers of mechanical equipment for farmers, Mahindra, seized the opportunity to operate a 
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sharing platform for its equipment, targeting a high share of farmers unable to afford owning mechanical 

equipment (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017).  

 

Summary Economic Aspects 

In sum, both borrowing and lending peers can benefit monetarily from the SE (Sundararajan, 2013). In 

comparison, accommodation-sharing platforms illustrate a rather attractive option to generate a side 

income compared to car- or service-sharing platforms (Schor, 2017). Socio-economic related literature 

suggests that younger consumers are more receptive to economic motivations to participate in the SE 

(Böcker & Meelen, 2017). Compared to B2C business models, P2P sharing platforms operate with lower 

financial risk as the acquisition and maintenance of assets are funded by the asset owners (Sundararajan, 

2013). Moreover, the SE illustrates an attractive opportunity for established industries. For instance, 

manufacturers can enter a new market in which they do not sell their products but offer them to a wider 

audience by granting them temporary access (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017). Taking these economic 

benefits into consideration, we consider economic aspects as a positive determinant to attitude towards 

the SE.  

2.1.4 Social Aspects 

The following paragraphs discuss social benefits within the SE as various scholars determine social 

aspects as a motivational factor to participate in sharing activities which pertain to older individuals in 

particular. This subchapter concludes with a brief summary of social aspects in the SE. 

 

The act of sharing itself is not a new phenomenon and has existed for centuries but has, however, evolved 

over the last centuries. While sharing assets among family and friends has always been a common 

practice, technological advances and the rise of sharing platforms extends the network of sharing partners 

to strangers in return for reimbursement in both monetary and non-monetary forms (Frenken & Schor, 

2019; Fitzmaurice et al., 2018). Moreover, strangers meet face-to-face to engage in a sharing transaction 

and possibly create new social ties (Frenken & Schor, 2019). In this regard, Frenken and Schor (2019) 

expect a surge in social mixing as interactions between asset providers and users increase, because the 

owners of assets are likely to be wealthier than borrowers on average. A study conducted by Fitzmaurice 

et al. (2018) confirms this statement as respondents reported that they had positive interactions with 
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people they never would have met otherwise. Such interaction could for instance be hosting guests in the 

apartment, solving household tasks for someone, or simply enjoy a meal together (Böcker & Meelen, 

2017).  

 

In addition, various scholars determine social interactions as a motivator to engage in sharing activities 

(Tussyadiah, 2016; Böcker & Meelen, 2017; Fitzmaurice et al., 2018). In a study conducted by 

Tussyadiah (2016), the findings indicate that Airbnb users renting a private room are inclined to do so 

because of the expected social interaction with the host. This conclusion aligns with a qualitative study 

by Fitzmaurice et al. (2018) which reveals that 50% of respondents reported social benefits to be their 

main motivator to host guests in their house. In particular, hosts socially interacted and had dinner with 

guests and in some cases, even friendships were formed (Fitzmaurice et al., 2018). On the other hand, 

users who rent entire apartments/houses reject social interaction as a motivator to share accommodation; 

thus, indicating an avoidance of cohabitation (Tussyadiah, 2016). 

 

Apart from asset sharing, the platforms specializing in service sharing such as TaskRabbit inherently 

incorporate the relevance of social interaction in their business model. By visiting other households to 

complete a task, social interaction between the service provider and requester prevails. Accordingly, 

participants in different studies responded that the platform enabled them to expand their social network 

and helped build new friendships with people from the platform (Fitzmaurice et al., 2018).  

 

Other scholars stress the importance of community building in neighborhoods to share assets, which 

could be beneficial especially for older people who tend to be more frequently neighborly socializing 

(Cornwell et al., 2008). Herein, neighborhoods with high sharing activities (e.g. cars, tools, furniture or 

household tasks) could result in a strong connection to the local community. For example, meal sharing 

gained popularity in urban areas and especially among individuals in the same neighborhood (Böcker & 

Meelen, 2017). 

 

In a socio-demographic context, motivation for social interaction and meeting new people is higher for 

older than younger individuals according to Cornwell et al. (2008); thus, the SE sets an opportunity to 

compensate declining interpersonal activities with increasing age (Böcker & Meelen, 2017). Looking at 
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asset providers older than 65, Böcker and Meelen (2017) find that this age cohort has very low economic 

but relatively high social motivations to participate in sharing activities. 

 

Summary Social Aspects 

Overall, sharing platforms foster the connection between individuals who potentially would not have met 

otherwise and elicit positive perceived interactions with strangers (Fitzmaurice et al., 2018). In terms of 

accommodation-sharing, many hosts feel motivated by social activities like dining together or forming 

friendships (Fitzmaurice et al., 2018). The elderly in particular enjoy meeting new people as their network 

tends to decrease as they age (Cornwell et al., 2008). Thus, they may be most receptive to initiatives 

which foster community building in local districts (Cornwell et al., 2008). For these reasons, the social 

aspect of the SE is integrated in our framework as a positive determinant.  

2.1.5 Environmental Aspects 

The following paragraphs elaborate on ecological impacts of SE activities. Herein, scholars conduct 

research within the fields of home-, car-sharing and ride-hailing; thereafter, the chapter is concluded with 

a summary of discussed literature.  

 

Various scholars discuss the SE’s positive impact on the environment. Specifically, researchers 

emphasize on CO2 reduction through car sharing schemes (Firnkorn & Müller, 2011; Le Vine & Polak, 

2019), the shift from ownership to access-based consumption (Frenken & Schor 2019) and decline in 

waste in home-sharing activities (Wang et al., 2019). While some scholars identify sustainability to be a 

motivator to participate in the SE (Hamari et al., 2016; Tussyadiah, 2016), others argue that the positive 

impact on the environment is merely perceived as a ‘bonus’ pertaining to P2P sharing (Wilhelms, Henkel 

& Falk, 2017). 

  

Considering the nature of sharing practices, demand for owning goods declines while access to goods in 

the form of renting or borrowing result in higher utilization of otherwise idle assets (Frenken & Schor, 

2019). Moreover, Martin (2016) regards the SE as a means to end unsustainable practices of ‘hyper 

consumption’. According to Bates and Leibling (2012), the average car is parked for around 96% of its 

lifetime which Firnkorn and Müller (2011) estimate to be 8.5 years before a car is replaced. Thus, scholars 
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observe that increasing sharing activity discourages the purchase of new goods because of economic and 

environmental reasons (Frenken & Schor, 2019). Accordingly, many sharing platforms market 

themselves as ecological businesses arguing that sharing reduces the demand for ownership and the 

construction of new buildings such as hotels (Martin, 2016; Frenken & Schor, 2019). However, Frenken 

and Schor (2019) argue that quantifying the SE’s full effect on carbon monoxide reduction is a complex 

process as “all the changes that are set in motion in the system as a result of a new sharing practice” (p. 

128) need to be analyzed. In this regard, Frenken and Schor (2019) predict that accurate estimates of 

ecological effects by the SE as a whole remain unclear for a long time as sharing platforms refrain from 

granting access to user data. Instead, platforms like Airbnb publish their own studies without analyzing 

ecological impacts of the SE as a whole (Frenken & Schor, 2019). Irrespective of this, Wang et al. (2019) 

find that 92% of Airbnb guests in the US produce less waste at Airbnb accommodations than at their own 

home. Moreover, Airbnb guests generate 53% less waste per night than persons staying at hotels (Wang 

et al., 2019). It is assumed that this outcome derives from behavioral intentions in which guests and hosts 

assume reciprocal courtesy i.e. that the guests behave considerately as a way to express gratitude for 

hosting them (Wang et al., 2019). 

  

When focusing on single sectors of the SE, Firnkorn and Müller (2011) identify a positive effect of car-

sharing services on the environment. In their study, the authors investigate the environmental impact of 

free-floating car sharing service car2go in the German city of Ulm. In general, Firnkorn and Müller 

(2011) highlight various advantages of free-floating car sharing compared to traditional car rentals such 

as Avis or Hertz. Among others, free-floating car sharing services have their fleet distributed in the whole 

city, often accessible within walking distance; thus, the travel to a car rental station becomes obsolete 

(Firnkorn & Müller, 2011). Moreover, an automobile booked through car2go can be returned anywhere 

within a specified area - usually within the city borders -  which means that the driver does not have to 

return the car to a specific location (Firnkorn & Müller, 2011). From a more behavioral perspective, 

Firnkorn and Müller (2011) explore users’ intention for car purchase in the aforementioned German city. 

The results reveal that almost one third of respondents consider forgoing the acquisition of a new car to 

some extent if free-floating car sharing services prove themselves viable within the next five years 

(Firnkorn & Müller, 2011). This finding is backed by a similar study conducted in London UK where 

30% of respondents stated that “they decided not to buy a car that they otherwise would have purchased” 
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because of the emergence of free-floating car sharing services (Le Vine & Polak, 2019, p. 119). 

Furthermore, free-floating car sharing platforms such as Share Now and car2go maintain eco-friendly 

cars that feature low carbon emission levels such as the electric BMW i3 or small city cars like Smart 

Fortwo (Firnkorn & Müller, 2011). Consequently, the operation of a free-floating fleet consisting of 

Smarts is estimated to reduce CO2 emission by up to 312 kg CO2 per year per average car2go user 

(Firnkorn & Müller, 2011). As some households acquire a second or even a third car, the average 

kilometer driven per car has declined in recent years (Firnkorn & Müller, 2011). However, Firnkorn and 

Müller (2011) predict that this number is likely to increase as car sharing services gain popularity. In a 

concluding note, Firnkorn and Müller (2011) recommend cities to integrate free-floating car sharing 

services within their public transport system to provide a comprehensive transportation network in which 

an integrated public-collective transportation system increases utility. Unlike car sharing, ride hailing 

apps like Uber evidently cause a negative impact on the environment as these services are used as a 

substitute for public transport; moreover, an increase of ride hailing services results in increasing traffic 

congestion (Jin, Kong, Wu & Sui, 2018). Hence, increased utilization of ride-hailing services culminates 

in a rebound effect also known as Jevon’s paradox which describes the increase of consumption when 

cost and price for a product or service decrease (Sorrell, 2009). 

 

Summary Environmental Aspects 

In short, participating in SE activities evoke both positive and negative ecological effects (Wang et al., 

2019; Jin et al., 2018). On the positive side, increased sharing activities lower the need to purchase own 

assets which can lead to higher utilization of assets and even reduce demand for building new hotels 

(Frenken & Schor, 2017). Furthermore, scholars found evidence for behavioral intentions in generating 

less waste in shared homes (Wang et al., 2019). While car-sharing sparks positive ecological effects by 

reducing demand for new car purchases and operating eco-friendly car fleets (Firnkorn & Müller, 2011), 

ride-hailing services tend to substitute public transportation and consequently increase CO2 emission 

and traffic congestion (Jin et al., 2018). Overall, a positive ecological effect can be recognized in 

participating in the SE. Thus, the environmental aspect is included as a positive determinant in our 

framework. 
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2.1.6 Trust Aspects 

The subsequent paragraphs provide a general definition of trust followed by its implications for P2P 

transactions. Further, literature regarding trust for online transactions is introduced and put into 

perspective with SE platforms. In particular, scholars explore the usage of different mechanisms which 

mediate online transactions. A short summary is provided at the end of the chapter.  

 

Taking the social nature of the SE into consideration, trust plays a major role and is crucial for the 

feasibility of business models of P2P sharing platforms (Frenken & Schor, 2019). Trust can be defined 

as a social construct in which an individual relies on another person without the possibility to anticipate 

the outcome (Moorman, Deshpandé & Zaltman, 1993). With regard to risk, Mayer, Davis and Schoorman 

(1995) define trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based 

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

of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (p. 712). Hereby, Clark and Eisenstein (2013) 

distinguish between generalized trust and particularized trust. While the former reflects the trust towards 

strangers, the latter relates to trusting people known to an individual (Clark & Eisenstein, 2013). 

Consequently, generalized interpersonal trust depicts a prevailing factor especially within P2P sharing 

platforms. As the SE figures as a rather recent phenomenon, literature on trust in the sharing economy is 

limited; is however somewhat related to trust in online transactions or e-commerce. With more people 

gaining access to a computer and the internet, P2P online interactions surfaced in forms of second-hand 

online shops such as eBay (McCloskey, 2006). Herein, Chang, Cheung and Tang (2013) argue that more 

trust is needed the larger the physical distance between consumer and provider is. When comparing the 

relevance of trust in goods and services, Tan and Sutherland (2004) observe a positive correlation 

between tangibility and trust level. In other words, the scholars infer that individuals demand more trust 

in interactions where a service is provided. To mitigate the perceived risk of trusting an online platform, 

third party certification seems to offer a solution (Aiken & Boush, 2006; Miyazaki & Krishnamurthy, 

2002). Specifically, the presence of third-party certifications on online platforms appear to lower 

consumers’ threshold to share their personal data (Aiken & Boush, 2006) and increase perceived security 

(Miyazaki & Krishnamurthy, 2002). In connection with the Social Exchange Theory, trust in online P2P 

transactions is fostered and developed in reciprocal and continuous relationships (Chang et al., 2013). As 
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such, trust is built slowly and advances over time with continuous social exchange between two 

individuals (Chang et al., 2013). 

 

Therefore, popular measures to mitigate trust concerns on online platforms are feedback and rating tools 

to quantify an online peer’s trustworthiness (Chang et al., 2013). Compared to online P2P transactions 

in which peers interact merely in online settings, social exchange within the SE depicts a deeper level of 

interaction between peers; often on a physical basis. Accordingly, scholars yearn after more extensive 

trust mechanisms (Repschläger, Zarnekow, Meinhardt, Röder & Pröhl, 2015). Adequate trust tools on 

sharing platforms could for instance be the verification of driver’s license on ride- or car sharing 

platforms (Repschläger et al., 2015). Although most sharing platforms allow verification with social 

media accounts, Repschläger et al. (2015) argue for a higher sense of security when profiles are verified 

by government issued identification, especially for platforms that encompass direct P2P interactions. 

Another tool which lowers trust concerns is the presence of profile photos on sharing platforms (Ert, 

Fleischer & Magen, 2016). The authors argue that profile photos contribute to a certain degree of 

humanization of online profiles and are likely to affect people’s behavior in interacting with others when 

their identity is exposed. Furthermore, Repschläger et al. (2015) suggest transparency in profile 

descriptions as this measure allows users to feel closer to another peer on online platforms. A study 

conducted by Tussyadiah and Park (2018) underlines this claim as they observe a positive correlation 

between trustworthiness and the presence of profile information on Airbnb user profiles. 

 

Summary Trust Aspects 

Higher levels of trust are required when physical distance between consumers and providers increases 

(Chang et al., 2013). Moreover, trust is built over time; consequently, online P2P platforms adopt trust 

mechanisms such as feedback or rating tools (Repschläger et al., 2015). In addition, profile photos 

mediate distrust among users on online platforms (Ert et al., 2016). Overall, transparent profile 

information on SE platforms like on Airbnb influences trust positively (Tussyadiah & Park, 2018). With 

the absence of trust mechanisms on SE platforms, trust can be regarded as a hurdle to overcome before 

an individual decides to participate in the SE. Therefore, trust is included as a negative determinant in 

our framework to investigate how generalized trust influences the attitude towards the SE. 
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2.1.7 Legal Aspects and Critiques to the Sharing Economy 

Amidst the positive sentiment towards the SE, researchers also raise critical voices against the SE. In 

particular, the SE is criticized for its negative impact on housing markets (Nieuwland & van Melik, 

2018), increasing inequality among the bottom 80% (Schor, 2017), and exploiting workers (Ravenelle, 

2017). This chapter delves into these issues in more depth and concludes with a concise summary of 

discussed literature. 

  

Multiple aspects of the SE cause negative externalities, affecting non-users and third parties indirectly 

(Schor, 2017). In the case of Airbnb, the platform fosters gentrification in highly saturated housing 

markets such as Amsterdam, Barcelona or New York (Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). In urban areas 

with high demand for housing, Airbnb contributes to the drastic increase of rent and prices for real estate 

as institutional investors acquire residential buildings to generate income from short-term rentals through 

platforms such as Airbnb (Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). A study conducted by Sheppard and Udell 

(2016) shows that a doubling of Airbnb accommodations in New York has resulted in a surge of property 

value of 6-11%. As a result, residents who no longer can afford the rent are forced to move out 

(Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). Moreover, Nieuwland and van Melik (2018) observe that Airbnb 

housing is often located in residential areas compared to hotels which focus on city centers; thus, shifting 

gentrification effects to calmer areas of a city. Moreover, Airbnb’s campaign on promoting intercultural 

exchange and discovery of local life takes a hit amidst locals complaining about the high turnover rate 

for centrally situated apartments and guests not abiding by noise regulations in the neighborhood 

(Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). As a measure to mitigate the effect of Airbnb on local housing markets 

and to keep a balanced interest of tourists and local residents, various cities introduced multifaceted home 

sharing regulations (Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). However, regulating a market with P2P transactions 

proves to be challenging as monitoring compliance of hosts instead of Airbnb itself transpires to be costly 

(Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). Nonetheless, Nieuwland and van Melik (2018) identify four common 

approaches of local authorities to control short-term rental on platforms such as Airbnb: i) quantitative 

restriction, ii) locational restriction, iii) density restriction, and iv) qualitative restriction. For example, 

Paris and London introduced a 120- and 90-days renting limit respectively which is regarded as a 

quantitative restriction (Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). Further, a locational restriction could depict 

the examples of Barcelona or New Orleans where certain districts have a prohibition of short-term rentals 
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(Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018). While density restrictions, which are a limitation in the number of 

properties open for rental, are uncommon, qualitative restrictions only allow partial short-term rentals 

similar to the situation in Berlin where it is prohibited to rent entire apartments (Nieuwland & van Melik, 

2018). In general, Nieuwland and van Melik (2018) observe that American cities tend to be more 

restrictive than their European counterparts as all American cities require short-term rentals to have 

permits and follow various safety standards. 

  

On a socio-economic dimension, Schor (2017) argues that Airbnb’s business model does not necessarily 

elicit opportunities for low-income individuals as promoted but contributes to the increase in wealth in 

the upper middle class. Specifically, the ability to generate income on Airbnb presumes the hosts to have 

an idle room or even have an entire apartment available for guests. If the accommodation is rented out 

fully, the hosts need an alternative stay for themselves; moreover, higher valued housing generates more 

income and thus, the system favors people with more wealth to generate a sizable side income (Schor, 

2017). This claim is backed by Schor’s (2017) observation of Airbnb offers in New York City where at 

times, 13% of the hosts rented out 40% of the listing and Ravenelle’s (2017) sample of Airbnb hosts with 

a median income of USD 100’000 from regular employment. Other critics of the SE draw attention to 

the exploitation of labor, highlighting the circumstances under which many service providers in P2P 

transaction such as TaskRabbit or Uber regard the service providers as ‘entrepreneurial partners’ as a 

justification to avoid contributing to social security and other benefits such as paid vacation for the 

providers (Schor, 2017; Ravenelle, 2017). Consequently, the US labor market experiences a steep growth 

in the number of workers labeled as ‘independent contractors’ (Ravenelle, 2017). Hence, scholars debate 

whether the SE can in fact be regarded as a market phenomenon that favors the underprivileged part of 

society (Schor, 2017). In a comprehensive qualitative study among service providers on TaskRabbit, 

Schor’s (2017) findings expose a large group of highly educated individuals engaging in manual labor 

i.e. persons with university degrees providing cleaning or gardening tasks to supplement their regular 

income from paid full-time jobs. Under these circumstances, they portray a threat to qualified workers in 

these areas, as demand shifts from qualified workers to educated individuals offering their service on 

platforms like TaskRabbit (Schor, 2017). In short, Schor (2017) identifies two ways in which P2P sharing 

platforms amplify the inequality among the bottom 80%. First, highly educated individuals use the 

platform to supplement their earnings and second, they provide services which are traditionally exercised 
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by a group of people with lower educational status and thus create a substitution effect (Schor, 2017). 

Subsequently, Schor (2017) argues that the SE offers an opportunity for relatively wealthy people who 

own valuable idle assets to generate a side income, whereas the majority of lower-income individuals 

merely benefit from cost-saving advantages when participating in the SE as borrowers. 

  

Ravenelle (2017) further criticizes service sharing platforms which tend to convey and market micro-

entrepreneurship. When recruiting service providers for their platform, sharing sites often advertise the 

freedom of setting one’s own schedules, work hours and the privilege of being one’s own boss 

(Ravenelle, 2017). However, in a recent study among service providers on different sharing platforms, 

Ravenelle (2017) reveals that service providers on platforms like Uber and TaskRabbit identify 

themselves rather as employees of respective platforms rather than ‘micro-entrepreneurs’ or ‘partners’ 

of a platform. Accordingly, the respondents have little influence on the platforms’ business affairs as a 

case of TaskRabbit exemplifies: when initially Taskers (service providers on TaskRabbit) could decide 

themselves which tasks to accept, TaskRabbit introduced a new process in which Taskers are assigned 

jobs which they have to either accept or decline within half an hour (Ravenelle, 2017). Failure to do so 

or rejecting too many tasks could result in the deactivation of a Tasker’s account (Ravenelle, 2017). A 

similar approach is adopted for Uber drivers, which are required to maintain a rating of 4.6 out of 5.0 

and accept a minimum of 80% of requests; otherwise, the driver is excluded from providing rides 

(Ravenelle, 2017). In addition, Ravenelle (2017) criticizes the platforms of shifting risks of ‘on-the-job 

accidents’ to the workers by denying them insurance and other employee benefits. Moreover, advertising 

the benefits of micro-entrepreneurs might seem problematic when in fact, service providers perceive 

themselves more like working for the platform rather than being partners of the platform (Ravenelle, 

2017). 

 

Summary Legal Aspects 

While numerous scholars highlight positive aspects of the SE, other researchers do not fall short of 

criticizing the SE. Herein, critics stress the gentrification effects in urban residential areas (Nieuwland & 

van Melik, 2018) or labor exploitation through the denial of common employee benefits such as vacation 

or social security insurance (Ravenelle, 2017). On a socio-economic level, the SE subliminally amplifies 

inequality among the bottom 80% of society as jobs in low-wage sectors are performed by highly 
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educated individuals who offer their services on P2P platforms. Taking these critics into consideration, 

we consider the legal aspects as a barrier to participate in the SE and therefore include them in the 

framework as a negative determinant. 

2.2 Relevance of Participants’ Age in the SE 

In this chapter, we review literature which investigates demographic characteristics of participants in the 

SE. Herein, emphasis is put on providing a holistic overview on participants in the SE (Pew Research 

Center, 2016; Hsiao et al., 2018). Subsequently, the relevance of demographic characteristics, age in 

particular, are discussed and set in context to dispositional trust (Yoon & Occeña, 2015) and 

technological capabilities (Pew Research Center, 2017).  

2.2.1 SE Participants 

Literature has discussed the sociodemographic factors of users of the SE (Hsiao et al., 2018; Pew 

Research Center, 2016). A study conducted by Pew Research Center (2016) on the New Digital Economy 

appears to be the most influential with regard to demographic variables and the SE. It investigates user 

behavior of different SE services in the US and focuses among others on home- and ride-sharing. Out of 

eleven popular SE platforms, the participants are asked to indicate which services they have already used 

in addition to specifying how familiar they are with the term Sharing Economy. Results show that the 

share of people who already used at least one of the SE services is rather high with 72% of adults in the 

US. However, the share of respondents who are unfamiliar with the term Sharing Economy is equally 

high with 73%. Investigating demographic elements, the study reveals that users who indicated a usage 

of four or more of the aforementioned services are likely to be college graduates, younger than 45, and 

have higher incomes (Pew Research Center, 2016). For instance, only 4% of US adults with an income 

lower than $30,000 per year have used home-sharing services like Airbnb. On the other hand, 24% of 

US adults earning more than $75,000 used these services (Pew Research Center, 2016). Taking the age 

distribution into consideration, roughly a third of the respondents between 18 and 44 had used four or 

more of the mentioned services. In comparison, 56% of Americans aged above 64 had not used any of 

the services at all. 
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Individuals who use SE services less frequently than others are often referred to as underrepresented 

users by scholars (Hsiao et al., 2018). Hereby, these users are represented by individuals above 44, 

persons with household incomes below $35,000 and people who do not hold a university degree. In other 

words, underrepresented users of SE applications are individuals who are older, obtain lower incomes 

and have lower educational status (Pew Research Center, 2016). Thus, the represented user is likely to 

be younger, well educated, and generating higher income (Pew Research Center, 2016). 

 

As a measure to address underrepresented users in the SE and thus mitigate bias, Hsiao et al. (2018) 

reproduced a similar study that includes additional sharing platforms which inure to elderly, low-income 

individuals, and persons with lower educational status. Such platforms offer sharing activities which are 

related to health services, knowledge transfer and neighborhood initiatives which are more likely to be 

used by elderly, people with lower educational status and low-income individuals respectively (Hsiao et 

al., 2018). With an adjusted set of SE applications in their survey, Hsiao et al. (2018) discover both 

differences and similarities to the Pew Report (2016). For instance, Hsiao et al. (2018) confirm that SE 

platforms are less popular among people aged older than 44 compared to individuals who are younger 

than 44. Further, Hsiao et al. (2018) observe that older individuals are not willing to pay more for a 

broader set of SE services. However, contrary to the Pew Report, Hsiao et al.’s (2018) study does not 

find any evidence for a relationship between SE participation and income level or education.  

 

Summary SE Participants 

Reflecting on prevailing demographics in the SE, two independent studies fail to find coherent results. 

While the Pew Report (2016) suggests age, education and income to determine SE participation, Hsiao 

et al.’s (2018) replicated study only finds evidence for age to do so. Thus, we conclude that the mutual 

demographic attribute of under-represented users is reflected in the user’s age. Therefore, we incorporate 

the age factor in our framework to investigate whether different age groups develop divergent attitudes 

towards the SE with regard to the six determinants in the framework. 

2.2.2 Wealth Accumulation 

As P2P sharing platforms are dependent on private lenders offering their assets on the sharing platform, 

wealth portrays an antecedent in ensuring the viability of sharing platforms. Hereby, literature suggests 
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that the wealthiest individuals can be found among older people as they accumulate wealth over time 

(Modigliani, 1988). This subchapter discusses wealth distribution across age groups (Jakobsen et al., 

2018) and explores how elderly manage their housing wealth after retirement (Müller, 2018). 

 

According to the UN (2019), the share of people aged 65 or older is estimated to be almost 10% of the 

global population and is expected to grow to around 17% within the next 30 years. In developed countries 

such as the US, around 15% are aged 65 or older, with the share of this age group to surpass 30% by 

2030 (Vandenbroucke & Zhu, 2017). Thus, scholars emphasize the importance of this segment by 

highlighting various attractive traits that the older population embodies: low debt, higher level of wealth 

and more time resources due to retirement (McCloskey, 2006). Thus, the prospective growth of this age 

segment is considered as an attractive target for marketers, especially in the online community 

(McCloskey, 2006). In his influential paper on the life cycle hypothesis, Modigliani (1988) illustrates the 

hump-shaped evolution of wealth with the peak to be allocated about retirement age (see figure 1.). 

Herein, the accumulation of wealth indicates an increase during working age before it declines after 

retirement (Modigliani, 1988). Recent numbers from Denmark confirm that wealthy people tend to be 

older (Jakobsen et al., 2018). In particular, 80% of the wealthiest 1% are aged above 50 while they 

account for only one third of the total population (Jakobsen et al., 2018). However, inequality prevails 

among the elderly, too. Jakobsen et al.’s findings suggest that relatively wealthy individuals accumulate 

wealth until the age of 80 whereas the average person reaches his or her peak in wealth around retirement 

age. Similar results are reported by Vandenbroucke and Zhu (2017) who determine that the richest people 

can be found among individuals who are close to retirement. Accordingly, a quarter of the US population 

is aged 20-35; yet, this group accounts for only 5% of total wealth (Vandenbroucke & Zhu, 2017). Within 

the wealth accumulation during working age, Cagetti (2003) identifies two main reasons for individuals 

to save money: to finance expenses occurring after retirement and to protect against unexpected 

liabilities. While precautionary savings accrue in younger years, savings for retirement increase in 

importance when approaching retirement age (Cagetti, 2003). 
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Figure 1 Wealth accumulation over lifetime 

 

Source: OECD, 2017 

 

Other scholars focus on physical ownership of assets such as accommodation (Angelini, Laferrère & 

Weber, 2013; Müller, 2018) or cars (Dargay, 2001; Prillwitz, Harms & Lanzendorf, 2006). Herein, 

Angelini et al. (2013) estimate 70% of Europeans aged 50 or older to be homeowners. Moreover, for a 

vast majority of elderly in Europe, housing represents the most important asset of their wealth as it acts 

as a security to protect against rent or pension risks (Angelini et al., 2013). As such, it is often the largest 

of non-pension wealth when individuals approach retirement age (Angelini et al., 2013). Similarly, 

Müller’s (2018) investigation on European homeownership indicates that owned property often serves 

to generate income after retirement to mitigate financial distress. Subsequently, only half of homeowners 

in Austria, Switzerland and Denmark still own their home 25 years after their retirement (Müller, 2018). 

With regard to car ownership, Dargay (2001) argues that income depicts an antecedent to car purchases. 

Furthermore, an increase in income leads to higher levels of car ownership for households until the oldest 

person (head of household) reaches the age of around 50 when adult children are expected to leave the 

household (Dargay, 2001). A similar study conducted by Prillwitz et al. (2006) confirms this finding 

stating that the share of households with an increasing number of cars rises until the head of a household 

reaches the age of 44 after which the share declines. 
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Summary Wealth Accumulation 

As idle assets or resources are shared on P2P sharing platforms, wealth emerges as an element which is 

essential for P2P business models. However, the absence of older individuals in the SE (Pew Research 

Center, 2016; Hsiao et al., 2018) implies that unexploited assets and resources are held back by elderly 

as they tend to represent the wealthiest population group (Jakobsen et al., 2018). In particular, older 

individuals are more likely to be owners of houses (Angelini et al., 2013) or cars (Dargay, 2001). As the 

differences in wealth are significant across age groups, we do not integrate wealth explicitly in our 

framework but consider it as a component prevalent in the aforementioned age factor discussed in section 

2.2.1. 

2.2.3 Disposition to Trust 

In addition to examining literature on trust in online transactions (see section 2.1.6), we discuss 

ubiquitous research on trust development. Specifically, scholars conduct long-term studies to investigate 

how trust develops as individuals age (Robinson & Jackson, 2001). Other research finds evidence for 

increased distrust among older internet users (McCloskey, 2006). 

 

Similarly, incumbent literature on trust development provides evidence that trust level increases from 

young adulthood until the mid-40s, when trust remains on the same level (Robinson & Jackson, 2001, 

Clark & Eisenstein, 2013). This phenomenon can either be explained by the life cycle effect or cohort 

effect. While the former describes the increase of trust as people accumulate life experience and 

interactions with others, the latter identifies historical events as a factor for trust development (Robinson 

& Jackson, 2001). Worth noting, trust level seems to slightly increase again after the age of 75, is 

however, explained by a higher mortality rate of less trusting individuals (Clark & Eisenstein, 2013). A 

similar study conducted by Yoon and Occeña (2015) uncovered that people over 40 are less trusting in 

P2P online transactions than younger people i.e. statistical significance was found only for people older 

than 40. Therefore, Chang et al. (2013) stress the difficulty of the first-time interaction between two 

peers, urging for trust mechanisms on online platforms. 

 

Herein, scholars agree that trust is a relevant antecedent to online transactions (Gefen, Karahanna & 

Straub, 2003). Specifically, McCloskey (2006) identifies concerns over credit card security and the 
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disclosure of personal data to be an obstacle for online transactions. Accordingly, Han and Noh (1999) 

observe a positive correlation between low levels of data security and avoidance of e-commerce usage. 

As elderly are more often victims of financial fraud (O’Neill & Flanagan, 1998), McCloskey (2006) 

argues that older individuals are more likely to have a negative stance on online purchases. Moreover, 

her findings show evidence of older respondents being less likely to purchase online. McCloskey’s 

(2006) findings further indicate that trust in online platforms had a significant effect on whether older 

individuals would frequently use a platform. In other words, respondents are likely to frequently engage 

in online transactions on the same platform, if it would maintain safety standards (McCloskey, 2006). As 

such, consumers develop trust over time as they frequently use the same platform (McCloskey, 2006). 

 

Summary Disposition to Trust 

In studying the relationship of age and dispositional trust level, researchers find evidence for a growth in 

dispositional trust until individuals reach the age of around 40 (Robinson & Jackson, 2001). This 

observation can further be made within the context of online transactions (Yoon & Occeña, 2015) as 

older people are more often victims of online financial fraud (O’Neill & Flanagan, 1998). In combining 

this chapter with the trust aspects discussed in section 2.1.6, trust is integrated in our framework as a 

negative determinant as it figuratively displays a barrier to participate in the SE. 

2.2.4 Technological Capabilities 

According to research, age plays an integral role for technological adoption. More precisely, it influences 

the frequency of adopting and using high-tech innovations because age correlates positively with 

technological anxiety (TA) which affects the actual use of high-tech innovations negatively (Chéron & 

Kohlbacher, 2018). Chéron and Kohlbacher (2018) draw the conclusion that older users are more likely 

to be disoriented than users of a lower age when it comes to technology. Furthermore, younger people 

use the Internet more frequently than older individuals (Rose & Ogunmokun, 2010). This could be 

because older adults often perceive problems with vision, cognitive capabilities and motor functions 

when using technologies such as computers (Mayhorn, Stronge, McLaughlin and Rogers, 2004).  

 

Literature also suggests that younger individuals have a higher level of technological readiness and are 

more open to technology (Rose & Ogunmokun, 2010). Hereby, technology readiness (TR) consists of 
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four categories: optimism, innovativeness, discomfort and insecurity which are defined by Parasuraman 

(2000). Accordingly, optimism is defined as “a positive view of technology and a belief that it offers 

people increased control, flexibility, and efficiency in their lives” (Parasuraman, 2000, p. 311). Further, 

innovativeness is defined as “a tendency to be a technology pioneer and thought leader” (Parasuraman, 

2000, p. 311). These two dimensions drive technological readiness whereas the other two dimensions, 

discomfort and insecurity, rather constrain TR (Parasuraman, 2000). Hereby, discomfort is defined as “a 

perceived lack of control over technology and a feeling of being overwhelmed by it”, while insecurity 

describes “distrust of technology and skepticism about its ability to work properly” (Parasuraman, 2000, 

p. 311). Accordingly, younger consumers who tend to have higher levels of TR are therefore better 

described by the two driver’s, optimism and innovativeness, whereas the inhibitors of TR, discomfort 

and insecurity, rather apply to consumers with a lower level of TR which are often older individuals 

(Rose & Ogunmokun, 2010). Thus, younger consumers are for instance more willing to use services like 

online banking, streaming or information technologies as they are more confident using those 

technologies (Rose & Ogunmokun, 2010). Nevertheless, research argues one should be aware of 

consumers who are skeptical of technology and therefore, traditional forms of services which take place 

face to face should be retained (Rose & Ogunmokun, 2010).  

 

In addition, research stresses that senior internet users in the US are less confident when using electronic 

devices than younger individuals are. Especially individuals above the age of 64 state that they feel only 

a little bit or not at all “confident when using computers, smartphones or other electronic devices to do 

the things they need to do online” (Pew Research Center, 2017, p. 10). Furthermore, three out of four 

internet users of the age of 65 and above either agree very much or somewhat with the statement “when 

I get a new electronic device, I usually need someone else to set it up or show me how to use it” (Pew 

Research Center, 2017, p. 4). In comparison, less than every fifth individual between the ages of 18 and 

29 think that the previous statement describes them very well or somewhat well.  

 

Furthermore, literature investigates the attitude towards the internet, the ownership of smartphones, and 

the use of social media among different age groups in the US (Pew Research Center, 2019). Hereby, 

research indicates that among internet users, almost nine out of ten individuals who are younger than 75 

years old agree that the internet had mostly positive effects on them, compared to almost eight out of ten 
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individuals older than 74 agreeing on it (Pew Research Center, 2019). In regard to smartphone ownership, 

the study illustrates that roughly 90% of adults until the age of 55 are in possession of a smartphone, 

whereas the share decreases down to 40% for persons in the oldest age cohort (Pew Research Center, 

2019). The distribution of adults in the US who use social media is similar to the distribution of 

smartphone ownership. Therefore, adults until the age of 39 use social media the most (around 90 

percent), whereas half of the people in the age group 56-74 also use social media (Pew Research Center, 

2019). Thereafter, the share decreases rapidly below 30% for individuals who are older than 74 years old 

(Pew Research Center, 2019). 

 

Connecting the findings of consumer behavior regarding technology adoption and usage to the SE, we 

conclude that younger consumers are presumably more positively tempered to the technological interface 

of SE applications, see greater values in these platforms and are more open to new applications within 

this business field. Older individuals, on the other hand, still illustrate a potential market for SE platforms 

as a great share of mature individuals use smartphones and perceive benefits from the use of the internet 

(Pew Research Center, 2019). However, hurdles such as physical interferences and skeptics towards 

technology need potentially to be addressed to target mature consumers (Rose & Ogunmokun, 2010).  

 

Summary Technological Capabilities 

In investigating technological capabilities across age groups, researchers unanimously find adoption of 

technology to correlate negatively with increasing age (Pew Research Center, 2016; Hsiao et al., 2018). 

Herein, the various reasons are ascribed to physical limitations (Mayhorn et al., 2004) or lack in 

confidence with technology (Pew Research Center, 2017). Considering literature’s suggestion for lower 

technology adoption among elderly, we include technological capabilities in our framework as a negative 

determinant which holds individuals with lack of technological capabilities back from participating in 

the SE. 

2.3 Subconclusion 

As a relatively recent phenomenon, the SE has gained the attention from researchers from various 

disciplines such as business, psychology, economics and sociology. From different perspectives, scholars 
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shed light on the different aspects of the SE including economic, social, environmental, technological, 

trust and legal facets. 

 

Herein, researchers agree on the SE’s ability to disrupt established markets such as hospitality or 

transportation. In particular, sharing platforms such as Uber and Airbnb are considered as a threat to the 

taxi and hotel industry, respectively. In addition, researchers could empirically prove the positive impact 

of certain sectors in the SE on the environment as well as an increase in social cohesion among 

participants in the SE. Most notably, a significant reduction in CO2 emission is determined for car sharing 

activities but not for ride-hailing services however, as it figures as a substitute to public transport which 

is even more sustainable. From a social perspective, scholars argue that P2P sharing activities connect 

people when interacting not only on platforms but also face-to-face. Accordingly, the prospect of 

engaging in social interactions transpires as a motivating factor for hosts in the hospitality market and 

service providers on platforms like TaskRabbit. With regard to the nature of P2P transactions in the SE, 

trust towards strangers plays an integral role in maintaining platforms viable. Thus, common trust 

mechanisms on sharing platforms include feedback and rating tools in addition to displaying profile 

photos and description. Although researchers acknowledge the economic benefits that come along with 

the SE as a means to either save money as a user or generate side income as a provider, a group of 

scholars criticize the underlying structures of the SE which tolerate labor exploitation by denying service 

providers employee benefits such as social security insurance or vacation. Furthermore, the surge in 

supply of short-term rentals on platforms like Airbnb amplify the tense situation on already bloated 

housing markets and accelerate the gentrification of residential areas in urban areas. Consequently, local 

authorities are determined to control the magnitude of such effects by regulating P2P markets. 

 

In addition, scholars investigate the SE in a demographic context and observe that the SE is more popular 

among younger generations as opposed to their older counterparts. However, as the segment of people 

aged 65 or older is forecasted to grow within the next decades, the potential of this segment is vast in the 

SE. While older people are significantly wealthier than the younger population on average, literature 

further suggests that older individuals are more likely to be motivated by social benefits to participate in 

the SE. On the other hand, scholars determine that younger participants are driven by economic and 

environmental factors to use sharing platforms. Albeit the higher generalized trust levels for elderly, 
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researchers assume technological capabilities to hinder SE participation among older people because 

they fall victim to online fraud more frequently or experience physical constraints e.g. due to vision 

impairment. In order to investigate the relationship between age and participation in the SE, a theoretical 

framework is deemed necessary. In the following section, we discuss existing frameworks and theories 

of the SE and evaluate their applicability in answering our research questions. 

2.4 Comparison of Theoretical Frameworks 

This section expands on existing theoretical frameworks within the field of SE participation. By delving 

into the two frameworks in more depth, we evaluate their applicability to our research questions by 

highlighting both the benefits and shortcomings in adopting either framework in this paper. In particular, 

we consider two theoretical frameworks which investigate the SE and its implications on sharing 

platform users from a behavioral perspective. Hereby, scholars shed light on how user satisfaction 

(Möhlmann, 2015) and motivation (Hamari et al., 2016) affect participation in the SE. 

  

With respect to our first research question on divergent attitudes towards the SE, Hamari et al. (2016) 

find evidence for existent motivation to affect the attitude towards the SE positively. Subsequently, a 

positive attitude often leads to participation on online platforms (Hennig-Thurau, Henning & Sattler, 

2007). With the indirect impact of motivation on participation in mind, Hamari et al. investigate whether 

motivation derived from sustainability, enjoyment, reputation, and economic benefits affect the attitude 

and thus elicit intentions to participate in the SE. To some extent, Hamari et al.’s (2016) framework 

incorporates aspects such as environmental, economic, or legal aspects discussed in the preceding 

literature review; it does, however, neglect variables deemed relevant for the development of SE attitude 

and participation especially among older individuals. In particular, the literature review additionally 

expands on technological capabilities, social components, and trust aspects which are not reflected in 

the respective framework. 

  

For the second framework, we refer to Möhlmann’s (2015) frequently cited paper on the determinants of 

satisfaction in using sharing platforms. Herein, Möhlmann (2015) develops a holistic framework which 

illustrates the relationship between various factors and their effect on whether individuals are likely to 

choose a sharing option again, and how it affects user satisfaction. In discussing previous literature on 
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the SE, Möhlmann (2015) identifies ten determinants to affect user satisfaction and SE participation: 

community belonging, cost savings, environmental impact, familiarity, internet capability, service 

quality, smartphone capability, trend affinity, trust, and utility. Albeit the inclusion of many aspects 

missing in Hamari et al.’s (2016) framework and their effect on user participation, attitude towards the 

SE does not play an integral role in Möhlmann’s (2015) framework. 

  

In brief, both frameworks confirm variables deemed to affect SE participation as discovered in the 

preceding literature review. Herein, we particularly discussed economic, social, environmental, trust, 

legal, and technological aspects to affect the attitude towards the SE. In evaluating the two discussed 

frameworks, we reject both frameworks as they do not comprehensively accommodate our research 

problem. In particular, the frameworks lack the consideration for age differences and whether the 

aforementioned aspects affect the attitude towards the SE positively or whether they depict an 

impediment to SE participation. Consequently, to work with a framework tailored to our research 

questions, we develop our own conceptual framework which is based on our literature review and 

presented in the following section. 

2.5 Conceptual Framework 

The self-developed framework consists of two sets of determinants which literature suggest have an 

impact on how individuals perceive the SE (see figure 2.). The positive determinants consist of economic, 

social, and environmental factors and are considered to attribute a positive sentiment towards the SE. 

The negative determinants (technological, legal, and trust) are regarded as hurdles to overcome, and thus 

portray factors which could possibly influence the attitude towards the SE negatively. Subsequently, the 

overall attitude towards the SE gives an indication on whether respondents of our survey develop 

intentions to participate in the SE. With respect to our research questions on the asymmetric age 

distribution in the SE, we further investigate whether the six determinants’ impact on attitude towards 

the SE distinguish between age groups. 

 

With the economic determinant, we intend to discover whether economic factors such as financial 

benefits both as consumers and providers in the SE may have an impact on how different age groups 

perceive the SE. Furthermore, the social factor investigates whether interpersonal interactions affect the 
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attitude towards the SE across different age groups. Additionally, the environmental determinant 

uncovers ecological motives for attributing positive sentiments to the SE. While the technological 

variable allows us to scrutinize whether internet and smartphone capabilities influence participants' 

attitude towards the SE, we include trust in the framework to investigate how the requirement of trusting 

strangers may affect individuals’ view on the SE. Lastly, we intend to gain insight on whether 

respondents develop a negative attitude towards the SE because of critical and legal aspects such as 

gentrification or labor exploitation. In order to draw conclusions from individuals’ attitude towards the 

SE with regard to the participants’ age, a survey questionnaire was conducted. Thus, the aforementioned 

variables served as a framework to investigate whether different age groups tend to have divergent views 

on the SE (RQ1) and to uncover why this might be the case (RQ2). Finally, the findings from our data 

collection indicate how sharing platforms can adapt in order to recruit certain age groups to the SE (RQ3). 

 

Figure 2 Conceptual framework 

 

Source: Own illustration 
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3 Methodology 

The following chapter delves into the theory of methodology and elaborates on the methods chosen for 

this thesis. Subchapters are divided into the different aspects of methodology and methods before 

reasoning for the selected approach for the thesis is provided. Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) 

depict the research process of a project as a figurative research onion in which its center consists of data 

collection and analysis techniques. Moving toward the outer layers of the research onion, Saunders et al. 

(2012) identify i) time horizon, ii) strategies, iii) methodological choice, iv) approach, and v) philosophy 

as further steps in the research process. The methodology and methods chapter of this paper follows the 

order of the research onion moving from the outer layers (research philosophy) toward the center of the 

‘onion’ (data collection and analysis). 

  

3.1 Philosophy of Science 

Research philosophy addresses the nature of knowledge and the implications thereof for a research 

project (Saunders et al., 2012). Specifically, research philosophy relates to “the development of 

knowledge and the nature of that knowledge” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 127). In particular, Saunders et 

al. (2012) identify four philosophies: i) positivism, ii) realism, iii) interpretivism, and iv) pragmatism. To 

distinguish between the philosophies, the different assumptions each philosophy holds have to be 

considered (Saunders et al., 2012). Two types of assumptions which highlight the differences between 

philosophies are ontology and epistemology. Hereby, ontology refers to “assumptions which concern the 

very essence of the phenomena under investigation” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p. 1). It is investigated 

whether reality is subjectively created by the cognition of the individual or of an objective nature which 

is a given construct not influenced by humans’ mind (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Epistemology, on the 

other hand, refers to “assumptions about the grounds of knowledge – about how one might begin to 

understand the world and communicate this as knowledge to fellow human beings” (Burrell & Morgan, 

1979, p. 1). Hereby, epistemology embodies ideas about the form of knowledge, and in which form it is 

communicated to others (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Therefore, it is distinguished whether knowledge is 

of an objective and tangible nature or whether knowledge is subjective, based on insights and experience 

from individuals and thus rather intangible to transmit (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Hence, epistemological 

assumptions determine whether knowledge can be obtained or whether it has to be experienced 

personally (Burrell & Morgan, 1979).   
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As shown in Figure 3, Burrell and Morgan (1979) illustrate two extreme perspectives in regard to 

ontology and epistemology, respectively. In particular, Burrell and Morgan (1979) oppose nominalism 

to realism on the ontological dimension and anti-positivism to positivism on the epistemological 

dimension. On the one hand, nominalism assumes “that the social world external to individual cognition 

is made up of [...] names, concepts and labels which are used to structure reality [...] and making sense 

of the external world” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p. 4). On the other hand, realism “postulates that the 

social world external to individual cognition is a real world [and that] the social world exists 

independently of an individual’s appreciation of it” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p. 4). Nevertheless, Burrell 

and Morgan (1979) acknowledge that “the assumptions of many social scientists are pitched somewhere 

in the range between [the two extrema]” (p. 2). With regard to epistemology, positivism refers to a reality 

in which knowledge is generated by “searching for regularities and causal relationships between its 

constituent elements” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p. 5) and is thus predominantly applied in the natural 

sciences. In contrast, anti-positivism regards the social world as relativistic “and can only be understood 

from the point of view of the individuals who are directly involved in the activities which are to be 

studied” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p. 5). Thus, epistemologically, anti-positivism regards subjective 

meanings as acceptable knowledge (Burrell & Morgan, 1979).  

 

Figure 3 “Scheme for analysing assumptions about the nature of social science” 

 

Source: Burrell and Morgan (1979, p. 3) 

 

In the following paragraphs, we present prevalent research philosophies discussed by Saunders et al. 

(2012) and distinguish between their ontological and epistemological assumptions. Thereupon, we argue 

for the philosophy applied in this paper.  
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Pragmatism pays close attention to the research questions and their nature (Saunders et al., 2012). It 

further allows the researcher to adopt multiple philosophical positions when a research question does not 

clearly direct to one specific philosophy (Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, pragmatism acknowledges the 

possibility of multiple (objective and subjective) realities which require different perspectives of 

worldview to cover the picture at large (Saunders et al., 2012). The ontology of pragmatists implies that 

reality consists of the practical effects of emerging ideas (Saunders et al., 2012). From an epistemological 

perspective, pragmatists evaluate knowledge as true when it contributes to successful actions (Saunders 

et al., 2012). Consequently, Saunders et al. (2012) describe it as a practical philosophy with a strong 

emphasis on the research questions which combines aspects of both positivist and interpretivist 

philosophies. Nonetheless, pragmatists do not necessarily take advantage of multiple methods but rather 

expand on “credible, well-founded, reliable and relevant data to be collected that advance the research” 

(Saunders et al., 2012, p. 130). With priority given to advance the research, Samuels (2000) explains that 

pragmatism “has to do with experience and with practice, and ideas have meaning in terms of their 

experienced, practical consequences – in which respect pragmatism is not a theory of truth as 

conventionally understood [but of meaning]” (p. 213). 

 

Positivism is known to be the philosophy most suitable to natural scientists who observe reality and 

attempt to derive causal relationships from it (Saunders et al., 2012). Herein, from an ontological 

perspective, social reality is regarded as an objective, singular continuum (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 

Moreover, observation as a method to collect credible data is a characteristic of positivism to propose 

hypotheses in connection with existing theory (Saunders et al., 2012). Nonetheless, Saunders et al. (2012) 

stress that positivism does not necessarily always start with existing theory but with data collected from 

observation. Subsequently, the formulated hypotheses are tested in order to draw conclusions and thus 

generate knowledge (Saunders et al., 2012). Hereby, positivists investigate causal relationships in their 

data to create knowledge which is generalizable (Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, epistemologically, 

knowledge is only considered meaningful when the phenomena can be measured (Saunders et al., 2012). 

As such, the positivist philosophy is suited for research reliant on quantifiable research and statistical 

analyses (Saunders et al., 2012). 
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Similar to positivism, realism can be categorized as a philosophy with a natural scientific stance on the 

development of knowledge (Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, it follows a similar approach to the collection 

and understanding of data as in positivism (Saunders et al., 2012). Saunders et al. (2012) further 

distinguish between two forms of realism: i) direct realism and ii) critical realism. While the latter 

critically questions the nature of our sensations, the former posits that reality as we sense it portrays the 

world accurately (Saunders et al., 2012). In other words, the ontology of critical realists depicts a reality 

which consists of multiple layers, whereas direct realists perceive reality as they see it (Saunders et al., 

2012). Burrell and Morgan (1979) further elaborate that the direct realist perceives the social world 

similar to the natural world which exists independently from the human cognition with definite structures. 

Thus, from a direct realist perspective, the social world is not created by the individual itself as the social 

world already persists, but the individual is in fact placed into it (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). However, in 

the context of business studies, Saunders et al. (2012) argue that critical realism is more suitable as it 

conveys reality to be a construct that is subject to constant change whereas direct realists interpret the 

world as a concept free of development. Thus, from an epistemological perspective, critical realists create 

knowledge by investigating social structures historically to provide causal explanations for specific 

phenomena (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

Unlike positivism with its generalizations about the conditions of reality, interpretivists seek to 

understand and give meaning to subjectivity (Saunders et al., 2012). In other words, humans are regarded 

as social actors and as such, social roles of others are interpreted in the context of a reality in which 

different individuals are not regarded as objects such as trucks (Saunders et al., 2012). Moreover, 

interpretivism enables to give meaning to a reality in a complex world that consists of subjective 

individuals (Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, Bryman and Bell (2011) argue that research can be influenced 

by social circumstances. Accordingly, it is important to assume an empathetic stance when adopting an 

interpretivist approach in order to understand a research subject’s world view (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Interpretivists assume that people “experience different social realities” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 140) 

as they are influenced differently by circumstances and cultural backgrounds. Hence, considering the 

epistemology of interpretivists, a greater understanding of the social world is generated by distinguishing 

between people’s reality (Saunders et al., 2012). Hereby, the focus lies on diverse perceptions and 

interpretations (Saunders et al., 2012). According to Saunders et al. (2012), business situations and 
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processes are complex; yet, the interpretivist approach can often be applied to research in the field of 

organizational behavior, marketing, or human resource management. 

 

Accordingly, and with our research questions in mind, this paper follows the pragmatist philosophy. 

Hereby, we follow an ontology in which we assume external reality to exist irrespective of the 

individual’s cognition and an epistemology which gives weight to subjective meanings. In other words, 

we assume individuals to be exposed to the same external reality whilst regarding subjective meaning as 

valid knowledge. As we study the attitude of different age groups towards the SE, we acknowledge 

subjective perceptions of reality among our respondents. As such, pragmatism is suitable for this paper 

as it propagates the existence of multiple realities in which the boundaries between objectivity and 

subjectivity are diffuse. Sequentially, an appropriate research approach is required for defining the 

direction of the study. 

  

3.2 Research Approach 

The research approach defines in which direction research is conducted and what type of reasoning is 

adopted in the paper (Saunders et al., 2012). Different research approaches are divided in i) deductive, 

ii) inductive, and iii) abductive reasoning (Saunders et al., 2012). Adopting a specific research approach 

further affects the research design and depicts an overall outline of the research strategy and which 

methodological options to adopt (Saunders et al., 2012). In particular, the research approach sheds light 

on the research process including data collection and theory and their sources to accurately answer 

research questions (Saunders et al., 2012). In the following subchapters, we present ubiquitous research 

approaches and discuss the preferred option for this paper. 

 

A deductive approach is often defined by deriving specific conclusions from existing theory (Saunders 

et al., 2012). Hence, deduction is often applied in natural sciences in which objective realities with given 

rules conform to testing theories and hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2012). A typical process of deduction 

starts with premises or hypotheses to test a theory; thereafter, appropriate data is collected to reject or 

accept the hypotheses and thus, deduce a conclusion from existing theory (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Accordingly, deductive reasoning is an appropriate approach to explain causal relationships with 

quantitative data, although in few cases qualitative data may be more accurate (Saunders et al., 2012). A 
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distinctive trait of deductive reasoning is the condition that facts need to be measurable; further, it is 

important to fulfill sample size criteria to achieve credible results (Saunders et al., 2012). In short, the 

data collection follows the theory in deductive reasoning (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

In contrast, inductive reasoning follows the opposite direction: a theory, often presented as a conceptual 

framework, may be formulated based on collected data (Saunders et al., 2012). The inductive approach 

gained popularity with the emergence of social sciences which focuses on individuals’ perception and 

worldview and thus enables subjectivity in the interpretation of data (Saunders et al., 2012). Unlike 

deduction with its strict methodology with little room for alternative explanations, inductive reasoning 

allows for further elaboration on other findings (Saunders et al., 2012). Saunders et al. (2012) further 

argue that induction is often tied to research that collects qualitative data with a smaller sample size to 

grasp different views of a phenomenon. 

 

A combination of inductive and deductive reasoning is referred to as abduction (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Compared to induction (from data to theory) and deduction (from theory to data), abductive reasoning 

moves back and forth between data and theory (Saunders et al., 2012). Herein, abduction starts with 

observations from which a plausible theory may be derived and needs testing; thereafter the new insights 

are integrated in a modified framework (Saunders et al., 2012). Therefore, Saunders et al. (2012) refer to 

abduction as “the process of gaining insights to create new conceptual possibilities which are then 

examined” (p. 186). As such, Samuels (2000) argues that abduction “can apply to every aspect or stage 

of the process of the production of knowledge” (p. 215).  

 

For the purpose of this study, we reject the deductive approach as we refrain from testing any hypotheses; 

this paper does, however, originate from existing theories. In regard to an inductive approach, our 

research does not follow a one-way direction of presenting theory derived from collected data. In lieu, 

we opt for the abductive approach as we propose a conceptual framework based on our literature review. 

Thereafter, the findings from our data collection are taken into consideration to modify and ultimately 

present an adjusted framework. Thereby, we generate knowledge by moving back and forth between data 

and theory as suggested in abduction theory. 
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3.3 Subconclusion 

In line with our research questions, this paper embraces the pragmatist philosophy in which we assume 

individuals to be exposed to an objective reality whilst acknowledging their subjective perception 

thereof. Specifically, we address a topic which implies individual experiences and thus regard subjective 

meaning as valid knowledge. Consequently, we opt for an abductive approach to incorporate our 

philosophical stance into research. By following an abductive approach, this paper moves back and forth 

between data and theory in order to develop a conceptual framework based on secondary literature. 

Ultimately, the results from primary data collection merge into an adjusted framework which 

incorporates any findings diametrically opposed to literature. 

  

3.4 Research Design 

The research design of a paper outlines the general plan on how to answer the research questions 

(Saunders et al., 2012). In particular, the research design elaborates on methodical questions such as data 

collection and their analysis (Saunders et al., 2012). Herein, Saunders et al. (2012) emphasize the 

importance of precision to every research design decision and the clear justifications thereof. It is further 

essential to distinguish between research design and tactics (Saunders et al., 2012). While the former 

illustrates a holistic plan of the project, the latter is concerned with the details of data collection and 

analysis (Saunders et al., 2012). For example, research tactics composes the chosen method on data 

collection techniques such as survey, in-depth interviews or focus groups and the subsequent qualitative 

or quantitative analysis (Saunders et al., 2012). In the following subchapters, we define various data 

collection methods and how they are best analyzed according to research methods theory. Subsequently, 

we will present the methods adopted in this paper and discuss the reasons for choosing and rejecting 

certain approaches. 

  

3.4.1 Research Purpose 

The first methodological choice is the purpose of the research which characterizes the direction of the 

research questions (Saunders et al., 2012). In the following paragraphs, different classifications of 

research purpose are discussed. Saunders et al. (2012) specifically elaborate on exploratory, explanatory 

and descriptive studies. 
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Exploratory studies often aim to discover new insights and explain a phenomenon by asking open 

questions such as “what is happening?” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 171). Exploratory studies are beneficial 

in gaining knowledge on a problem when the researcher has insufficient knowledge on a topic (Saunders 

et al., 2012). In general, exploratory studies start with a literature review, conduct interview experts in 

the relevant field and lead focus group interviews (Saunders et al., 2012). Advantages of an exploratory 

study is its inherent flexibility to adapt to change; thus, it is often subject to change in research direction 

as new data and insights appear (Saunders et al., 2012). Saunders et al. (2012) further illustrate that the 

research focus becomes clearer in the process as the researcher progresses from a broad to a narrow 

perspective. 

  

Explanatory studies intend to explain relationships; as such, it is often combined with quantitative studies 

with statistical analyses (Saunders et al., 2012). Nonetheless, Saunders et al. (2012) stress that 

explanatory studies do not exclude qualitative data collection methods per se. In addition, explanatory 

studies tend to answer questions which aim to find out why something might be happening (Saunders et 

al., 2012). 

  

Often described as an additional element to explanatory studies, descriptive studies portray “an accurate 

profile of persons, events or situations” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 171). For descriptive studies, it is 

important to have a clear overview over a topic prior to collecting data (Saunders et al., 2012). Hereby, 

descriptive studies are especially insightful when data are thoroughly analysed and evaluated (Saunders 

et al., 2012). 

 

While our first research question aims to illustrate how attitudes towards the SE differ between age 

groups, the second research question seeks answers to why this might be the case. Accordingly, we 

conduct both descriptive and explanatory studies for the first and second research question, respectively. 

Therefore, the purpose of the first research question is to provide a descriptive reasoning on prevailing 

attitude differences towards the SE; thereafter, we present an explanatory interpretation of why the 

attitudes differ across age groups. As such, the combination of descriptive and explanatory reasoning is 

what Saunders et al. (2012) refer to as descripto-explanatory research, in which elements of explanatory 

reasoning often expand on description. Lastly, through the third research question, we intend to deliver 
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strategic recommendations on how to attract certain age groups to participate in the SE. Thus, research 

question iii) does not correspond to any of the aforementioned variety of studies but is rather considered 

a normative question. 

  

3.4.2 Research Methods 

A major distinction in the methodological choice is made between qualitative and quantitative research 

(Saunders et al., 2012). While the quantitative approach often involves numerical data, qualitative 

research analyses non-numeric data such as words or images (Saunders et al., 2012). As such, qualitative 

research is often in connection with in-depth interviews or focus groups as data collection methods, 

whereas quantitative data collection methods come in form of questionnaires which allow for statistical 

analyses and the presentation of graphs (Saunders et al., 2012). They are, however, not mutually 

exclusive. Thus, the combination of quantitative and qualitative methods is commonly referred to as a 

mixed methods approach and popular among business and management researchers (Saunders et al., 

2012). The following paragraphs discuss the methods and their applicability in research with regard to 

research philosophy and approach. 

  

Quantitative research is commonly conducted under a positivist philosophy which allows researchers to 

test hypotheses with highly structured data collection methods (Saunders et al., 2012). Therefore, 

quantitative research often follows a deductive approach but can adopt induction when appropriate 

(Saunders et al., 2012). Qualitative research on the other hand, is associated with the interpretivist 

paradigm which puts emphasis on socially constructed meaning (Saunders et al., 2012). As such, 

qualitative data facilitates the creation of new theories or frameworks and hence, are allocated to either 

the inductive or abductive approach (Saunders et al., 2012). Lastly, the mixed methods approach 

embodies the combination of qualitative and quantitative data (Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, Saunders et 

al. (2012) argue that the mixed methods approach is adaptable to both induction and deduction. 

 

In our paper, we conduct quantitative research to gather structured data which can be illustrated with 

graphs. Moreover, it has the advantage to display comprehensible findings with multiple variables such 

as age in the form of graphs and diagrams. Both qualitative and the mixed methods approach were taken 

into consideration, however, needed to be dismissed because of the pandemic outbreak of Sars-CoV-2. 
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For our study, both qualitative and the mixed methods approaches would have involved either a focus 

group or in-depth interviews. As restrictions were implemented on a societal level in Denmark, we were 

encouraged by the University to adapt our data collection methods in order to respect the measures taken 

against the further spread of the virus. Our reasons to refrain from conducting telephone or video 

interviews are elaborated on in the data collection methods section 3.5.2 of this paper in more depth. 

 

3.4.3 Research Strategies 

In the subsequent paragraphs, various research strategies are presented. In particular, Saunders et al. 

(2012) discuss the following strategies: experiment, survey, and case study. In general, Saunders et al. 

(2012) argue that each strategy can be used for any research purpose i.e. exploratory, explanatory, and 

descriptive studies. Although some of these strategies are best adopted under specific research 

approaches, Saunders et al. (2012) stress that any combination is possible if it serves to answer the 

research questions. Moreover, the strategies are not mutually exclusive and thus can be adopted 

simultaneously in a paper (Saunders et al., 2012). The preferred research strategy depends on the research 

questions, present knowledge and time and other resources’ constraints (Saunders et al., 2012). 

  

A well-known strategy is the experiment which is often used in natural sciences and sometimes in the 

social sciences, psychology in particular (Saunders et al., 2012). Herein, the experiment is often 

conducted under laboratory conditions i.e. a group of participants is randomly categorized to either the 

experimental or the control group (Saunders et al., 2012). Experiments are ideal to discover causal 

relationships in which a change in an independent variable can affect the outcome of a dependent variable 

(Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, experiments are often associated with the deductive approach to test 

hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2012). Commonly, the two hypotheses are opposed and formulated as the 

null hypothesis and alternative hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2012). 

  

Similar to experiments, surveys have characteristics that adhere to the deductive research approach and 

are ideal for exploratory and descriptive studies (Saunders et al., 2012). Surveys are especially popular 

for their cost-efficient features to attain a high quantity of standardized data (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, surveys allow researchers to illustrate relationships between variables based on the data 

collected (Saunders et al., 2012). Most notably, the sampling procedure of surveys generates findings 
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which can be representative of the whole population at relatively low cost (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Therefore, the surveys are most powerful when questionnaires are highly structured and standardized 

(Saunders et al., 2012). 

  

On the other hand, case studies approach a phenomenon by exploring and investigating it within its 

context (Saunders et al., 2012). Unlike experiments, the context in which the research is conducted is not 

controlled (Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, case studies are often applied in studies with an exploratory 

nature (Saunders et al., 2012). Herein, Saunders et al. (2012) argue that researchers may adopt a mixed 

methods approach to answer the research questions. As such, Saunders et al. (2012) indicate that case 

studies often incorporate triangulation which is referred to as “the use of different data collection 

techniques within one study […] to ensure that the data are telling [the researcher] what [he or she] 

think[s] they are telling [him or her]” (p. 179). For example, qualitative data collected from focus groups 

can triangulate findings from a quantitative survey (Saunders et al., 2012). For many part-time working 

students, the case of their study is their workplace (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

Conducting an experiment is out of scope for the purpose of this paper mainly due to cost factors. 

Although the research of the relationship between age and intentions on participating in the SE depict a 

behavioral study, a survey is determined to deliver similar results at a much lower cost. In addition, the 

measure of social distancing against the spread of the Covid-19 disease is respected. Furthermore, we do 

not conduct a case study as we do not collaborate with any organisation. This would have been the case 

if we opted to conduct a study specifically tailored for a company operating within the SE and thus 

delimit our thesis to a certain sector in the SE. However, we put emphasis on scrutinizing the SE from a 

consumer and lender perspective whilst referring to a holistic definition of the SE. Therefore, we do not 

conduct an experiment nor a case study. Instead, we opt for a survey which allows us to gather 

standardized data customized to answer our research questions with a representative sample size in a 

cost-efficient manner. 

 

3.4.4 Time Horizon 

Saunders et al. (2012) distinguish between cross-sectional and longitudinal studies. While the former 

depicts a study conducted under time constraints and thus investigates phenomena at a given time, the 
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latter is characterized by its long-term time horizon which allows to study developments within the study, 

possibly over years (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

Considering the time constraints attached to the thesis, a longitudinal study is out of scope. Therefore, 

this research is based on the current conditions and considered as a cross-sectional study. The outcome 

of this paper, however, may be used as secondary data in any prospective longitudinal study on the age 

distribution among participants in the SE. Herein, a potential long-term study may be conducted to 

investigate whether differences in attitudes on the SE across age groups are mediated as age cohorts 

become older with time. In other words, a long-term study could research how the attitude towards the 

SE develops for participants who are currently aged 45 to 54 over the next 20 years as they enter the age 

group of 65+. 

3.5 Data Collection 

The following chapter highlights the purpose of employing secondary and primary data. Furthermore, 

after illustrating different types of primary data, it is argued why a questionnaire was conducted. Finally, 

the choice to conduct an internet-mediated questionnaire is discussed in more depth. 

 

3.5.1 Secondary Data 

Secondary data are data that have already been collected for another purpose but can be used as a source 

to answer research questions by analyzing them accordingly (Saunders et al., 2012). It is thus regarded 

as a cost-efficient approach to gather raw data for analysis (Saunders et al., 2012). Within an organization, 

a vast amount of data such as payroll details are stored in order to run operations (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, surveys or statistical publications from government departments are considered as 

secondary data which can be reused for research purposes (Saunders et al., 2012). Herein, access to 

secondary data cannot always be taken for granted as company internal information might be restricted 

to the public (Saunders et al., 2012). Looking at the advantages of secondary data collection, Saunders 

et al. (2012) refer to the resource-efficiency with regard to time and money and the facilitation of 

longitudinal studies. Furthermore, unexpected results may be discovered by reanalyzing secondary data 

through a different approach (Saunders et al., 2012). However, disadvantages of secondary data 

collection can be located in the purpose of the data which do not always correspond to the needs of a 
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study (Saunders et al., 2012). In addition, gaining access to secondary data may be costly while 

researchers lack control over the quality of data (Saunders et al., 2012). With regard to the primary 

purpose of secondary data, Saunders et al. (2012) warn that certain definitions and the presentation of 

secondary data may be biased and adjusted to specifically correspond to the original purpose of research; 

consequently, results could potentially be distorted because of variations in underlying assumptions 

(Saunders et al., 2012). Irrespective of the source of secondary data, researchers need to ensure reliability 

and validity of the secondary data collected; herein, data from well-known institutions or government 

agencies are especially trustworthy (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

In this paper, secondary data is partly collected for the literature review. In order to provide a holistic 

overview over the SE, journal articles and reports from credible sources are reviewed. As the SE depicts 

a rather novel phenomenon, the number of peer-reviewed journal articles on the SE transpire to be low. 

Therefore, emphasis is put on discussing recent articles on the SE which have been cited frequently by 

other scholars. Hereby, articles are searched for on appropriate platforms such as CBS Library and 

Google Scholar. By using keywords related to our topic, the databases are searched for articles containing 

the following search terms: “Sharing Economy” repeatedly in combination with: “Motivation”, 

“Environment”, “Technology”, “Trust”, “Social” or “Critics”. Furthermore, literature covering the 

socio-economic element of our literature review is found by combining the following search terms: 

“Age”, “Demographic”, “Technology”, “Smartphone usage”, “Trust”, “Wealth”, or “Life cycle”. To 

further filter the search results, both the AND and OR search functions have been applied. Additionally, 

numerous relevant articles are accessed through the platform Elsevier which features the suggestion of 

similar articles within the same topic. Herein, a systematic evaluation of suggested literature renders 

additional relevant journal articles for the literature review. The comprehensive literature review on the 

SE in combination with socio-demographic and -economic research emerge into the conceptual 

framework on attitude towards and intentions on participating in the SE (see section 2.4) which we use 

as a basis to collect primary data. 

3.5.2 Primary Data 

Primary data is defined as „data originated by the researcher specifically to address the research 

problem” (Malhotra, Nunan & Birks, 2017, p. 92). The data are well-tailored and exclusively conducted 
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for the specific research (Malhotra et al., 2017). In comparison to secondary data, primary data tend to 

be more costly and time consuming, especially with regard to collecting and analyzing the data (Malhotra 

et al., 2017). On the other hand, a major advantage of primary data  “is that the operationalization of the 

theoretical constructs, the research design, and data collection strategy can be tailored to the research 

question, which ensures that the study is coherent and that the information collected indeed helps to 

resolve the problem” (Hox & Boeije, 2005, p. 594). The collection of primary data comprises different 

strategies and depends on whether a qualitative or quantitative research design is applied to the study 

(Hox & Boeije, 2005). Within a qualitative study, data are collected through in-depth or semi-structured 

interviews or focus groups, strategies which gather “a large amount of data on a rather small, purposive 

sample” (Hox & Boeije, 2005, p. 593). For quantitative studies, data are rather collected through survey 

questionnaires or structured interviews in which the set of questions is standardized (Saunders et al., 

2012). The use of survey questionnaires typically grants access to a representative and large sample of 

participants and enables the investigation of a variety of variables (Hox & Boeije, 2005). 

 

Conducting in-depth interviews illustrate a possible type of data collection for research studies. In-depth 

interviews are unstructured and informal interviews in which the interviewee shares information about 

his behavior, special events or his opinion about the topic investigated (Saunders et al., 2012). The 

advantages are that researchers are able to obtain deep insight into an issue while concentrating on a 

single individual (Malhotra et al., 2017). In comparison to group interviews, individual interviews do not 

engender social pressure leading to the participant adjusting his or her answer according to the group 

(Malhotra et al., 2017). On the other hand, disadvantages are that the unstructured nature of in-depth 

interviews may negatively influence the completeness and quality of the data, dependent on the skills of 

the interviewer (Malhotra et al., 2017). Moreover, costs are higher the longer an in-depth interview lasts 

(Malhotra et al., 2017). Therefore, the focus is on the quality and the experience and information each 

participant can deliver to address the research problem (Malhotra et al., 2017). Finally, to analyze the 

data, researchers may face difficulties as messages may be hidden or not of value for the research study 

(Malhotra et al., 2017). Thus, researchers need awareness on how to evaluate the data (Malhotra et al., 

2017).   
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Another qualitative approach is to conduct focus group discussions which “are the most frequently used 

qualitative marketing research procedure” according to Malhotra et al. (2017, p. 183). Focus group 

discussions are conducted with a small group of participants and a moderator in an unstructured manner 

(Malhotra et al., 2017). Key benefits of this approach are that the discussion can positively affect the 

creativity of the participants uncovering ideas which the researchers may not have considered (Malhotra 

et al., 2017). In addition, the groups are formed respective to characteristics of interest for the researchers 

which may leverage the unveiling of relevant input concerning the research problem; hereby, answers 

are often spontaneous and reveal participants’ true beliefs (Malhotra et al., 2017). In comparison to in-

depth interviews, focus groups are regarded as time efficient as multiple people are interviewed 

simultaneously (Malhotra et al., 2017). On the other hand, participants may be shy and thus are not 

willing to contribute significantly (Malhotra et al., 2017). Also, answers may be misjudged by the 

researchers or other participants and thus final interpretation of the discussion may be prone to the bias 

of the moderator (Malhotra et al., 2017). Finally, the unstructured manner of the discussion may 

complicate coding and analysis of data compared to quantitative methods which are more structured in 

nature (Malhotra et al., 2017). 

  

Overall, qualitative data collection types are especially useful in exploratory research studies to gain 

background knowledge on the topic investigated and to further understand the context of the problem 

(Saunders et al., 2012). This data collection strategy appeals mainly to an inductive approach in which 

researchers develop theory (Saunders et al., 2012). The same accounts for semi-structured interviews in 

which themes and certain questions determine most of the interview process although the question order 

may differ or new questions may arise during the interview, dependent on the development of the 

interview (Saunders et al., 2012). 

  

Referring to quantitative methods, structured questionnaire surveys are the most common data collection 

strategy (Saunders et al., 2012). Typically, surveys involve collecting data on a large number of variables 

from a large and representative sample of respondents (Saunders et al., 2012). Using a questionnaire is 

an adequate data collection method for descriptive and explanatory research to gather structured 

responses as opposed to exploratory studies which often rely on open-ended questions (Saunders et al, 

2012). Thus, descriptive research is often conducted by using opinion and attitude questionnaires which 
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identify and describe “the variability in different phenomena” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 356). Advantages 

of conducting surveys are the simplicity of administration and the consistency of the obtained data as 

participants are able to choose between a limited amount of answers (Malhotra et al., 2017). Thus, also 

the variability of the data decreases compared to qualitative methods facilitating coding, analysis and 

interpretation of the data (Malhotra et al., 2017). On the other hand, disadvantages emerge as participants 

may be unable to provide the needed information, for instance when they are not aware about their own 

motivational factors which influence their consumer behavior (Malhotra et al., 2017). Finally, fixed 

responses may affect validity negatively for instance when the true beliefs or feelings are not selectable 

within the given responses (Malhotra et al., 2017). However, irrespective of the disadvantages, collecting 

data through the use of surveys depicts the most popular method within marketing research, accounting 

for 72% of the spending made within marketing research (Malhotra et al., 2017). 

  

After evaluating the characteristics of the different primary data collection methods, we discard the 

qualitative research methods as we do not conduct an exploratory study. Instead, our research questions 

depict a problem which directs to a descriptive and explanatory study. Taking the measures taken against 

the spread of Covid-19 into consideration, we refrain from conducting telephone interviews as this 

method disables the possibility to interpret non-verbal signals or other visual communication. 

Furthermore, online video interviews are rejected because technology-affine elderly could distort the 

result especially on the technological aspects of our framework when selecting interviewees aged above 

65. However, we are aware that conducting an online survey is more likely to attract respondents who 

uphold a certain level of technological capabilities. In relation to our study, we investigate the age aspect 

within SE literature to discover how attitudes regarding the SE differ between age groups, why this may 

be the case and how SE companies can address the different age groups respectively. For this 

investigation, we attempt to collect our data with as little bias as possible which is more feasible with the 

use of structured questionnaires. Lastly, data obtained through structured questionnaires are directly 

comparable making the data more consistent. Because of the aforementioned reasons, we decided to 

conduct a survey questionnaire which allowed us to collect data from a larger sample and thus to increase 

reliability. Adopting this method further accommodates the descriptive and explanatory nature of our 

study. In the following paragraph, the choice of questionnaire type is explained.  
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3.5.3 Types of Questionnaire 

Among different types of questionnaires, Saunders et al. (2012) distinguish between self-administered 

and interviewer-administered questionnaires. Self-administered questionnaires are filled out by the 

respondents and are distributed via internet (Internet-mediated questionnaires), intranet (Intranet-

mediated questionnaires), sent to participants who return the completed questionnaire back by post 

(postal or mail questionnaires) or delivered to the participants and picked up after completion (delivery 

and collection questionnaires) (Saunders et al., 2012). Regarding interviewer-administered 

questionnaires, the responses are collected through the interviewer based on the responses of the 

participants (Saunders et al., 2012). This questionnaire method is either conducted by using the telephone 

(telephone questionnaires) or by face-to-face interactions between the interviewer and the participant 

which is referred to as structured interviews (Saunders et al., 2012). In the latter case, the questions are 

defined and the interviewer sticks to the prior defined questions; thus, this method differs from 

unstructured and semi-structured interviews (Saunders et al., 2012). 

  

The downside of postal questionnaires is that the researchers lack the certainty of whether addressed 

individuals fill out the questionnaire or someone else does on their behalf (Saunders et al. 2012). In this 

regard, internet- and intranet-mediated questionnaires promise more control as most individuals respond 

to their messages on their personal technological device (Saunders et al., 2012). Advantage of delivery 

and collection questionnaires is that researchers are eventually able to control who responded to the 

questionnaire while collecting the data in person (Saunders et al., 2012). Referring to interviewer-

administered questionnaires, study authors are certain that they interviewed individuals suited for their 

research which improves data reliability (Saunders et al., 2012). 

  

The selection of questionnaire type depends on the research question and objective of the study (Saunders 

et al., 2012). Aspects to consider are respondents’ characteristics, the importance to reach certain 

individuals, the collection of unbiased responses, the sample size, the types of question, and the number 

of questions mandatory to ask (Saunders et al., 2012). The aforementioned factors may not apply to all 

research problems but provide guidance on how to address respondents which suit the research purpose 

best and thus, increase the reliability of the generated responses (Saunders et al., 2012). 
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In our research study, we employ an internet-mediated questionnaire. Therefore, we receive more control 

over the participation of individuals we intend to reach and mitigate the risk of other people filling out 

the survey on their behalf. In referring to the characteristics of the addressed population, we distribute an 

online questionnaire to particularly approach individuals who have access to internet, computers or 

mobile devices. Thereby, we include only participants who have online access which is a requirement 

for SE participation. Furthermore, the likelihood that respondents’ answers are biased is rather low for 

internet-mediated questionnaires compared to the other types. Answers of postal and delivery and 

collection questionnaires for instance may be influenced in the way that participants consult other persons 

to answer the questions. Additionally, individuals who participate in telephone or structured interviews 

may be biased by trying to please the interviewer or to provide more socially acceptable responses 

(Saunders et al., 2012). This bias is rather unlikely when self-administered questionnaires are conducted.  

 

The response rate is generally lower for online (≤10%) than for postal (30-50%) or interviewer-

administered questionnaires (50-70%). However, chances are higher for receiving a large sample size 

when conducting online or postal questionnaires as the survey distribution is not dependent on the 

number of individuals conducting interviews or collecting the questionnaires after delivering them to the 

participants (Saunders et al., 2012). The sample size, the confidence in our collected data, and to what 

extent we can generalize our findings of the study is discussed in section 3.6.3. We adjust the length of 

our survey to the attributes of an online questionnaire; thus, we minimize scrolling down within the 

survey. Long questionnaires including more difficult questions are used in structured interviews and are 

rather not adequate for online surveys (Saunders et al, 2012). Thus, we include concise questions which 

are not complicated to answer to increase the completion rate (Saunders et al., 2012). Our choice of 

questionnaire type is further influenced by our available resources including time, financial 

considerations, availability of interviewers and the online survey tools (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Consequently, we disregard delivery and collection questionnaires and structured interviews as they are 

more time-consuming compared to online surveys; further, financial burdens for an online survey remain 

relatively low. The employed survey tool Qualtrics is provided for free for us by our University. 

Furthermore, no additional costs such as photocopying, postal, travel or phone call costs emerge from 

our research study (Saunders et al., 2012). Lastly, the survey tool Qualtrics allows us to create our own 
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online survey, collect data automatically without entering it, analyze respective data in the survey tool or 

transfer it to external data analysis tools.  

3.6 Survey 

After stressing the reasons for conducting an online survey, the following chapter highlights the 

questionnaire designing process, provides a survey description and finally discusses the sample size of 

our online survey. 

3.6.1 Questionnaire Designing Process 

This paragraph describes the questionnaire design process. The reader will be informed on how we 

approached the questionnaire design and is guided throughout the single steps which we considered 

during the process. A comprehensive description of our survey is provided in the next section which 

appears complementary to this section and provides a more detailed understanding of our data collection 

procedure. 

 

As a general consideration, we kept in mind that “the questionnaire must motivate the participant to 

cooperate, become involved and provide complete, honest and accurate answers” (Malhotra et al., 2017, 

p. 371). Additionally, we attempted to achieve internal consistency of the data and a coherent analysis. 

For this reason, we decided to conduct an online survey to standardize our data, which is done by asking 

the same questions to all participants. According to Malhotra et al. (2017) standardized questions which 

are interpreted equally amongst participants work best for questionnaires. This ensures that the data are 

comparable, improve accuracy and facilitate the analysis of the data (Malhotra et al., 2017). As the 

process of designing a survey lacks specific theory, we utilized guidelines from Malhotra et al. (2017) to 

facilitate the designing process of our survey.  

 

According to the guidelines of Malhotra et al. (2017), it is recommended to first specify the information 

needed for the survey. Therefore, we reviewed our problem statement, literature review and especially 

the theoretical framework (see Figure 2) to structure the information needed to answer our research 

questions. After determining the content required for the questionnaire, we specified the questionnaire 

method. As discussed in the previous section, we decided to distribute an online survey in which we 
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integrated simple questions and instructions for answering respective questions as it is recommended by 

Malhotra et al. (2017). Thereafter, we determined the content of the individual questions starting with 

assessing whether a question is necessary or not to attain the information we actually attempt to receive 

(Malhotra et al., 2017). Thereby, we also paid attention to avoid double-barreled questions which retrieve 

information about two issues instead of one and thus may be ambiguous. Hence, we included questions 

referring to single issues rather than several to remain unambiguous. To overcome the inability of 

participants to answer the survey, we saw the necessity to provide the participants with a description 

about the SE as equal knowledge among respondents could not be assumed. Furthermore, the 

participant’s ability to articulate was taken into consideration. Thus, we provided responses which should 

assist the participants to express their beliefs as accurate as possible. In addition, using ordinary words 

influenced the design of the survey. Hereby, we formulated the questions in a comprehensible manner to 

ensure that participants understand the questions and feel comfortable in answering them (Malhotra et 

al., 2017). For technological terms, we provided explanations. Moreover, in terms of avoiding leading 

or biasing questions, we formulated the questions neutrally without guiding the answers of the 

participant. Thus, we highlighted both positive and negative aspects of the SE to avoid biased answers 

regarding participants’ attitude towards SE (Malhotra et al., 2017). Finally, to overcome potential 

problems of the survey we conducted pilot-tests by employing a debriefing procedure (Malhotra et al., 

2017). The pilot-testers were drawn from the same population which was intended to answer the survey 

and alerted us of any problems they had encountered while answering the survey. This approach allowed 

us to identify issues regarding the comprehension of questions which have been adjusted accordingly. 

  

After considering the aforementioned steps during the questionnaire design process and conducting pilot-

tests, we published the final survey online. The following chapter elaborates on our survey in more depth. 

3.6.2 Survey Description 

This chapter provides a holistic description of the survey and elaborates on the intentions and purposes 

of the specific questions asked and how they connect to our research questions. The survey was created 

with Qualtrics which is a professional online survey solution. 
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The survey is divided into seven blocks which all have different purposes. The first block is the welcome 

page which introduces the respondent to the purpose of this study. The brief welcome section further 

expresses our gratitude and appreciation for our respondents’ collaboration and commitment. In order to 

ensure that the participants feel comfortable and secure, we declare that all information remains 

anonymous and is kept confidential. If any clarification is needed, respondents are given the opportunity 

to contact us via email. 

 

The second block only contains one question on whether the respondent lives in the Copenhagen area. 

In order to accommodate for our geographical delimitation, participants answering this question with No 

are excluded from the survey and thus skip the rest of the questionnaire to the end page of the survey. 

 

The third block intends to gain insight on the respondent’s demographics. In particular, we ask 

participants to select the corresponding option with regard to their gender, occupation, education, and 

age. With our research questions in consideration, the question regarding age plays an integral role in the 

further analysis of the data collected. Herein, we have divided the available options into: <18, 18-24, 25-

34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, and 65+. Respondents indicating that their age is lower than 18 are excluded 

from the survey as we assume minors to be financially dependent on their parents to a greater extent. 

Furthermore, we account for the age restriction to obtain the driver’s license in Denmark which is 

naturally a requirement to sign up on car sharing platforms. Moreover, minors are excluded from creating 

accounts on platforms such as Airbnb. Lastly, there is no primary necessity to ask for our participants’ 

gender, occupation or education; however, the supplementary data may allow us to discover other 

findings with minimal additional effort. 

 

The fourth block contains a single question which asks participants to rate how familiar they are with the 

term Sharing Economy from zero to ten. Herein, we intend to discover how many people have heard of 

the SE before and whether differences can be found among age groups. This question is intentionally 

placed in a separate block in order to receive answers unbiased from the information given in the 

subsequent block. 
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The following block starts with a brief description of the SE and lists well-known sharing platforms such 

as Airbnb or Share Now. Thereafter, respondents are asked for their general opinion on the SE from zero 

(strongly negative) to ten (strongly positive). Additionally, we ask for the likelihood of respondents to 

use sharing platforms and whether they have done so in the past. This block has the purpose to introduce 

the SE to all of the respondents and especially those who indicated that they are rather unfamiliar with 

the term. Thus, we ensure that every respondent continues the survey with a minimal knowledge of the 

SE. 

 

The sixth block incorporates the six main determinants of our framework and asks participants to what 

extent they do or do not agree on statements derived from our framework. Statements for the positive 

determinants begin with “I think online platforms like Airbnb, GoMore or Hygglo are good for…” and 

complete the sentence with four endings related to the positive determinants: “saving money”, “making 

money” (economic), “meeting new people” (social), and “making a positive ecological impact” 

(environmental). For the negative factors, the sentence starts with “I think online sharing platforms like 

Airbnb, GoMore or Hygglo are difficult to use because I have trouble…” and end with “using the 

internet”, “using a smartphone” (technological), “trusting people I don’t know” (trust), and “feeling 

responsible for gentrification and labor exploitation” (legal). With regard to the statements, respondents 

indicate their extent of agreement on a seven-point Likert scale with the lowest score indicating strong 

disagreement and the highest score representing strong agreement. With this block of questions, we 

intend to uncover how the different determinants affect the respondents’ attitude towards the SE. The 

findings can further be used for an analysis on whether attitudes toward the SE differ between age groups. 

 

Finally, the last block contains various statements which are indicative of intentions on participating in 

the SE. An example of a statement assessing the respondents’ intentions to participate in the SE is “I 

(would) use online sharing platforms to be more sustainable and/or environmental friendly”. We include 

ten statements which are rated from zero (strongly disagree) to ten (strongly agree). While the previous 

block adopts a Likert scale to illustrate percentage shares of answers with a more qualitative component 

(every point in the scale has a specific level of agreement or disagreement), we incorporate a zero to ten 

scale for the statements in the last block to interpret the results on an arithmetic dimension by analyzing 

mean values. 
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3.6.3 Sample Size 

“Making a sample too big wastes resources, making it too small diminishes the value of findings” 

(Malhotra et al., 2017, p. 442). To overcome these issues, we take sampling theory into consideration to 

determine an adequate sample size which is large enough to draw valid inferences. According to Israel 

(1992), different strategies exist to determine the required sample size from large populations. Among 

others, he discusses sample sizes derived from imitating a sample size of similar studies or applying 

formulas to calculate a sample size.  

  

Imitating a sample size of similar studies is able to serve as a reference point to identify an appropriate 

sample for one’s own research (Israel, 1992). Certainly, such an approach implies the risk to overlook 

and repeat sample errors made by the considered study (Israel, 1992). Another strategy is to calculate the 

sample size by using formulas (Israel, 1992). This may be useful when parameters for level of precision, 

confidence level or variability are relevant for the research. Assuming a confidence level of 95% and a 

variability value of 50%, Israel (1992) presents following formula: 

 

With a margin of error of 10% (e=0.1) and population size of 1,479,535 adults living in the Greater 

Copenhagen area (Statistics Denmark, Q1/2020, see appendix 1), our calculated sample size equals 100. 

Hereby, the usage of the statistical criteria elicits certain norms. With a 10% margin of error, we can for 

instance conclude that between 50% and 70% of the adults living in the Hovedstaden region have a 

strongly positive opinion about the SE if 60% of the participants in the sample have a strongly positive 

opinion (10 out of 10) about the SE (Israel, 1992). With a confidence level of 95%, Israel (1992) explains 

that “95 out of 100 samples will have the true population value within the range of precision specified 

earlier” (p. 1). Lastly, the degree of variability provides us with information about the variability of the 

measured attributes among the population. The more homogenous a population is with regard to the 

measured attributes, the smaller is the required sample size (Israel, 1992). With a degree of variability of 

0.5, we assume maximum variability of the investigated population in terms of our measured attributes. 

Thus, we determine a rather conservative sample size (Israel, 1992). With the possibility to imitate 

sample size, we refer to the work of Hamari et al. (2016) which investigates motivational factors such as 

sustainability, economic gain and the enjoyment of the social exchange in sharing activities. As such, 
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Hamari et al.’s (2016) study resembles the topic of this paper to some extent considering the six 

determinants in our framework: economic, social, environmental, technological, trust and legal. In total, 

their study employed survey data from 168 people which were registered on a sharing platform (Hamari 

et al., 2016). Thus, the participants in their study are likely more knowledgeable about the SE as they 

were addressed through a respective platform (Hamari et al., 2016). We are aware about the fact that we 

might adopt a sample size error in imitating the sample size determined in Hamari et al’s (2016) work. 

Consequently, we adhere to the sample size calculated with the aforementioned formula and aim to reach 

100 participants. 

 

We collected data online over a time span of two weeks and received 228 responses. Hereof, 40 

individuals did not complete the survey while 27 people are excluded because they do not live in the 

Copenhagen area. Additionally, one minor is excluded from the survey because persons younger than 18 

are not considered in this study. Thus, we conclude with a sample size of 162 which is large enough to 

draw valid conclusions assuming a 10% margin of error, 95% confidence level and maximum degree of 

variability. 

 

3.7 Data Analysis 

To make sense of and give meaning to data, data analysis is referred to the process in transforming data 

into information (Saunders et al., 2012). Common analysis techniques of quantitative data are graphs, 

charts, and statistics which enable the exploration, description, and explanation of relationships and 

trends within the data (Saunders et al., 2012). Hereby, the type of data can be indicative of which analysis 

techniques render more accuracy (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

In distinguishing categorical from numerical data, Saunders et al. (2012) separate data which can be 

categorized in sets and data that can be measured numerically. Within the type of categorical data, the 

main difference between descriptive and ranked data lies in the measurement thereof. Unlike descriptive 

data, ranked data are categorized into sets which relate to each other in value. Most commonly, ranked 

data collection incorporates questions in which participants are “asked to rate how strongly [they] agree 

with a statement” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 475). Thus, Saunders et al. (2012) argue that categorical data 
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yield results well suited for descriptive studies. On the other hand, numerical data include measurable 

values which can each be assigned to a specific position on a numerical scale (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Herein, Saunders et al. (2012) differ between interval and ratio data. The former depicts the type of data 

which can be distinguished numerically from each other on a scale, is however, limited to addition and 

subtraction operations (Saunders et al., 2012). The latter embodies the equivalent features but further 

allows the calculation of relative differences between the numbers (Saunders et al., 2012). Compared to 

categorical data, numerical data build a strong basis for statistical analyses which tend to be explanatory 

in nature (Saunders et al., 2012). For surveys which require data entry, statistical analysis software is 

used to calculate key figures; however, professional questionnaire design solutions encompass integrated 

statistical analysis tools (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

With respect to our primary data in addition to having our research questions in mind, we include 

questions which are designed to collect both ranked and ratio data. Hereby, we use a seven-point Likert 

scale to investigate to what degree participants agree or disagree with statements related to our SE factors 

determined in our framework. Thus, the answer selection is non-numerical and considered as categorical 

data in which the answer selections are ranked. Additionally, we apply numerical scales to measure the 

respondents’ agreement or disagreement on statements regarding their intentions to participate in the SE 

to draw conclusions based on the analysis of cross tables. The reason for applying two divergent scales 

lies in the different nature of our research questions. By collecting ranked data addressing the relevance 

of the six determinants of our framework, we aim to provide a descriptive analysis of our data. In contrast, 

the numerical questions deliver data which can be measured and analyzed on their relative value given 

by the participants' intentions in participating in the SE. As such, this set of questions characterizes ratio 

data which conform well to explanatory studies pertaining to the analysis of relationships between age 

and attitude towards and intentions in participating in the SE. With respect to the technical aspect of our 

analysis, we rely on Qualtrics which has the capacity to perform analysis of data which are collected 

through its questionnaire design solution. Among others, Qualtrics automatically calculates mean values 

and standard deviations. 
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3.8 Research Ethics 

Taking research ethics into consideration is a crucial part in forming the research design as it concerns 

the ethical behavior of the researchers (Saunders et al., 2012). In essence, maintaining a high standard of 

ethics is key to the research process as the researchers have a duty to any parties involved in or affected 

by the study to behave ethically (Malhotra et al., 2017; Saunders et al., 2012). Hereby, Malhotra et al. 

(2017) elaborate on the importance of research ethics in designing a questionnaire as it depicts the 

intersection between researchers and study participants. For the questionnaire design, Saunders et al. 

(2012) highlight various situations in internet-mediated research in which ethical issues may arise. For 

example, Saunders et al. (2012) stress that collecting data in online communities without a formal consent 

may transpire to be deceptive and therefore unethical. Thus, Saunders et al. (2012) suggest asking for 

consent for online questionnaires in which the agreed terms and the scope of participation is clarified; in 

addition, participants should be provided with contact details to alleviate unclarity and the right to 

withdraw from the study. With respect to the questions posed in the survey, Malhotra et al. (2017) urge 

researchers not to include sensitive, consciously biased or ambiguous questions. In doing so, researchers 

risk to leave participants at unease (Malhotra et al., 2017). 

 

As we inform the participants transparently on the purpose of the survey, assure anonymity and provide 

contact details for clarification, we abide by the principles introduced by Malhotra et al. (2017) regarding 

research ethics in conducting surveys. In retrospect, the welcome page could have further emphasized on 

the voluntary participation of the respondent, stressed that we assume consent when participants continue 

to the next page, and expressed the possibility for a withdrawal of the respondent’s participation. Having 

drafted a preliminary survey, we distributed the draft questionnaire to a diverse group of five independent 

individuals from our network to pilot-test our survey. The test persons provided us with feedback on the 

survey in general and evaluated whether the questions and the selection of answers were deemed 

appropriate. Thereby, we ensured that the content of our survey is free of bias and ambiguity. 

 

Moving from data collection onto their analysis, Saunders et al. (2012) discuss ethical issues in the 

process of data analysis and reporting. Herein, researchers have the duty to remain objective during the 

data analysis process, to ensure anonymity when reporting results, and to avoid harm to study participants 

caused by the results of the study (Saunders et al., 2012). With respect to objectivity, Saunders et al. 
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(2012) appeal to the researcher’s honesty in presenting data i.e. researchers shall refrain from deliberately 

reporting misrepresented results caused by excluding or selecting responses from particular respondents. 

Saunders et al. (2012) further recount how students unintentionally reveal the identities of study 

participants when the identity of an individual can be deduced by piecing together certain characteristics. 

For example, common breaches in anonymity or confidentiality occur when researchers refer to a female 

sales manager from an organization in which there are no other female managers (Saunders et al., 2012). 

Another example depicts the quotation of confidential information to which only an exclusive group of 

individuals in an organization have access to (Saunders et al., 2012). Furthermore, researchers need to 

assure that respondents do not suffer from negative consequences when participating in a study (Saunders 

et al., 2012). This could be the case in which the researchers for example conclude that outsourcing of a 

team in an organization is required after having interviewed members of said team who consequently 

lose their employment as a result (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

In our analysis section, we ensure that no inferences can be drawn from our results about any of our 

participants’ identities. Due to the quantitative nature of our data collection method, the risk of exposing 

the identities of any of our respondents is inexistent. Furthermore, we abide by following the Danish 

Code of Conduct for Research Integrity construed by the Danish Ministry of Higher Education and 

Science. Hereof, we adhere to the guidelines inferred concerning honesty, transparency, and 

accountability (Danish Ministry of Higher Education and Science, 2014) with regard to our data analysis 

and reporting. In brief, we comply with rules and recommendations concerning research ethics and 

therefore ensure ethical behavior in data collection, analysis and reporting. 

3.9 Quality of Data 

Data reliability is often referred to the extent to which equivalent research input results in similar output 

(Saunders et al., 2012). In other words, if other researchers were to reproduce a study in which they adopt 

similar research strategies including data collection and analysis methods, similar findings and results 

would be indicative of a high level of data reliability (Saunders et al., 2012). Thus, research reliability 

can be described as the degree to which the reproduction of studies yields consistent findings and 

conclusions (Saunders et al., 2012). In addition, data validity is concerned with the generalizability of 

the findings of a study (Saunders et al., 2012). Herein, Saunders et al. (2012) elaborate on external 
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validity which determines to what extent the findings of a study can be applied in other contexts 

(Saunders et al., 2012). Much emphasis must be put on the questionnaire design to maintain data 

reliability and validity (Saunders et al., 2012). Regarding data validity within the questionnaire design, 

internal validity “refers to the ability of [one’s] questionnaire to measure what [he or she] intends to 

measure” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 429). Taking data reliability into consideration, Saunders et al. (2012) 

stress the importance of designing a questionnaire free of bias and misinterpretation. The combination of 

data validity and reliability is what Malhotra et al. (2017) refer to as data quality in the context of 

questionnaire design. Hereby, Malhotra et al. (2017) indicate that professional online survey softwares 

contain integrated mechanisms to ensure data quality. 

 

In our questionnaire designing process, we ensure data quality by pilot-testing our survey to uncover any 

tendencies towards bias or potential for misinterpretation. In particular, the test subjects provided 

feedback on the comprehension and ambiguity of the questions. Additionally, they tested the 

questionnaire design on logical constraints such as skip functions. In short, we maintain data quality with 

pilot-testing and by using online questionnaire software Qualtrics which encompasses mechanisms to 

assure data quality. 

3.10 Subconclusion 

Our research questions are determined to be descriptive and explanatory in nature. Therefore, we utilize 

research methods and techniques which are well-suited to address descriptive and explanatory research 

problems. As a first step, we collect secondary data in the form of a literature review which represents 

the main basis for our framework. Second, we gather primary data through an online survey software. 

Thereafter, the findings from our primary data collection are analyzed to what extent they relate to our 

framework which is adjusted accordingly. Within the choice of methods, we opt for quantitative data 

because of its highly structured and standardized process to collect data and present findings. Moreover, 

the quantitative approach accommodates well to our descriptive and explanatory study to present graphs 

and charts. Hereby, the data are collected in the form of ranked and ratio data with the help of the 

professional survey solution Qualtrics which has integrated tools for data analysis and mechanisms to 

ensure data quality. Figure 4 illustrates the overall research process adopted in this paper. 
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Figure 4 Research process 
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4 Findings and Analysis 

In this chapter, we first provide an overview of the findings from the survey. Herein, we display 

descriptive graphs which illustrate the answers delivered by the sample as a whole without distinguishing 

between any demographic attributes. In presenting descriptive findings, we intend to build a holistic basis 

for the analysis of the data. Thereafter, with our research questions in mind, we analyze the findings with 

respect to the demographic factor age. First, we investigate how the attitude towards the SE differs across 

age groups. Subsequently, we scrutinize why divergent attitudes prevail across age groups based on the 

data related to our framework which is then modified accordingly. Next, we analyze how the various age 

cohorts develop intentions to use SE platforms to conclude how online sharing platforms may attract 

users based on their age. Finally, we present age-related recommendations on how to attract users. 

Overall, the analysis section incorporates the comparison of our results with literature, and the conceptual 

framework in particular, to draw valid conclusions and to answer our research questions. 

4.1 Findings 

The following chapter presents the findings of the survey by highlighting the distribution of answers 

selections and mean values. First, we illustrate the demographic characteristics of the sample. Thereafter, 

we present i) how familiar the participants are with the term Sharing Economy, ii) how positively or 

negatively participants perceive the SE, iii) the participants’ intention to use SE platforms, iv) and how 

often participants have already used respective platforms. Subsequently, we expand on v) how strongly 

participants evaluate economic, social, environmental, technological, trust and legal aspects associated 

with SE platforms. At a later stage, we provide a comprehensive analysis to investigate whether the 

results distinguish between age groups. 

 

The survey was accessed by 228 participants of which 190 participants finished the survey. 27 of the 

respondents stated that they do not live in the Copenhagen area and were thus excluded from the sample. 

In addition, one participant was under the age of 18 and therefore not considered for this study. In sum, 

the final sample size equals n=162. 
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4.1.1 Demographics 

The sample comprises mostly female individuals who represent around 68% of the participants whereas 

men account for roughly 31% followed by approximately 1% who identify themselves as Other. Delving 

into the participants’ occupation, a majority of participants are either students (38%) or full-time 

employees (35%). The overall distribution of occupation is illustrated in appendix 2. Moving onto the 

educational status, the sample represents a rather highly educated population as most of the participants 

hold a Bachelor’s (44%) or Master’s degree (38%) while only a few participants solely graduated from 

High School or lower (13%). The respective distribution is displayed in appendix 3. Lastly, looking at 

the age distribution, the survey was accessed by rather young individuals. Specifically, almost four out 

of five participants are aged between 18 and 44 years. Accordingly, roughly a fifth of the respondents 

are older than 44 as seen in Figure 5 which exhibits the exact age distribution of the sample. With the 

research questions in mind, the six different age groups will play an integral role in the analysis section. 

 

Figure 5 Age distribution 

 

4.1.2 Experience with the Sharing Economy 

This subchapter presents findings on how familiar the participants are with the SE, the attitude of 

participants towards the SE, the intention to use SE platforms and how frequently participants have used 

SE platforms in the past. 

  

Overall, the participants appear to have rather polarized familiarity with the SE as the share of 

participants who are not familiar at all is almost equal to the share of participants who are very familiar 

with the term SE (see Figure 6). On a scale from zero to ten, the mean value is M=5.7 with a standard 
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deviation of SD=3.6, which indicates that the participants are on average neither particularly familiar nor 

particularly unfamiliar with the term Sharing Economy. 

  

Figure 6 Familiarity with the term Sharing Economy 

 

How familiar are you with the term Sharing Economy? 

 

With the next question: How is your opinion on the Sharing Economy?, we aim to investigate to what 

extent participants have a positive or negative attitude towards the SE. Hereby, the participants are 

provided with a description about the SE before answering the question to ensure that all participants are 

informed equally. In selecting zero, the participants indicate a strongly negative opinion about the SE 

whereas the value ten illustrates a strongly positive opinion. Within the scale from zero to ten, a value of 

five translates to a neutral opinion to this question. Our data indicate that most of the participants have a 

rather positive opinion about the SE. The share of participants with a rather positive opinion on the SE, 

i.e. selecting values from six to ten, accumulate to roughly 77% of the sample (see Figure 7). Thus, we 

can observe a rather positive sentiment towards the SE with a mean value of M=7.06 and a standard 

deviation of SD=1.9. For the analysis section, the obtained data for this question assists us to answer our 

first research question to determine how the attitude towards SE differs across age groups. 
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Figure 7 Attitude towards the Sharing Economy 

 

How is your opinion on the Sharing Economy? 

 

When asked on the likelihood of using a SE platform, the respondents are rather open to SE participation 

(M=7.8, SD=2.3). Accordingly, almost 28% of the sample indicate that it is very likely that they would 

use a SE platform whereas only around 12% are rather unlikely, i.e. values from zero to four, to use 

online SE platforms. Only around 1% completely reject SE participation in selecting zero (see Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8 Overall intentions to use sharing platforms 

 

 How likely is it that you would use a sharing platform [...]? 
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The results presented in Figure 9 reveal that the majority of the participants do have previous experience 

with the use of SE platforms. More than half of the sample has already used sharing platforms more than 

five times. In contrast, every seventh respondent indicates a void of SE experience. 

 

Figure 9 Past use of sharing platforms 

 

 According to the definition, have you ever used an online sharing platform? 

4.1.3 Attitude Forming Aspects of the Sharing Economy 

The next block of the survey presents a statement which begins with I think online sharing platforms like 

Airbnb, GoMore, or Hygglo are good for… and is completed with four different sentence endings. In 

particular, participants indicate to what extent they agree or disagree to the following sentence endings: 

i) saving money, ii) making money, iii) meeting new people, iv) making a positive ecological impact. 

Hereby, the four statements represent the three positive determinants, economic, social, and 

environmental aspects, of our framework in section 2.4. With reference to Figure 10, a vast majority of 

over 80% agrees with statement i) to some extent. In comparison, Figure 11 suggests similar tendencies 

with statement ii) although a slightly lower level of agreement can be observed. A weaker tendency 

towards agreement can be recognized with statement iv). Although the majority of the sample agrees 

with statement iv) to some extent, Figure 13 illustrates that the share of respondents agreeing only 

somewhat is determined higher than strong agreement. With regard to statement iii), Figure 12 suggests 

that the participants are rather indifferent on average as the responses are somewhat normally distributed 

around the center. The findings reveal that individuals link the aspects of i) saving money, ii) making 
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money and iv) making a positive ecological impact rather positively to the SE whereas the sample is 

rather irresolute whether SE platforms are ideal for iii) meeting new people. 

 

Statement: I think online sharing platforms like Airbnb, GoMore or Hygglo are good for…   

 

Figure 10 SE platforms are good for saving money 

 

 

Figure 11 SE platforms are good for making money 

 

 

Figure 12 SE platforms are good for meeting new people 
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Figure 13 SE platforms are good for making a positive ecological impact 

 

 

The subsequent question begins with the statement I think online sharing platforms are difficult to use 

because I have trouble… followed by i) using the internet, ii) using a smartphone, iii) trusting people I 

don’t know, and iv) feeling responsible for gentrification and labor exploitation. Herein, the four 

statements represent the three negative determinants, technological capabilities, trust, and legal aspects, 

of the framework in section 2.4. With reference to Figure 14, a vast majority of over 85% disagrees with 

statement i) to a larger extent. In comparison, Figure 15 suggests similar tendencies with statement ii) 

although a slightly lower level of agreement can be observed. On the other hand, Figure 16 illustrates 

that half of the sample agrees with statement iii) to some extent, while Figure 17 depicts a rather equal 

distribution of responses to statement iv). Overall, the findings indicate that the respondents do not think 

of i) using the internet or ii) using a smartphone as a barrier to SE participation. In comparison, the 

sample agrees that iii) trusting people [they] don’t know and iv) feeling responsible for gentrification 

and labor exploitation can be regarded as an obstacle to SE participation to some degree. 
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Statement: I think online sharing platforms like Airbnb, [...] are difficult to use because I have  

                  trouble…  

Figure 14 Obstacle – using the internet 

 

 

Figure 15 Obstacle – using a smartphone 
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Figure 16 Obstacle – trusting people I don't know 

 

 

Figure 17 Obstacle – feeling responsible for gentrification and labor exploitation 

 

 

4.1.4 Participants’ Intentions on Using SE Platforms 

In this subchapter, we highlight to what extent participants are motivated through economic, 

environmental and social aspects to participate in online SE activities. In addition, we illustrate whether 

technological capabilities, trust, and legal aspects inhibit SE participation. Hereby, we illustrate the 

findings with charts which exhibit the results from two statements. As we present two statements related 

to each category, the two statements subordinated to the same aspect are combined in one figure. An 

exception constitutes the social and environmental aspect; herein, we combine the two aspects in one 

figure as one statement each are associated with respective aspects. 

 

Economic Aspects 

In terms of economic benefits, participants are asked two questions regarding the importance of saving 

money and generating income through the use of online SE platforms. Hereby, almost 84% of the 

participants show certain agreement, i.e. values from six to ten, to the statement that saving money 
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is/would be a reason for them to participate in online SE activities (see blue line in Figure 18). One 

quarter of the participants even indicate strong agreement with the statement. Overall, a mean value of 

M=7.6 (SD=2.2) emphasizes the importance of saving money for (potential) users of online sharing 

platforms. In comparison, the extent of agreement with generating income through online sharing 

platforms is not as clear (M= 5.0, SD= 3.2). By closer inspection, the red line in Figure 18 exhibits that 

the answers are more evenly distributed across all response selections ranging from zero to ten. Thus, the 

sample appears to confer higher value to the possibility of saving money than generating income through 

online sharing platforms. 

 

Figure 18 Intentions to use sharing platforms – economic aspects 

 

Blue: One reason for me to use online sharing platforms is/would be to save money 

Red: One reason for me to use online sharing platforms is/would be to earn additional money 

  

Social Aspects 

Taking the social aspect into consideration, every fifth respondent appears to be indifferent on whether 

connecting to new people is deemed relevant for SE participation. On average, the sample shows a 

tendency toward disagreement with the statement as a narrow majority selects values from zero to four 

compared to 26% for values ranging from six to ten (see blue line in Figure 19). As such, a mean of 

M=3.9 (SD=2.7) suggests that meeting new people does not necessarily foster SE participation. 
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Environmental Aspects 

The red line in Figure 19 illustrates the extent to which the participants consider ecological reasons for 

participating in the SE. Herein, the majority of participants agree to some extent that ecological benefits 

represent a reason for them to use online SE platforms. In particular, almost three out of four respondents 

indicate agreement by selecting values from six to ten. On the contrary, around 27% of participants are 

either neutral or disagree to some extent with the statement. In sum, the mean of M=6.7 (SD=2.5) 

suggests environmentally friendly aspects as a motivator to participate in SE activities among 

respondents. 

 

Figure 19 Intentions to use sharing platforms – social and ecological aspects 

 

B: Connecting to new people is/would be a reason for me to use sharing platforms 

R: I (would) use online sharing platforms to be more sustainable and/or environmentally friendly 

 

Trust Aspects 

To investigate the trust aspect, participants are asked two questions. Thereof, one is related to trust 

towards strangers while the other question focuses on trust in online transactions. With regard to trust 

towards strangers, the blue line in Figure 20 follows a normal distribution. Accordingly, the curve 

flattens towards the extrema strongly agree and strongly disagree respectively. The mean is M=5.1 

(SD=2.5) and suggests that trust towards strangers does not remarkably influence the intention to 

participate in online sharing activities. The second trust-related statement addresses online transactions 

and whether participants (would) use SE platforms even though [they] have to provide their bank details 

online. While more than half of the sample shows to some extent the willingness to participate even 
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under the requirement to provide the banking details online, roughly a third of the group tends to keep 

this information to themselves (see red line in Figure 20). On average, the sample follows the 13% of 

participants who neither agree nor disagree with the statement with a mean of M=5.2 (SD=2.9). 

 

Figure 20 Intentions to use sharing platforms – trust aspects 

 

B: I (would) use online sharing platforms even though I (would) have to trust people I don’t know   

R: I (would) use sharing platforms even though I (would) have to provide my banking details online 

 

Legal Aspects 

With respect to legal aspects, the respondents are presented with two statements of which one is related 

to gentrification and the other to labor exploitation. With a mean of M=5.3 (SD=2.3), the blue line in 

Figure 21 exhibits that the average participant is indifferent to SE participation intentions assuming that 

home sharing platforms elicit an increase in rents and thus lead to gentrification in urban areas. In 

comparison, a mean of M=6.1 (SD=2.7) suggests that the respondents rather perceive poor working 

conditions as a barrier to SE participation as a majority of over 60% agree somewhat that they would 

avoid using sharing services because of poor social security standards for service providers. Thus, the 

trail of the red line illustrates that the respondents are more disinclined to use sharing platforms because 

of prevailing working conditions than for the emergence of gentrification. 
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Figure 21 Intentions to use sharing platforms – legal aspects 

 

B: I wouldn’t/don’t use online house-sharing platforms because it could cause an increase in rents 

R: I wouldn’t/don’t use online sharing services because of the lack of social security for service 

providers 

 

Technological Aspects 

To identify the technological capabilities of the sample, respondents are asked two further questions. 

First, whether they often need help while using the internet; second, whether they perceive smartphone 

applications as easy to use. 

  

The blue line in Figure 22 illustrates that participants do not need help when using the internet with a 

clear majority strongly disagreeing with the respective statement. In comparison, only a minority of 

respondents indicate that they require assistance while using the internet by selecting values ranging from 

six to ten. A mean of M=1.4 (SD=2.4) is highly indicative of a sample equipped with skills to use the 

internet. Similarly, respondents perceive smartphone applications to be easy to use. Herein, the wording 

of the statement inverts the scale and thus, the red line in Figure 22 suggests that the sample appears to 

be more challenged with smartphone applications than the internet overall. Yet, a mean of M=7.8 

(SD=2.6) suggests that the respondents perceive smartphone applications rather easy to use in general. 

Accordingly, the results indicate that the use of the internet or a smartphone do not illustrate a hurdle for 

participating in the SE for the vast majority of participants. 
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Figure 22 Intentions to use sharing platforms – technological aspects 

 

B: One reason for me to not use online sharing platforms is/would be that I often need help while using 

the internet 

R: I (would) use online sharing platforms, because I think that smartphone applications are easy to use 

 

4.2 Analysis 

While the previous section presents a holistic overview of the survey’s findings, this chapter builds on 

the results and further analyzes the data in relation to the respondents’ age. The age attribute is an 

important factor in this study as we investigate the attitudes towards the SE across age groups and why 

divergent views may prevail. Hereby, the results of the comparison between age groups are set in context 

to the literature review and our theoretical framework in particular (see section 2.4). Thus, the figures 

incorporated in the analysis section illustrate the overall responses across age groups. Furthermore, the 

explanations are structured accordingly to provide answers to our research questions. As such, i) we first 

investigate how the attitude toward the SE differs across age groups. Thereafter, ii) we examine the 

second research question by analyzing whether the variables determined in the framework influence the 

attitude towards the SE across age groups. Finally, iii) we address our third research question on how 

online SE platforms can attract particular age groups. Herein, we present strategic recommendations 

based on the outcome of the statements with regard to intentions on SE participation. To answer research 

question iii), we divide the age groups into represented and underrepresented users to offer a more 

practical approach at hand to the platforms (Hsiao et al., 2018; Pew Research Center, 2016). Specifically, 
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represented users consist of participants aged between 18 and 44 while respondents aged 45 and above 

constitute the underrepresented users. Finally, we modify the conceptual framework based on the results 

discussed in the following subchapters. 

4.2.1 How Does the Attitude Differ Across Age Groups 

With reference to the findings in section 4.1.2, the sample as a whole perceives the SE as a rather positive 

phenomenon with a vast majority selecting answers indicative of a positive sentiment towards the SE. 

With zero translating into strongly negative opinion on the SE, a score of ten represents a strongly positive 

opinion. Taking the whole sample into consideration, the average participant has a rather positive 

sentiment towards the SE with a mean value of M=7.06 (SD=1.9). With regard to the first research 

question, we investigate whether the positive attitude of the sample also persists across all age groups or 

whether certain age groups perceive the SE differently than others. Hereby, we divide the responses to 

the question How is your general opinion on the Sharing Economy? by age groups and observe whether 

any tendencies can be detected. Figure 23 illustrates the mean values of the six age groups and suggests 

the SE to have a rather positive stand among the four youngest age groups compared to the older age 

groups of participants aged 55 and older. Nevertheless, the chart shows that the mean values across all 

age groups score above the value five which illustrates that respondents of all ages have a rather positive 

attitude towards the SE. However, the course of the pillars reveals that the positive attitude towards the 

SE tends to decrease with age. Herein, a disruption in the trend is observed by the respondents aged 45-

54 as they appear to have a slightly more positive opinion than their succeeding age group. After this 

exception, the trend continues with participants older than 55 indicating a less positive attitude towards 

the SE than their younger counterparts. 

Taking the variance of the mean values into account, the variance is low (Var=1.0) for the age group 18-

24 which insinuates accuracy and that the data points are close to the mean value of M=7.8. Thus, the 

variance highlights that most of the younger participants express in fact a highly positive opinion about 

the SE. Contrariwise, the variance for the age group 55-64 is rather high with a value of Var=9.6 

indicating that the data points are relatively far from the mean. Hence, the range of answers given by 

respondents aged 55 to 64 is relatively broad which results in a balanced mean of M=5.7. In other words, 

the participants in the older age group express diverse opinions about the SE ranging from strongly 
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negative to strongly positive. The expression of more extreme answers resulting in a mean of M=5.7 

reveals that a larger share of older people needs to be convinced of positive aspects in the SE. 

Subconclusion RQ i) 

How does the attitude towards the SE differ between age groups? 

With the question How is your general opinion on the Sharing Economy, we aimed to investigate to what 

extent the attitude towards the SE differs across age groups. In this regard, the results indicate that the 

attitude towards the SE indeed differs between age groups. Specifically, the mean values range from 

M=7.8, highlighting the most positive opinion, to M=5.7, representing the least positive opinion towards 

the SE, across the sample. Thus, all age groups exhibit a rather positive sentiment towards the SE on 

average. By closer inspection, data indicate a downward trend as participants age. Herein, the 18-24 years 

old perceive the SE most positively while the two oldest age groups express the least positive opinion on 

the SE. 

 

Figure 23 Attitude towards the SE across age groups 

 

How is your general opinion on the Sharing Economy? 
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4.2.2 Why Attitudes Differ Across Age Groups 

The conceptual framework in section 2.4 assumes economic, social and environmental aspects of the SE 

to influence the attitude of people about SE positively. In other words, we expect the positive 

determinants to contribute positively to the overall attitude towards the SE. In comparison, the negative 

determinants comprise technological capabilities, trust concerns, and legal aspects of the SE. Thus, low 

technological capabilities, low level of trust, and considerable concerns over legal controversies in the 

SE are assumed to affect the overall attitude toward the SE negatively. Hereby, various scholars observe 

age related differences in whether individuals perceive the aspects positively or negatively from various 

perspectives such as economic (Böcker & Meelen, 2017), social (Cornwell et al., 2008), environmental 

(Iizuka, 2000), technological (Pew Research Center, 2017), trust (Robinson & Jackson, 2001), and legal 

(Goebel & Brown, 1981) and may explain divergent views on the SE. As such, this section analyzes how 

the age groups form their opinion on the SE in relation to the six determinants of the theoretical 

framework. Therefore, we intend to provide answers for research question ii) and thus be able to draw 

conclusions on why divergent views on the SE prevail across age groups. In the following paragraphs, 

we first evaluate the positive determinants of the theoretical framework; thereafter, the negative 

determinants are taken into account. 

 

Positive Determinants 

The participants are shown the statement beginning with I think online sharing platforms [...] are good 

for…, and indicate on a 7-point Likert scale to what extent they agree with the statements i) saving money, 

ii) making money, iii) meeting new people and iv) making a positive ecological impact. To analyze 

potential differences between age groups and to maintain intuitive figures, only the cumulative share of 

individuals who somewhat agree, agree, and strongly agree to the statements is compared. 

 

Economic Aspects 

In terms of saving money, Figure 24 exhibits that almost all participants aged between 18 and 24 consider 

sharing platforms as an opportunity to save money at least to some extent. In great contrast, respondents 

aged 65 and above appeal less to the statement as the level of agreement remains lower than 50%. This 

observation aligns with Böcker and Meelen’s findings (2017) that younger age groups are more receptive 

to financial benefits in the SE compared to older age groups as “low-income groups seem more 
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economically motivated than […] middle- or high-income groups respectively” (p. 35). In this regard, 

Ruff (2019) explains that the purchase decision of young people is mainly influenced by price as younger 

individuals are more price sensitive than mature consumers (World Bank, 2006). The higher price 

sensitivity among young adults might appear as younger individuals hold less wealth on average 

compared to older adults (Modigliani, 1988) which increases economic motivations (Böcker & Meelen, 

2017). This might explain why younger individuals link the economic aspect of saving money more 

positively to the SE than older individuals when considering the age groups 18-24 and 65+ in our sample. 

The other age groups in between mostly agree to the statement with a downward trend along the 

chronological age groups 18-24, 25-34 and 35-44. Thereupon, the agreement rate rises for the age group 

45-54 and declines again, resulting in the lowest agreement rate among 65+ years old people. Overall, 

however, it should be noted that only half of the individuals in the oldest age group of 65+ agree with 

the statement that online sharing platforms are good for making money whereas the youngest age group 

almost unanimously does so. 

 

Within the economic aspect, we further take the possibility of generating additional income into account. 

Herein, Figure 25 uncovers that more than two-thirds of every age group except 65+ years old agree to 

the statement to some extent. Among individuals who are older than 64, less than half of the people agree 

to this statement. Compared to saving money, the share of agreement for earning additional income is 

either less or equal within the age groups. While saving money refers to borrowing assets and services, 

generating additional income reflects the perspective of the asset lender or service provider. Thus, the 

results indicate that more people perceive economic benefits in borrowing rather than providing assets 

or services on SE platforms. In relation to motivations to participate in SE activities, Böcker and Meelen 

(2017) discover similar connections as they conclude that “economic motivations are less important for 

the provision than for the use of shared assets” (p. 35). Among all age groups, the results suggest that 

individuals aged 65 and above agree the least to both statements regarding economic aspects. Thereby, 

the observation aligns with Böcker and Meelen’s (2017) findings which reveal low economic motivation 

for individuals older than 64. In conclusion, the observation that less than half of the 65+ years old 

attribute economic benefits to the SE conforms with a rather less positive attitude towards SE platforms 

among 65+ years old people compared to the other age groups as illustrated in Figure 23. 
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Social Aspects 

Similar to Fitzmaurice et al. (2018) who highlight that half of their sample regard social benefits as a 

main motivator to participate in sharing activities, we recognize similar patterns in our study as almost 

half of the participants link social benefits such as meeting new people to SE platforms. After analyzing 

the findings in regard to the factor age, Figure 26 exhibits a tendency which hints at the need for social 

interaction with increasing age. More precisely, the share of individuals who agree with the statement 

increases continuously from the age group 25-34 to the oldest age group. This finding matches with 

literature which assumes elderly to be socially motivated to participate in sharing activities and that the 

motivation of meeting new people is higher for elderly than for younger people (Böcker & Meelen, 2017; 

Cornwell et al., 2008). The high motivation amongst elderly to meet new people might appear as their 

network decreases over the years which can cause loneliness (Cornwell et al., 2018; Sharma et al., 2015). 

In this context, Sharma et al. (2015) claim that participating in the SE may mitigate loneliness amongst 

elderly for instance by participating in social activities such as home sharing. In contrast to literature, 

more than half of the youngest age group of our sample also agrees with the statement. The share of 

agreement among this age group is higher than any of the remaining age groups except for the 65+ years 

old. Thus, the high agreement among 18 to 24 years old diametrically oppose Böcker and Meelen (2017) 

and Cornwell et al. (2008). As such, our results indicate that more than half of the people aged 18 to 24 

and 54 or older attribute positive social aspects to SE platforms. Across the age groups 25-34 to 65+, the 

share of people who acknowledge sharing platforms as a place to meet peers increases constantly which 

is similar to outcomes of other research studies (Böcker & Meelen, 2017; Cornwell et al., 2008). In brief, 

we conclude that respondents in the age group 18-24 and people older than 54 years are particularly 

receptive to meet new people on SE platforms. Simultaneously, the proportion of individuals who 

attribute social benefits to SE platforms increases constantly from the age group 25-34 to 65+. In contrast, 

Figure 23 suggests lower levels of positive attitude towards the SE among older participants. Hence, no 

conclusions can be drawn whether social benefits influence the attitude towards the SE positively overall.  

 

Environmental Aspects 

In determining whether different age groups attribute high values to making a positive ecological impact, 

Figure 27 reveals a tendency of decreasing agreement with the statement from the young to the old. With 

a rate of agreement to some extent above the 80% mark, the youngest age group of 18-24 holds ecological 
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benefits of the SE in high regard. In comparison, slightly more than half of elderly aged 65 and above 

indicate some agreement, with no respondent showing strong agreement. Notwithstanding the absolute 

agreement across all age groups, the results unveil lower agreement among older respondents. This 

relation aligns with findings by Iizuka (2000) who observes that younger individuals are more likely to 

embrace environmental awareness than their older counterparts. However, Iizuka (2000) remarks that 

these conclusions may be flawed because a cohort effect cannot be excluded. As explained in section 

2.2.3, the cohort effect refers to the phenomenon in which individuals born in certain years exhibit similar 

characteristic traits which are shaped by their life events (Robinson & Jackson, 2001). Contrary to Iizuka 

(2000), Morrison (2017) discovers a steady increase in environmental awareness until the age of 60 after 

which it decreases. Hereby, Morrison (2017) analyses data collected in 2009 across European countries. 

Taking the cohort effect into consideration, we assume the vast agreement among 18-24 years old for 

ecological benefits to root in the current Fridays for Future movement in which particularly younger 

generations are engaged (Wahlström et al., 2019). Worth noting, Wahlström et al. (2019) report median 

ages of 32 to 48 at climate protests in 2009 across European cities including Copenhagen. For the climate 

protests in 2019, however, the scholars determine the median age of Fridays for Future protesters to be 

21. Thus, literature infer a cohort effect to prevail among the younger generation with regard to 

environmental awareness which is possibly reflected in our findings. Overall, the proportion of 

individuals who associate online sharing platforms with positive impacts on the environment is the 

greatest amongst 18-24 years old and the lowest amongst 65+ years old. This observation may explain 

why younger peers regard the SE more positively than their older counterparts as seen in Figure 23. 

 

Summary Positive Determinants 

In sum, our findings on the economic dimension align with Böcker and Meelen (2017) who observe 

higher economic motivation to engage in sharing activities to prevail among low income groups such as 

students. Furthermore, Böcker and Meelen (2017) attribute low economic motivation among seniors as 

expressed by the age group 65+ in our sample. On the social dimension, the age group 18-24 exhibits 

views contrary to Böcker and Meelen (2017) and Cornwell et al. (2008) who depict seniors as proponents 

of social benefits. Nonetheless, our observations on the other side of the age spectrum confirms 

aforementioned studies as the elderly of the sample score highest on the social aspect, ahead of the 18-

24 years old. Lastly, a downward tendency can be observed for environmental benefits associated with 
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the SE with increasing age. As literature presents ambiguous findings related to age and environmental 

awareness (Iizuka, 2000; Morrison, 2017), we presume a cohort effect to amplify the strong support of 

ecological benefits among the youngest age group. In sum, the overall evaluation of the positive 

determinants leads us to believe that the relatively more positive attitude towards the SE among younger 

age groups can be ascribed to their relatively stronger agreement with the positive determinants of the 

framework, the economic and environmental aspects in particular. 

 

Statement: I think online sharing platforms [...] are good for… 

 

Figure 24 Differences across age groups – SE platforms are good for saving money 

 

Figure 25 making money 

Figure 26 meeting new people 

 

  Figure 27 making a positive ecological impact 
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Negative Determinants 

After evaluating the positive determinants of the framework, the aspects which are presumed to influence 

the respondents’ attitude towards the SE negatively are analyzed. Herein, we elaborate on technological 

capabilities, trust concerns, and legal aspects of the SE. Similar to the positive determinants, respondents 

are presented with the statement I think online sharing platforms [...] are difficult to use because I have 

trouble…. On a 7-point-Likert scale, respondents indicate to what degree they agree with i) using the 

internet, ii) using a smartphone, iii) trusting people [they] don’t know, and iv) feeling responsible for 

gentrification and labor exploitation. With these statements, we intend to investigate whether the 

negative determinants of the framework illustrate difficulties for people to participate in online sharing 

activities. In the following paragraphs, we analyze whether differences with regard to the negative 

determinants prevail across age groups. 

 

Technological Aspects 

To investigate the negative determinant technological capabilities, two aspects are considered; namely 

whether the use of the internet and a smartphone illustrate obstacles for participants when using SE 

platforms. Figure 28 and Figure 29 indicate that almost half of the age group 55-64 and slightly more 

than half of the people who are older than 64 have trouble using both the internet and a smartphone. In 

comparison, almost none of the younger age groups have issues when confronted with the internet or 

when using a smartphone except for the 10% of 45-54 years old. This confirms the findings of previous 

research which show that one third of consumers in the age group 65+ do not feel confident when using 

electronic devices such as computers or smartphones and that three-quarters of those in the age of 65 and 

above need help when using a new electronic device (Pew Research Center, 2017). In contrast, only a 

low share of people in the age between 18 and 24 need help when using a new electronic device which 

is in line with our findings as well (Pew Research Center, 2017). In addition, literature discusses that the 

share of people aged 55+ who own a smartphone is at least 20% lower than the share of younger peers 

who own a smartphone which equals 90% (Pew Research Center, 2017). This might be the consequence 

of the prior mentioned findings that older people do not feel confident when using new technologies 

(Pew Research Center, 2017). In regard to our findings, Mayhorn et al. (2004) explain that older 

individuals tend to face challenges using respective technologies because they may experience 

difficulties regarding motoric functions, vision or cognitive capabilities. Thus, literature sheds light on 
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the concerns of older adults whether they know enough to employ technology effectively and might be 

frightened to not understand it (Knowles & Hanson, 2018). In some cases, the low level of confidence is 

attended by the fear of making a mistake such as paying accidentally for a service or good the individual 

did not intend to pay for (Knowles & Hanson, 2018). Overall, the findings from previous literature may 

provide the explanation for our findings that a great share of people older than 55 years and only a small 

minority of participants in the younger age cohorts have trouble with using the internet and a smartphone 

and thus face difficulties using online SE platforms. Therefore, we conclude that a large share of people 

who are older than 54 face or would face difficulties using SE platforms because using the internet and 

a smartphone is considerably more challenging for this age cohort than it is for younger individuals. This 

observation aligns with a less positive attitude towards the SE among the elderly as illustrated in Figure 

23. Thus, lower technological capabilities may affect the attitude towards the SE negatively.  

 

Trust Aspects 

The third statement focuses on the trust aspect and explores whether the participants perceive it 

challenging to trust people [they] do not know. After scrutinizing the findings on differences across age 

groups, Figure 30 reveals no tendency of whether age plays an integral role in trusting strangers. Instead, 

the agreement with the statement varies across age groups and alternately exceeds the 50% mark. 

Referring to literature on dispositional trust, longitudinal studies conclude that individuals’ general trust 

increases until they reach the age of around 45 (Robinson & Jackson, 2001). In the context of online P2P 

transactions, however, Yoon and Occeña (2015) argue that trust levels decrease significantly after the 

age of 40. Nevertheless, both studies hint at the possibility of a cohort effect affecting their results 

(Robinson & Jackson, 2001; Yoon & Occeña, 2015). With literature in mind, the results in Figure 30 do 

not align with either studies with regard to both growing general trust until the age of 45 and diminishing 

online P2P trust after the age of 45. By closer inspection, however, the agreement rates rotationally 

exceed 50% across age groups and thus potentially be indicative of a cohort effect and thus be influenced 

by life events as suggested by Robinson & Jackson (2001). As such, we are unable to identify any 

differences across age groups on whether trust concerns contribute to a negative attitude towards the SE. 
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Legal Aspects 

Putting the results of legal concerns in relation with age, an unambiguous pattern can be recognized. 

Hereby, the proportion of people who share concerns over labor exploitation and gentrification rises 

with age. Accordingly, the lowest proportion of respondents who associate potential disadvantages such 

as gentrification and labor exploitation can be found among 18-24 years old. On the other end of the 

spectrum, the highest share of people who somehow express difficulties in using sharing platforms due 

to the aforementioned concerns are the seniors aged 65 and above. With regard to social responsibility, 

literature suggests similar outcomes. Herein, Knowles and Hanson (2018) explain that older individuals 

refuse certain technologies when these do not meet their moral principles. Therefore, some participants 

of Knowles and Hanson’s (2018) study stressed that they refrain from online shopping, because they are 

concerned that it affects the business of brick-and-mortar shops negatively, causing that people employed 

by the shops will lose their jobs. The findings of Knowles and Hanson’s (2018) study illustrate the large 

extent to which older individuals embrace socially responsible behavior before they consider engaging 

in online activities. Irrespective of social responsibility, the increasing concern over externalities as 

individuals age may be explained by Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Hereby, Goebel and Brown (1981) 

research Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs in relation with age. Among older adults, Goebel and Brown 

(1981) observe increased security needs and “that the developmental tasks of old age are more oriented 

toward maintenance than expansion” (p. 814). These findings may be reflected in the older respondents’ 

empathy for improved social security among service providers in the SE and the preservation of a healthy 

housing market, respectively. Apart from the psychological explanation, previous literature investigates 

for instance that house-sharing platforms contribute to increasing rents and prices for real estate 

(Nieuwland & van Melik, 2018) but do not elaborate how strongly different age groups are concerned 

with these issues. Overall, we conclude from the results that the proportion of people who perceive issues 

and legal aspects of SE platforms such as gentrification and the lack of adequate employee contracts as 

a hurdle to use SE platforms increases with age. By closer inspection, especially individuals older than 

44 years have a distinct awareness of the downsides of the SE and thus may be deterred from using 

respective platforms. Accordingly, the findings on the legal aspect cohere to the less positive attitude 

towards the SE among older respondents. Thus, we assume a greater concern over negative externalities 

to affect the attitude towards the SE negatively.  
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Summary Negative Determinants 

Overall, around half of the individuals older than 54 have difficulties using online sharing platforms 

because they face challenges using the internet and/or a smartphone. In comparison, almost none of the 

younger age groups express similar difficulties. A reason for the difference across age groups with regard 

to technological capabilities may be found in the lower proportion of elderly who possess smartphones 

and that older individuals are more likely to be exposed to physical barriers which impair the use of 

electronic devices (Pew Research Center, 2017; Mayhorn et al. 2004). Regarding the trust aspect, explicit 

differences between age groups cannot be ascertained, as the share of individuals who hesitate trusting 

strangers alternates across age groups and thus, does not indicate an unambiguous trend. Instead, the 

varying agreement rates may underlie a cohort effect which would imply that the level of trust of the 

various age cohorts may be influenced by incisive life events (Robinson & Jackson, 2001). Delving into 

the legal aspect, we notice that older individuals share greater concerns over negative externalities such 

as gentrification and labor exploitation. This might be the case as older adults hold higher security needs 

(Goebel & Brown, 1981). Thus, prevalent legal circumstances pose an impediment to using sharing 

platforms among older participants. Overall, the lower positive attitudes towards the SE among older 

respondents can be ascribed to their greater concern for the negative externalities of the SE such as 

gentrification and labor exploitation and their lower technological capabilities on average. 

 

Statement: I think online sharing platforms [...] are difficult to use because I have trouble...  

 

Figure 28 Obstacles across age groups – using the internet 

 

Figure 29 using a smartphone 
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Figure 30 trusting people I don’t know 

  

Figure 31 feeling responsible for gentrification and labor exploitation 

 

Subconclusion RQ ii 

Why does the attitude towards the SE differ between age groups? 

As concluded in the previous subchapter, younger age groups perceive the SE more positively than the 

oldest ones. Reasons therefor may root in the determinants of the theoretical framework. Herein, the 

majority of participants aged 18 to 24 link particularly economic benefits in form of saving money and 

ecological aspects positively to the SE and thus may explain their highly positive opinion on the SE. On 

the other hand, the attitude towards the SE may be inferior amongst the older age cohorts, because they 

hold lower technological capabilities in regard to internet and smartphone usage. Furthermore, greater 

concerns over legal and critical aspects among the elderly may contribute to their less positive attitude 

towards the SE to a greater degree. Regarding the social determinant, the oldest age cohort exhibits the 

highest share of people who welcome social interactions on SE platforms. This may be indicative of why 

65+ years old still express a rather positive opinion about the SE. On the other side of the age spectrum, 

the share of individuals who embrace social benefits on SE platforms is also comparatively high which 

further underlines the positive opinion of the 18-24 years old. In contrast, distrust towards strangers does 

not seem to influence the overall attitude towards the SE specifically, as the share of individuals who 

regard trust as a hurdle to participate in sharing activities differs continuously across all age groups. 

Therefore, trust concerns do not necessarily relate to differences in age. Overall, the divergent views on 

the SE across age groups root in their different perception of the determinants of the framework. 

Therefore, the age groups may be receptive to different measures to participate in the SE. 
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4.2.3 Framework Modification 

In accordance with abductive theory, we adjust our conceptual framework from section 2.4 with the new 

insights gained from the data collection and the analysis thereof (Saunders et al., 2012). Hereby, Figure 

32 exhibits the modified framework based on the findings presented in section 4.2.2 and respective 

Figures 24-31. In particular, we relocate the six initial determinants on two axes. Thereof, the y-axis 

represents to what extent an age difference is observed whereas the x-axis signals the positive extent to 

the left and negative peculiarity to the right. 

 

According to the participants’ responses, the positive determinants indeed contribute to a positive attitude 

towards the SE, however, the extent to which they do so differs as the results report different levels of 

agreement for the respective determinants across age groups. Specifically, we observe the economic 

aspect to contribute most positively to the attitude towards the SE, followed by the environmental and 

social aspects. With regard to age, the results indicate a rather vast age difference on the social dimension, 

followed by the economic and environmental aspects. 

 

On the right-hand side of the framework, the initial negative determinants are located based on their 

extent of negative sentiment towards the SE. Herein, the findings related to trust indicate neither age 

difference nor particular positive or negative contribution to attitude towards the SE. However, the 

technological capabilities and legal aspects exhibit high levels of age influence. Hereby, an overall 

observation of legal aspects and technological capabilities suggests legal aspects to affect the attitude 

towards the SE negatively to a larger extent than technological barriers. 
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Figure 32 Modified framework 

 

Source: Own Illustration 

4.2.4 Intentions to Participate in the SE 

After analyzing the positive and negative determinants of the conceptual framework and whether age 

plays an integral role in forming the attitude towards the SE, this chapter expands on whether age affects 

the intentions to participate in the SE. Hereby, we first elaborate on the respondents’ past SE experience 

and their general interest in using sharing platforms, before we analyze the final data set of the survey 

and seek to identify areas in which SE platforms could improve to attract certain age groups to engage 

in the SE. As participants indicated to what degree they agree to the statements on intentions to SE 

participation from zero to ten (with zero indicating strong disagreement and ten representing strong 

agreement), we approach this section by presenting the findings relying on the mean value attributed to 

the statements across age groups. 

 

Before delving into the analysis of age-related intentions in participating in the SE, we explore existing 

SE experience across age groups. Hereby, Figure 33 reveals a clear tendency when examining past SE 

usage. In comparing the two answer selections No, never and Yes, more than five times, the share of 

respondents with no SE experience increases with age whereas the trend line for frequent SE participation 

follows the opposite direction. Thus, the findings suggest that the SE community has a vast potential in 

attracting first time users among older age groups. However, Figure 34 also reveals that older individuals 
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are less inclined to join sharing platforms as the likelihood of doing so decreases with increasing age. 

Therefore, the following subchapter expands on discovering potential factors which inhibit SE 

participation among older individuals. 

 

Figure 33 Past use of sharing platforms across age groups 

 

[...] Have you ever used an online sharing economy platform? 

 

Figure 34 Overall intentions to use sharing platforms across age groups 

 

How likely is it that you would use a sharing platform [...]? 
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Economic Aspects 

The first two statements refer to the economic aspect of the framework and expand on the participants’ 

intention to use sharing platforms as a means to either save money or generate income. In scrutinizing 

whether divergent views prevail across age groups, Figure 35 exhibits that saving money (blue line) is 

more likely to engender SE participation among younger peers. Hereby, the trend of a steady decline in 

intentions towards the older respondents is clearly visible. In contrast, all age groups derive lower 

intentions from earning additional money (red line) with mean values ranging from M=4.6 to M=5.7. 

Thus, it can be concluded that saving money elicits intentions to participate in the SE among younger age 

groups, whereas earning additional income does not appear to have any considerable effect on intentions. 

As observed in chapter 4.2.2 and in line with literature, younger peers develop a positive attitude towards 

the SE based on economic aspects. However, by dividing the economic benefits into saving and earning, 

the result suggests that the respondents develop intentions to participate in the SE rather as borrowers 

than as asset lenders. Therefore, younger individuals are likely to be attracted to the SE when sharing 

platforms highlight their cost advantages for borrowers. 

 

Figure 35 Intentions to use sharing platform across age groups – economic aspects 

 

B: One reason for me to use online sharing platforms is/would be to save money 

R: One reason for me to use online sharing platforms is/would be to earn additional money 

 

Social Aspects 

The third statement examines whether different age groups develop intentions in SE participation because 

of the possibility to connect with new people. Hereby, the blue line in Figure 36 illustrates the highest 
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agreement among individuals aged 65 and above. Although a mean of M=6.5 indicates only minor 

agreement, it is the highest score observed across all age groups. Referring to literature on the social 

aspects of the SE and the findings in section 4.2.2, the component of meeting new people evoked positive 

sentiments towards the SE particularly among older individuals (Böcker & Meelen, 2017; Cornwell et 

al., 2008). Thus, compared to younger peers, the results suggest that elderly are more inclined to 

participate in the SE when it is characterized by new social linkages. Hereby, sharing platforms 

specialized in providing services have an inherent advantage in promoting social interactions to attract 

the elderly specifically. 

 

Environmental Aspects 

In section 4.2.2, we indicate the possibility of a cohort effect in determining SE attitude based on 

ecological benefits; thereby, especially the youngest age groups hold ecological benefits in high regard. 

In investigating intentions in SE participation, using online sharing platforms to be more sustainable 

and/or environmentally friendly finds popularity among the younger age groups as well. For the older 

age groups, a mean slightly above M=5.0 indicates that respective age groups do not derive their 

intentions in using sharing platforms from ecological considerations. Accordingly, younger peers are 

expected to be more receptive to sustainability practices incorporated by sharing platforms and the 

advertisement thereof. 

 

Figure 36 Intentions to use sharing platforms across age groups – social and ecological aspects 

 

B: Connecting to new people is/would be a reason for me to use sharing platforms 

R: I (would) use online sharing platforms to be more sustainable and/or environmental friendly 
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Trust Aspects 

The investigation of trust related effects on attitude towards the SE illustrates no clear tendency in relation 

to age as seen in section 4.2.2. Consequently, we suspect the presence of a cohort effect in our findings 

with regard to trust. The blue line in Figure 37 exhibits a similar pattern of volatile mean values across 

age groups when respondents express their intentions in participating in the SE even though [they] would 

have to trust people [they] do not know. Herein, an erratic development can be observed along the groups 

of 35-44 to 65+. With the next statement, we investigate whether participants would use online sharing 

platforms even though [they] would have to provide [their] banking details online. Albeit the mandatory 

provision of bank details, the red line in Figure 37 indicates to some extent that the two younger age 

groups are still willing to use online sharing platforms. In contrast, the older age groups seem discouraged 

to use SE platforms if respective information is required. Especially the age groups of 55-64 and 65+ 

appear to refuse participating on sharing platforms because they are not willing to make use of online 

transactions. Thus, the findings confirm research by Yoon and Occeña (2015) who argue for a decline in 

online trust of people older than 40 as older individuals fall victim to online financial fraud more often 

(O’Neill & Flanagan, 1998). Overall, we conclude that persons who are older than 54 refrain from 

providing their banking details online and instead prefer alternative payment methods on sharing 

platforms. 

 

Figure 37 Intentions to use sharing platforms across age groups – trust aspects 

 

B: I (would) use online sharing platforms even though I (would) have to trust people I don’t know   

R: I (would) use online sharing platforms even though I (would) have to provide my banking details online 
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Legal Aspects 

As a part of forming the attitude towards the SE, the results in section 4.2.2 indicate that people older 

than 44 may perceive the SE negatively because they reflect on the downsides of SE platforms such as 

gentrification and labor exploitation to a greater extent. With respect to developing intentions to use 

sharing platforms, Figure 38 shows that all age groups are slightly more deterred by labor exploitation 

(red line) than by gentrification (blue line). However, similar to the attitude forming aspects, older people 

are also less willing to use sharing platforms than younger individuals when respective negative aspects 

are linked to sharing platforms. Furthermore, the findings exhibit that especially people older than 44 

consider aspects of gentrification and labor exploitation as a reason for them to avert sharing activities 

and that the effect amplifies with age. Accordingly, the trend line indicates lower willingness to 

participate on SE platforms with increasing age when negative aspects are linked to the platforms. 

Therefore, sharing platforms should seek to alleviate older individuals’ concerns over gentrification and 

labor exploitation.   

 

Figure 38 Intentions to use sharing platforms across age groups – trust aspects 

 

B: I wouldn’t/don’t use online house-sharing platforms because it could cause an increase in rents 

R: I wouldn’t/don’t use online sharing services because of the lack of social security for service providers 

 

Technological Aspects 

In section 4.2.2, we illustrate that people older than 54 exhibit lower technological capabilities than 

younger individuals and thus are hesitant in using SE platforms. To discover whether the intention to 

participate in online sharing activities depends on technological capabilities, the participants indicate 
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whether their intentions depend on their affinity with the internet and whether they perceive smartphone 

applications to be easy to use. Hereby, Figure 39 locates greater technological difficulties to persist 

among older participants. Furthermore, the results highlight that especially individuals older than 64 are 

discouraged from using SE platforms because they frequently require guidance with the internet (blue 

line). With respect to smartphone applications, the participants aged 18 to 54 stress that they (would) use 

online sharing platforms because [they] think that smartphone applications are easy to use (red line). 

Merely the age groups 55-64 and 65+ indicate that smartphone applications are not intuitive to use. Thus, 

the assumed simplicity of control of smartphone applications does not illustrate a reason for the older 

age cohorts to participate in online sharing activities. Accordingly, this finding insinuates that sharing 

platforms could attract older users by facilitating access to sharing services on a technological dimension. 

 

Figure 39 Intentions to use sharing platforms across age groups – technological aspects 

 

B: One reason for me to not use online sharing platforms is/would be that I often need help while using the 

internet 

R: I (would) use online sharing platforms because I think that smartphone applications are easy to use 

4.2.5 Recommendations on how to Attract Different Age Groups 

The outcomes discussed in section 4.2.3 highlight that both unambiguous and ambiguous differences 

between age groups prevail amidst the development of intention in SE participation. Based on the results, 

this section provides recommendations for SE platforms on how to attract users with respect to their age 

and thus seeks to answer the third research question. Hereby, the recommendations relate to conveying 

messages through advertisements and integrating new features on sharing platforms to alleviate 
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technological and trust barriers among seniors. Previous research refers to people over 44 as 

underrepresented users and people who are 44 years of age or younger as represented users (Hsiao et 

al., 2018; Pew Research Center, 2016). Accordingly, we adopt a similar approach in distinguishing 

between the two types of represented and underrepresented users and take into account that the 

respondents aged above 44 are relatively inexperienced with the usage of sharing platforms (see Figure 

33). As the attraction of underrepresented users inherently requires more effort, the following paragraphs 

expand on the recommendation for this group of users in more depth. The subsequent section first 

discusses how sharing platforms may attract represented users, followed by a deeper discussion on how 

to approach underrepresented users. 

 

Represented Users 

Taking the results from the previous sections into consideration, represented users aged 18 to 44 years 

old tend to derive their intentions to participate in the SE mainly from economic and environmental 

aspects. Thereby, the social aspect is negligible for younger peers, as this positive determinant does not 

necessarily contribute to developing intentions in SE participation among represented users. In addition, 

the negative determinants technological, legal, and trust aspects do not hinder the younger age groups 

from participating in the SE. Nevertheless, the youngest age groups, and 18-24 specifically, consider cost 

saving advantages and positive environmental impacts as relevant reasons to engage in sharing activities 

as this age group scores highest in the respective categories. Therefore, an approach to attract younger 

peers specifically could be the advertisement of economic and ecological benefits associated with the 

usage of sharing platforms. Hereby, younger age groups represent an important market for the car sharing 

sector in particular, as 60% of Danish car owners purchase their first car when they are aged between 18 

and 24 while another 25% own their first automobile when they are between 25 and 33 years old 

(Santander Consumer Bank, 2019). Furthermore, new car purchases in Denmark are associated with high 

registration taxes of up to 150% and thus pose a financial burden (Danish Customs and Tax 

Administration, 2020). Taking these factors into consideration, car sharing platforms could highlight the 

positive effects of car sharing on the environment whilst emphasizing the financial benefits of forgoing 

new car purchases among younger age groups. 
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Underrepresented Users  

Based on the previous results, underrepresented users are particularly receptive to social benefits whilst 

perceiving cost savings and ecological aspects as rather positive characteristics of sharing platforms. On 

the other hand, underrepresented users are mainly deterred from participating in online sharing activities 

because of trust issues related to online transactions, lower technological capabilities, and their concern 

for negative externalities caused by the SE.  

 

In light of social interactions, the age groups 45-54 and 55-64 are rather neutral on whether this aspect 

represents a reason for them to use SE platforms. Referring to the individuals older than 64, however, 

social benefits are welcomed by seniors as a reason to engage in the SE. Therefore, individuals aged 65 

and above may be approached by highlighting the opportunities of connecting to new people or building 

a community. As observed by Cornwell et al. (2008), senior residents are particularly fond of social 

interactions in their neighborhood. Hereby, sharing platforms focusing on neighborly goods or service 

sharing have an inherent advantage of promoting their sharing activities as they connect individuals to 

interact with each other. With respect to economic and environmental aspects, saving money and 

contributing to a positive ecological impact illustrate a reason to participate in sharing activities among 

the underrepresented users, although to a lesser extent than their represented counterparts. Therefore, 

similar strategies in approaching the underrepresented users with economic and ecological arguments 

may not render outcomes to the extent it does for younger peers. Instead, we recommend sharing 

platforms to allocate their resources to mitigate the impediments of technological, trust and legal aspects 

to attract underrepresented users.  

 

Hereby, the results indicate that underrepresented users lament the requirement of providing their bank 

details online to use sharing platforms. Thus, introducing alternative payment methods could alleviate 

the concerns of online financial fraud. For instance, offline payment solutions such as cash payment, 

checks, bank transfers or postal orders may find greater support among underrepresented users to use 

sharing platforms. In this case, the sharing platforms need to adjust their payment system in which they 

act as a mediator with the ability to process both online and offline transactions between peers. To raise 

awareness among the older participants, sharing platforms are recommended to convey the message of 
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inclusiveness and that participation is possible irrespective of the users’ willingness to provide their bank 

details online and thus alleviate their concerns for online fraud. 

 

The results further suggest that underrepresented users are more concerned about the negative 

consequences of the SE. In particular, negative externalities such as gentrification or labor exploitation 

inhibit SE participation especially among the underrepresented users. However, the challenge for sharing 

platforms lies in finding trenchant measures to mitigate legal concerns whilst maintaining the business 

viable. Therefore, we propose a closer collaboration between sharing platforms and regulators to find 

adequate solutions. In addition, a higher level of transparency with respect to working conditions and the 

effects on housing markets may alleviate concerns over respective issues and thus intrigue 

underrepresented users to engage in the SE. 

 

Lastly, underrepresented users perceive the technological capabilities required for using sharing 

platforms as the greatest hurdle to overcome. Hereby, the results exhibit low confidence in using the 

internet and smartphone applications among older age groups. To accommodate individuals with lower 

technological capabilities, sharing platforms may consider offline access to their services. Hereby, 

sharing platforms could for instance accept requests through phone calls. A similar phone service has 

recently been introduced by Uber in Arizona, USA specifically to address the lack of older passengers 

and may be applicable to other online sharing platforms (Lee, 2020). 

 

Subconclusion RQ iii)  

How can sharing platforms attract certain age groups to participate in the SE? 

With regard to represented users, our results indicate that individuals in the age between 18 and 24 are 

attracted to sharing platforms when cost saving advantages and positive environmental impacts are 

advertised as they are particularly receptive to these factors. Underrepresented users, on the other hand, 

may be approached by emphasizing the social benefits such as connecting to new people on sharing 

platforms as these illustrate a reason for elderly to participate in sharing activities. In addition, obstacles 

for older age groups to participate in the SE shall be mitigated in order to attract underrepresented users. 

Hereby, we recommend additional offline payment methods such as cash payments or bank transfers and 

to particularly communicate these features. Furthermore, a closer cooperation between sharing platforms 
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and regulators is recommended to alleviate concerns over gentrification or labor exploitation which 

discourage the older age cohorts from participating in sharing activities. Finally, sharing services may 

consider offering their services offline to encourage older individuals who are not confident in using 

online technologies to participate in the SE as well. For instance, telephone hotlines could be 

implemented to mediate between provider and user and thus enable access to the service irrespective of 

technological capabilities. 
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5 Conclusion 

The following chapters conclude this paper by summarizing the findings, reflecting on limitations, and 

setting the thesis in perspective to other research on the SE. With reference to the problem statement, the 

purpose of this thesis was to deliver insights on how SE platforms can cultivate inclusiveness with regard 

to age. Hereby, we investigated whether attitudes towards the SE differ between age groups and why 

divergent views prevail. Based on the findings thereof, we present recommendations how sharing 

platforms can attract certain age groups. 

 

Based on the literature review, we developed a conceptual framework which shaped our questionnaire 

survey. After analyzing the data, we were able to answer our research questions as follows: The attitude 

does indeed differ between age groups. Although all age groups express a somewhat positive opinion on 

the SE, the extent to which they do so varies across age groups. In particular, the findings exhibit a 

downward trend across age groups. Hence, younger age groups perceive the SE more positively than 

their older counterparts. Therefore, it was necessary to scrutinize the reasons why divergent views on the 

SE prevail. Based on the six factors determined to affect attitude towards the SE, our findings suggest 

that younger age groups are particularly fond of economic benefits and positive impacts on the 

environment. In addition, the youngest age group of 18-24 years old embrace social exchange as similar 

as the oldest age groups welcome social interactions on sharing platforms. Thus, we conclude the positive 

determinants to affect the attitude towards the SE positively especially among younger age cohorts. 

Specifically, the economic and environmental aspects contribute to a positive view among younger age 

groups in general, whereas the social component is embraced by the older individuals. With regard to the 

negative aspects, our findings indicate that trust issues emerge irrespective of age. Instead, the results 

strongly suggest technological aspects and legal concerns to affect the attitude towards the SE negatively 

mainly among older age groups. In specific, the proportion of younger age cohorts expressing difficulties 

with technology is negligible. For the legal aspects, however, the concerns over negative externalities 

such as gentrification and labor exploitation prevail to some extent across all age groups; follows, 

however, an upward trend with older participants indicating strong concerns over aforementioned 

externalities. Therefore, we conclude the negative aspects of technological capabilities and concerns over 

legal aspects to affect the attitude towards the SE negatively mainly among older age groups. Based on 

these results, we modified our conceptual framework in accordance with abductive theory, whereby we 



 

 100 

 

categorize the six determinants along the two axes: i) to what extent a determinant contributes to the 

attitude forming positively or negatively, and ii) to what degree the aspect is perceived differently across 

age groups. Furthermore, the findings for the second research question are indicative for answering the 

third research question. Hereby, in combination with the survey data, we answer the third research 

question by proposing recommendations on how sharing platforms can attract certain age groups. The 

analysis of data revealed that younger age cohorts are particularly receptive to cost advantages and 

positive ecological impacts associated with the SE. For older age groups, on the other hand, highlighting 

social benefits may render more fruitful results in attracting them to the SE. Furthermore, this age group 

shall be approached by mitigating their impediments to participate in the SE. Herein, the technological 

skills required for SE participation could be lowered by providing access to sharing services by telephone 

calls. In addition, sharing platforms may alleviate the elderly’s concerns over negative externalities by 

collaborating with regulators and transparently communicate how they intend to maintain certain labor 

standards or manage gentrification. 

 

With these answers to our research questions in mind, the subsequent chapter discusses the limitations 

of this paper. Moreover, the following sections further explore possibilities for future research within the 

field of age distribution in the SE and sets this paper in perspective to existing research. 
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6 Limitations  

In the following section, we highlight the considerations and limitations of the study. Thus, potential bias 

which was not controlled throughout the study and might affect the results are investigated (Price & 

Murnan, 2004). Therefore, we dwell on the limitations of the methodology, distinguish between the 

internal and external validity regarding primary data, and highlight potential limitations which occur 

while employing secondary data. More precisely, in regard to primary data, we discuss to what extent 

we measured what we attempt to measure and illustrate the generalizability of the results, which indicates 

to what extent the results from our sample are transferable to the population of the Greater Copenhagen 

area. 

6.1 Methodology 

Concerning our research design, we acknowledge that a mixed method approach could have been 

considered by employing both quantitative and qualitative methods. For example, conducting in-depth 

interviews could have elaborated on why attitudes differ between age groups to deliver specific insights 

of the different age groups and to further increase validity. Additionally, gained information could have 

then been employed to amplify the recommendations given to SE platforms on how to attract different 

age groups. However, due to the current circumstances regarding the Covid-19 pandemic, we rejected a 

mixed method approach. 

 

A further limitation lies in the approach of answering the research questions. In order to answer the 

research questions, we employed cross bar charts to discover any relationships between two variables. 

In regard to the first research question, we investigate the relationship between attitude towards the SE 

and age. Thereby, we visualize in Figure 5.1 which pattern the data follow and could then conclude that 

older people hold a less positive attitude towards the SE than their younger counterparts on average. 

However, the attitude differences across age groups were not tested for statistical significance. Therefore, 

we cannot conclude whether the age groups express significantly different attitudes towards the SE but 

can merely identify a trend in the data. We did not measure whether the observed differences between 

age groups are significant, as the sample sizes of the individual age groups are rather small. As discussed 

in the following paragraph, the issue of low sample sizes in certain age groups leads to a higher standard 
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error, affecting significance accordingly. Therefore, we rely on trendlines in the data which deliver 

sufficient information to answer the research questions. 

6.2 Primary Data 

In retrospect, we acknowledge that questions of the survey targeted at the reasons for people's attitude 

towards the SE may shed light on participants’ intention to use online sharing platforms. This might be 

the case as we first query whether participants link economic, social and ecological aspects positively to 

the SE to uncover reasons of participants’ attitude towards the SE. However, in the second step, we did 

not consequently query whether participants link the use of the internet, the use of a smartphone, the 

requirement of trusting strangers and legal aspects negatively to the SE but instead asked whether the 

participants face challenges using SE platforms because of the aforementioned aspects. By investigating 

whether the aspects illustrate a hurdle for individuals to participate in the SE instead of investigating 

whether participants link the aspects negatively to the SE, the explanation of participants’ attitude may 

blur with the explanation of their intention to use SE platforms. This would decrease internal validity 

accordingly. 

 

Regarding external validity, we take the sample size into account. First, as we investigate people's attitude 

towards the SE in the Copenhagen area, the sample size of n=162 was found to be sufficient to represent 

the population at a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error of 10%. However, as we distinguish 

between six age groups, the sample size of the individual age groups may not be large enough to represent 

the respective age cohorts. In particular, Table 1 illustrates that our sample is overrepresented by the 

three youngest age groups, whereas the three oldest age groups lack participants compared to the age 

distribution in the population of the Greater Copenhagen Area. Therefore, we acknowledge that a greater 

sample size would have increased the external validity of the findings especially with regard to the two 

oldest age cohorts. 
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Table 1 Age distribution in the Greater Copenhagen area and in the sample 

 

Source: Statistics Denmark, Q1/2020 (see Appendix 1) 

 

Furthermore, by using social media channels to distribute the questionnaire, we exposed the survey to a 

rather technology affine audience. Thus, the results to the technological related questions may be skewed 

to some extent in the sense that the majority of the sample rather does not perceive the use of the internet 

and a smartphone as a hurdle to participate in online sharing activities. Therefore, we acknowledge that 

the participants may not fully represent the distribution of technological affine and non-affine individuals 

in the Greater Copenhagen area. 

  

Lastly, this study did not consider all possible factors which may influence people’s attitude towards the 

SE. Hence, the study does not provide a holistic overview of all possible parameters influencing people's 

attitude towards the SE but specializes on six aspects which were determined by reviewing literature 

prior to collecting primary data. This narrows the generalizability down, as it scrutinizes whether the 

determining factors of the framework provide sufficient information to answer the question on how to 

attract different age groups towards the SE. To overcome this issue, participants could have been asked 

to state additional aspects which influence their intention to use sharing platforms as an open question. 

This could have provided additional knowledge of what aspects the sharing platforms should consider in 

order to attract different age groups. 

6.3 Secondary Data 

In this study, secondary data was partly employed to present factors that may influence attitudes towards 

the SE and whose influence may depend on age, in order to derive a theoretical framework that guides 

the reader through the thesis. At a later stage, secondary data was taken into account to interpret the 

results of primary data and to put findings into perspective with existing research. Furthermore, 



 

 104 

 

secondary data may exhibit limited usefulness to the problem, because the data may lack accuracy and 

relevance as the data was not particularly collected for the investigated research problem at hand 

(Malhotra et al., 2017). Additionally, the data may not be dependable or updated (Malhotra et al., 2017). 

Therefore, we evaluated secondary data in respect of its recency, objective, and dependability. However, 

the selection of secondary data based on its recency depicts a dilemma as data may change over years. 

Thus, potential change of data over time may affect the interpretation of our results, although we 

attempted to include most recent literature. Therefore, the aforementioned aspect has to be considered 

when outcomes of the study are reviewed. 
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7 Perspectivation 

Contemporary research on the SE acknowledges that the SE predominantly consists of younger users. 

Herein, literature vastly focuses on why an asymmetric age distribution prevails in the SE rather than 

how it can cultivate inclusiveness with regard to age. Furthermore, research on the SE from a consumer 

behavior perspective often investigates the motivations and intentions to participate in the SE. However, 

the relevance of attitude cannot be neglected as it is assumed that attitude derives from motivation 

(Hamari et al., 2016) and subsequently influences intentions to participate (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2007). 

In this regard, the findings in this paper exhibit an age-related differentiation in forming attitudes towards 

the sharing economy. Consequently, we present recommendations how SE businesses can attract certain 

age groups and thus foster inclusiveness with regard to age. Simultaneously, however, a cohort effect 

cannot be excluded for several determinants and therefore, the findings may be influenced by the 

participants’ life events (Robinson & Jackson, 2001). Thus, future research may investigate to what 

degree a cohort effect can be determined. For instance, a longitudinal study may research whether 

technological capabilities remain inherent in individuals who grow up with technological devices or 

whether technological skills diminish at a certain age irrespective of previous experience with technology 

for example due to physical impairment. Furthermore, a different approach in investigating the 

asymmetric age distribution in the SE may result in divergent conclusions. By adopting an exploratory 

lens, future research may uncover additional determinants that influence the attitude towards the SE and 

thus discover alternative recommendations on how to cultivate inclusiveness in the SE with regard to 

age. Considering the geographical delimitation of this paper, future research may investigate to what 

extent the findings in this paper are generalizable to other urban areas with similar characteristics as 

Copenhagen. Moreover, interesting observations may arise when an equivalent research approach is 

delimited to the rural areas of Denmark where access to sharing services are limited. 
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