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Abstract 
A highly debated subject today is the high level of consumption, how to reduce it and how to start 
consuming more sustainably. One consequence is an economy based on sharing, or so-called 
collaborative consumption, which has become exceedingly popular. Grounded on the controversial topic 
of sustainability, it enables individuals to find alternative ways to consume, namely collaborative 
lifestyles. 

The purpose of this study is to explore how interpersonal trust affects engagement in collaborative 
lifestyles from a gender perspective. Different types of trust, interpersonal trust and online trust, as well 
as aspects of trust, risk and expectation, have been scrutinized. Empirical data was collected through a 
qualitative method using online focus groups. 

The findings show that different kinds of trust affect engagement in collaborative lifestyles. Although no 
generalization could be made between gender, an indication of gender differences was found in risk 
taking when engaging in collaborative lifestyle-services. Although interpersonal trust was not the most 
apparent factor, online trust was found to be of importance for the participants in general. In addition, we 
saw an indication of younger generations relying more on online trust than interpersonal trust.  

This study contributes with a greater understanding of consumer behavior in relation to collaborative 
lifestyles. This can in turn provide companies in the industry with knowledge about their consumers and 
therefore advantages in market positioning. 
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1. Introduction 
The section below gives a description of relevance of the subject, in other words the 

background followed by a constructed problem statement of a knowledge gap that the 

thesis wishes to address. Conclusively, research question and purpose is presented. 

 

1.1 Background 
Last year’s climate meeting, also known as the COP21, was held in Paris in 

November 2015. Its main purpose was to address the importance of the environmental 

issues we are facing in today’s society (Sundholm, 2015). It is of importance to act 

now and be sustainable in the present as well as for future generations to come 

(Hubert, 2003). Human activities such as land clearing, agriculture and burning of 

fossil fuels release carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, which are believed to 

be the primary cause of global warming (Live Science, 2016). As the world 

population grows, the earth’s resources are reduced due to increased lifestyle 

standards and consumption (Pentland, 2011). National Geographic News (2004) states 

that consumption can be linked to most of the environmental problems we see today. 

According to National Food Agency (Livsmedelsverket), 239 000 tons of excess food 

is thrown away in Sweden each year.  

 

As a reaction to high levels of consumption (hyper consumption), consumers have 

changed in terms of ethics, and how to act ethically (Carrier, 2007). Carrier (2007) 

defines ethical consumption as “buying things that are produced in circumstances 

that meet the purchaser’s ethical criteria” (Carrier, 2007, p. 1). Examples are marked 

products such as fair trade, vegetarian and organic products (Carrier, 2007). This 

increased awareness leads to more conscious decision-making when consuming 

products that have ethical criteria. These decisions contribute to a more sustainable 

lifestyle (Carrier, 2007). Desire for sustainability, cost-savings and social interaction 

have lead to a paradigm shift in consumer behavior (Forum for Social Innovation 

Sweden, 2012). It is the awareness of scarce resources and endeavor for a sustainable 

future that shapes collaborative consumption (Forum for Social Innovation Sweden, 

2012). Botsman & Rogers (2010) believe that this collaborative system will benefit 

the environment due to more efficient use of resources and less waste, leading to a 
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sustainable future. The Economist (2013) published an article explaining the 

emerging concept of sharing instead of owning, which explain the concept of 

collaborative consumption. The article emphasizes the impacts of the trend, and how 

it will change the way we consume as well as how “traditional companies” will face 

new barriers and competitors in the future. 

 

Rachel Botsman, one of the pioneers behind the concept, defines collaborative 

consumption as “An economic system of decentralized networks and marketplaces 

that unlocks the value of underused assets by matching needs and haves, in ways that 

bypass traditional middlemen” (Botsman, 2015a). She continues describing how 

collaborative consumption has transpired today’s society because of technological 

development and the Internet, making it easier to reach out to consumers on a scale 

that has not been possible before.  

 

In order to clarify collaborative consumption, Botsman & Rogers (2010) have divided 

the concept intro three different categories (see appendix 1). The different categories 

are product service systems, redistribution markets and collaborative lifestyles 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). The first category, product service systems, let companies 

or private persons share or rent their products instead of selling products or services 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Examples of product service systems are Zipcar, Vèlib, 

and Rent-a-toy. The second category is redistribution markets, which differ from the 

earlier concept since redistribution markets lets individuals sell or swap things which 

they no longer need (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). This kind of market is designed to 

encourage people to swap or give away things they do not need which someone else 

might want, and therefore act in a sustainable manner. Recycle and ReUseIt are 

examples of this kind of market. The third category, collaborative lifestyles, makes it 

possible for individuals to share intangible assets. This means that individuals can rent 

out their homes to others or help individuals with different favors or tasks. Notable 

examples of collaborative lifestyles are Uber, TaskRabbit, and Airbnb. 

 

Collaborative lifestyles increase opportunity for social interaction, which creates trust 

between strangers on a level that, previously could only be reached face-to-face 

(Botsman, 2010). In August 2015, The New York Times (2015) published an article 

explaining an incident in Madrid, Spain, where a boy was locked inside an Airbnb 
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apartment with the host and was sexually abused by the owner of the apartment. In 

February the same year, the LAist (2015) published an article about an Uber driver 

who was charged with rape of an intoxicated woman. Although companies active in 

collaborative lifestyles normally have rankings and reputation systems, these kinds of 

incidents, which demonstrably expose both men and women, question the level of 

trust in collaborative lifestyles services. 

 

Although collaborative lifestyles provide start-ups and cheap prices for end 

consumers, an article published in Aftonbladet (Al Naher, 2016) portrays that the 

model has an exploitative side. Mustafa Al-Saraj saw Uber as the perfect platform for 

starting his own taxi company. Despite following the company’s regulations, he was 

convicted of illegal taxi business. The drivers use their own car and take 

responsibility for eventual problems while Uber provides the mobile application and 

the network. Migrants are especially exposed to these kinds of services, since 

companies such as Uber are often trusted to follow the rules.  

 

1.2 Problem statement 
There has been a shift in attitude towards consumption, where individuals have 

become concerned about the effects of their consumption in terms of ecological and 

societal aspects (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2015). Albinsson & Perera explain the 

growing awareness of sustainability in the 21st century and how individuals as well as 

communities try to encourage local and communal development through local 

consumption. The growing awareness of the environmental and societal concerns 

make consumers key in understanding how they purchase. Furthermore, Belk (2010) 

implies that the concept of sharing is a type of consumer behavior, which needs to be 

analyzed in a deeper context due to its emerging popularity. Businesses who embrace 

changes in consumer behavior and new ways of consuming will take the lead and 

have the possibility to gain competitiveness in their market (Belk, 2014). To further 

explain what Belk (2010) entails, specific drivers behind engagement in the 

collaborative consumption need to be identified (Albinsson & Perera, 2012; Belk, 

2010). 
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Collaborative consumption goes back a long time and may indeed be the oldest kind 

of consumption (Belk, 2010). Due to the recent increase in popularity, there is limited 

research on collaborative consumption (Belk, 2010). Earlier research has focused on 

defining collaborative consumption as well as motivational factors in engaging in this 

type of economy. Notable examples are Belk (2010) and Hamari et al. (2015). 

Möhlmann (2015) explains determinants of satisfaction and the likelihood of using a 

sharing economy option again. Her study shows that trust is a crucial determinant of 

satisfaction in a car sharing context, Car2go (Möhlmann, 2015). Bardhi & Eckhardt 

(2015) investigates Zipcar, which is a car sharing service similar to Car2go. 

Möhlmann (2015) and Bardhi & Eckhardt (2015), both examine what Botsman & 

Rogers (2010) categorizes as products service systems. Meanwhile, Albinsson & 

Perera (2012) examines alternative consumption (which includes collaborative 

consumption and sharing) in a non-monetary context of sharing events. This context 

is according to Botsman & Rogers (2010) an example of redistribution markets, 

which is the second category in collaborative consumption. Möhlmann (2015) has 

except for Car2go also studied the different determinants of satisfaction when 

engaging in collaborative lifestyles in an accommodation context, Airbnb, while 

Störby & Strömbladh (2015) analyzes what motivates individuals to engage in 

collaborative lifestyles. This is the last category of collaborative consumption 

according to Botsman & Rogers (2010). Both studies highlight the importance of trust 

in collaborative lifestyles (Möhlmann, 2015; Störby & Strömbladh, 2015). Since trust 

seems to be of significance in this category of collaborative consumption, it is of 

interest to further examine this phenomenon in relation to gender differences (Störby 

& Strömbladh, 2015). 

 

A variety of new ways of sharing has appeared due to technology advancements, 

which has enabled individuals to engage in collaborative consumption (Stephany, 

2015; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Byczynski, 2013; Belk, 2010; Slee, 2013). Botsman 

& Rogers (2010) explains that technological advancement establishes interpersonal 

trust between strangers, not very different from traditional “face-to-face” trading. In a 

study on collaborative consumption by Finley (2012), trust was shown to be 

established when background information was added, such as verified emails and 

telephone numbers. The more pieces of information provided correlates with 

increased level of trust (Finley, 2012). Belk (2010), states that trust is essential when 
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sharing between partners, coworkers or neighbors. This is different from economic 

exchange since it does not create a bond between people to the same extent (Belk, 

2010). Slee (2013) highlights the importance to explore the level of perceived trust 

and that the problem of trust needs to be solved to unlock collaborative consumption. 

 

Störby and Strömbladh (2015) have studied different motivating factors of using 

collaborative lifestyles and could from their empirical data recognize that trust was of 

greater importance to women than men. Since gender differences were not their 

intention to study, the authors could not draw any conclusions. Meanwhile, Chaudhuri 

and Gangadharan (2003) found that women experience lower levels of trust than men 

in a study examining gender differences in trust and reciprocity. This is supported by 

Garbarino and Strahilevitz (2004), who examined gender differences in perceived risk 

of online purchases and the effects of receiving a recommendation from a friend. 

They found that women perceive a higher level of risk in online purchasing than men 

do. In a study by Croson and Gneezy (2004), the authors made an attempt to 

understand gender differences with risk taking in the labor market. They found that 

there is no significant difference in trust between genders, but that the belief in such 

stereotypes can affect a difference in attitude towards risk. 

 

Although risk as well as trust have been addressed in previous research both in a 

gender context but also trust as a determinant factor of satisfaction in collaborative 

consumption, neither of the above-mentioned studies have explored the three factors 

combined: collaborative lifestyles, trust, and gender. Proven importance of trust in 

collaborative consumption and a hint of gender differences in perceived importance of 

trust, have given us the idea of establishing our purpose. Since we are exploring the 

relationship between individuals in collaborate lifestyles, interpersonal trust, or peer-

to-peer trust (Botsman & Rogers, 2010), will be the focus of this study. 

 

1.3 Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to explore how interpersonal trust affects engagement in 

collaborative lifestyles from a gender perspective. 
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1.4 Research question 
How does interpersonal trust affect engagement in collaborative lifestyles from a 

gender perspective? 
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2. Theoretical framework 
The theoretical framework is composed by an outline of the concept consumer 

behavior, followed by a deeper description of collaborative consumption. Thereafter, 

trust is addressed as well as gender, ending with a summary of the framework in the 

conceptual model. 

 

2.1 Consumer behavior 
In order for companies to reach consumers, it is of importance to take ever-changing 

behaviors into account and being able to adapt to these changes accordingly (Fahy & 

Jobber, 2012). Various factors influence purchase behavior such as emerging trends 

and it is therefore hard to take consumers for granted (Fahy & Jobber, 2012). Wright 

(2006) defines consumer behavior as “existing beliefs and attitudes and reasons for 

product/brand purchase or usage” (Wright, 2006, p. xi). Consumer behavior is 

emphasized on how consumers buy their products as well as why they buy them 

(Fahy & Jobber, 2012). If companies aim to understand their consumers’ preferences, 

there is a greater chance of fulfilling their needs and therefore retain their consumers 

as well as gaining a greater consumer base (Fahy & Jobber, 2012). Collaborative 

consumption has gained popularity as a new emerging trend in consumption habits, 

and to stay competitive, it is important for businesses who compete with other 

businesses engaged in collaborative lifestyles to adapt to new ideas in order to retain 

consumers. According to Möhlmann (2015), understanding what drives consumers to 

engage in collaborative consumption and what needs that are fulfilled may be of 

importance for competitors operating in non-collaborative industries. It is therefore 

important to understand consumer behavior in other types of consumption rather than 

the traditional way of consuming, such as in collaborative lifestyles. 

 

Botsman & Rogers (2010) argue that consumers tend to have different consumption 

habits that they hold onto without knowing how the overall impact of consumption 

affects the rest of the world. The problem of unconscious consumption which 

Botsman and Rogers (2010) explain is called consumer lock-in. The phenomenon 

highlights the difficulty of choosing how to consume products and services and which 

products to buy. This is because we consume depending on aspects such as habits, 
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values and routines (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). These aspects are deeply rooted 

which makes consumption patterns hard to break, locking consumers into 

unsustainable consumption. 

 

According to Möhlmann (2015), the collaborative consumption is radically changing 

consumer behavior. This can, regardless of a business-to-consumer or consumer-to-

consumer setting, be used strategically to adapt marketing activities, build a sense of 

community belonging or gain competitive advantage (Möhlmann, 2015). She 

continues to suggest that managers should emphasize the importance of having “trust 

building measures” and apply these measures as well as communicate them to all 

various stakeholders (Möhlmann, 2015), such as the consumers. Therefore, the 

theoretical discussion will continue to address the concept of trust to be able to further 

explore interpersonal trust in collaborative lifestyles from a gender perspective. 

Before applying trust, collaborative consumption as well as collaborative lifestyles 

will be explained in more detail. 

 

2.2 Collaborative consumption 
Collaborative consumption was in an early stage defined by Felson and Speath (1978) 

as events where individuals consume economic goods or services when collaborating 

with others. According to Belk (2014), this definition of collaborative consumption is 

too broad and focuses more on coordinated consumption. The definition implies that 

speaking on the phone can be considered collaborative consumption, which widens 

the definition too much. Botsman & Rogers (2010) narrows the definition by 

portraying collaborative consumption as “systems of organized sharing, bartering, 

lending, trading, gifting and swapping” (Botsman & Rogers, 2010, xv), which 

replaces Felson and Speath’s (1978) coordinated consumption with a more specific 

description of the transaction between people. This transaction is developed in Belk’s 

(2014) definition of collaborative consumption, formulated as the coordination of 

resource acquisition and distribution, in exchange for a fee or other compensation. 

Belk’s (2014) definition shows an exchange, which does not necessarily have to be in 

monetary terms. Lastly, Hamari et al. (2015) specifies collaborative consumption as 

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

services, coordinated through community-based online services” (Hamari et al., 2015, 
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p. 1). The definition of collaborative consumption in this study will be based on 

Hamari et al. (2015) since he defines how sharing activities are coordinated 

(community-based online services) in contrast to Felson & Speath (1978), Botsman & 

Rogers (2010) and Belk (2014). We also find Hamari et al.’s (2015) definition more 

suitable when studying trust in a peer-to-peer context in online services. 

 

2.2.1 The four core principles of collaborative consumption 

There are criteria that have to be met in order for people to engage in collaborative 

consumption. This means that in whichever circumstance when involved in 

collaborative consumption, all cases share four different principles (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010). These principles can be of various importance depending on the 

product or service in use.  

 

The first principle is critical mass, which is described as “a sociological term used to 

describe the existence of enough momentum in a system to make it become self-

sustaining” (Botsman & Rogers, 2010, p. 85). It is an important factor in collaborative 

consumption since it has to deal with choice (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). In order for 

collaborative consumption to work as well as traditional consumption, there needs to 

be a certain amount of choice to assure that the consumers feel satisfied with the 

purchase alternatives and that it is convenient (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Without 

sufficient choice, the traditional way of buying will be used instead (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010). Furthermore, there needs to be a match between the variety or choice 

and the amount of people engaged in collaborative consumption (Botsman & Rogers, 

2010). As Botsman & Rogers (2010) explain it, the more people who engage in 

collaborative consumption, such as clothes swapping (and the clothes they bring), 

there is less chance that people will walk away dissatisfied. The critical mass will at 

some point be met, and this occurs when there are enough items to choose from which 

consumers are willing to buy and at the same time be satisfied with their products 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Except for choice, critical mass is also of importance due 

to social proofing (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). The loyal consumers who frequently 

use collaborative products and services are of importance in attracting new users 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Consumers that can be categorized as early adopters of 

this new way of consuming offer a critical mass of “social proof” (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010). This means that they can encourage more people to use collaborative 
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consumption by promoting that this type of consumption is effective and needs to be 

tried by everyone. By having social proof, it can engage more people to try 

collaborative consumption as well as overcome the barrier of trying new things and 

changing consumption behavior (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).  

 

The second principle is idling capacity. In general, a large amount of items are not 

sufficiently used. Many products are only used a couple of minutes in their lifetime, 

and when it breaks or there is a newer version of the product, we buy or repair items 

that are not frequently used. An example is the power drill, which is used on average 

thirteen minutes in its entire lifetime (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Botsman & Rogers 

(2010) quote Victor Papanek who said that what most people want is “the hole, not 

the drill”. The stored capacity that the unused products have is not used to its full 

capacity and is therefore lost. This in turn explains what idling capacity and the 

concept of collaborative consumption are all about: to take the idling capacity and 

redistribute it to maximize the use (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).  

 

Belief in the commons is the third principle of importance when it comes to 

participation in collaborative consumption. Earlier studies show that goods and 

services that are intended to be accessed by anyone, such as a park, will not be taken 

care of to the same extent as something that an individual owns themselves. This is 

called The Tragedy of the Commons (Hardin, 1968). People will work towards their 

own self-interest (Hardin, 1968). Therefore, the idea of collectively owning or 

accessing property or using products is supposed to be a lost cause (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010). Although this is accurate theory on sharing, the emerging concept of 

collaborative consumption may change the way we look at it since collectively 

owning goods or services will bring more value to each individual who is 

participating (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Ostrom (1990) has challenged the concept 

of The Tragedy of the Commons; she believes that there is a common aim of sharing. 

Due to technology advancements, by participating in sharing with others within a 

community enables a greater gain of value individually in return (Botsman & Rogers, 

2010). An example cited by Botsman & Rogers (2010) is that of a telephone. Only 

having one phone is useless since you need others to talk to, in order to gain 

something from it. The more individuals that own phones, the greater the community, 

the greater the benefit and value to the individual person.  
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The last and perhaps most important principle in collaborative lifestyles is trust 

between strangers. The emerging trend of collaborative lifestyles works differently 

than traditional consumption in the sense that top-down relationships are abolished as 

well as decision-making and middlemen (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). In order to build 

trust among strangers, the peer-to-peer platforms need to be organized in that 

everything is transparent within the community as well as divided power and control 

among the members. When engaged in collaborative consumption, those involved 

need to trust one another in order to make the transaction work. In order to build trust 

in traditional settings of consumption, the use of a middleman has usually been the 

optimal solution. In this new emerging trend, the middleman is eliminated and instead 

the system offers trust between peers through grading and reputation systems where 

preferences and knowledge of the other person is visible (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). 

Also, by showing pictures of items that are being sold or rented makes it more valid 

for the counterpart and increases the chance of trusting the other. By eliminating 

anonymity among the participants in collaborative consumption, trust can be built 

without the use of centralized power and intermediaries (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).  

  

2.2.2 Collaborative lifestyles 

Botsman & Rogers (2011) divide collaborative consumption into three different 

categories: product service systems, redistribution markets, and collaborative 

lifestyles. Since the focus in this thesis is collaborative lifestyles, the next section will 

be solely based on collaborative lifestyles.  

 

Collaborative lifestyles make it possible for participants in collaborative consumption 

to share intangible assets (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). Examples of intangible assets 

are space, time, knowledge, and other social spaces (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). Space 

in this case is referred to unused areas such as office space, garden, carpool or perhaps 

homes. Instead of only renting products (which is the case in product service 

systems), collaborative lifestyles enable individuals to help out with favors or tasks. 

 

Another factor that distinguishes collaborative lifestyles from other parts of 

collaborative consumption is greater involvement of individuals (Botsman & Rogers, 

2010). This can lead to more interactions with one another, which creates 
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relationships (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Since intangible assets entail more favors 

and tasks compared to the other categories within collaborative consumption, the 

participation is more social (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). This in turn leads to the 

requirement of trust that goes beyond the other two areas within collaborative 

consumption. Since there is more interaction among individuals, there is a greater 

need of trust to make the collaboration function (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).   

 

2.3 Trust 
To gain an understanding of different types of trust towards collaborative 

consumption, trust needs to be defined and analyzed in a deeper context, in order to 

build a framework for the purpose of this thesis. Finley (2013) defines trust as the root 

to social order, economic productivity and democratic stability. She describes it as the 

adhesiveness that enables the collaborative consumption to function without friction 

(Finley, 2012). Cook (2001) portrays trust as a trilateral relation, in which A trusts B 

to do X. Analogously, Hardin (1996) defines trust as the interaction between a trustor 

and trustee, where the trustor abandons control over the actions performed by the 

trustee resulting in uncertainty about the outcome of the other's actions. To clarify, the 

trustor is the individual who relies on the other party, the trustee (Hardin, 1996). 

Mayer, Davis & Schoorman (1995) extends the definition by stating that trust is the 

acceptance for exposure of another’s actions, based on the expectations that the other 

will act, regardless of the ability to supervise or control that other party. Although 

trust is used in many different theoretical means, both individually and collectively, as 

well as in different contexts, trust is built on two elements: expectation and risk 

(Finley, 2012; Mayer et al., 1995). To structure a definition of trust, it is relevant to 

identify these phenomena. This study will distinguish between the two elements by 

analyzing trust in the context of expectation and similarly investigate risk. Further, the 

forthcoming sections investigate different kinds of trust, which may be of importance. 

 

2.3.1 Expectation 

Warren (1999) describes the correlation between expectation and trust by explaining 

that if the trustee does not act expectedly, the trustor risks failure or harm. This is 

supported by Evans’ (2014) findings that many individuals have positive expectations 

of reciprocity, which refers to the trustor’s belief that a negative outcome can be 
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avoided. This implies the relevance of expectation as a principle of trust, as it can be 

crucial to customers’ eligibility. Keymolen (2013) supports this correlation between 

expectation and eligibility, stating that a potential buyer would not order from an 

online shop without established trust.  

 

2.3.2 Risk 

Risk is the potential of losing something valuable, weighed against the potential to 

gain something of value: wealth, status, health or emotion (Kungwani, 2014). It can 

occur when renting an apartment to a stranger, sharing a car or simply making a 

promise to someone (Kylberg, 2015). According to Warren (1999) and Hardin (1996), 

trust is accepting an amount of risk in exchange for the benefits of cooperation. In a 

study carried out on trust and technology, it was shown that the main reasons not to 

participate in collaborative consumption is mainly the concern that a lent item would 

be lost or stolen, followed by worries about trusting the network and privacy concerns 

(Keymolen, 2013). The online environment faces different kinds of risks compared to 

the “real life”, such as privacy risks where personal information can end up in the 

hands of the wrong individuals, and financial risks through transacting with unreliable 

parties (Finley, 2012). Scholars explain that risk can be eliminated by adopting rules, 

regulations, compliances, and contracts (Hardin, 1996; Mayer et al., 1995; Slee, 

2013). Additionally, Slee (2013) states that trust between strangers can be validated 

through Internet reputation systems and verifications in an online peer-to-peer 

context.  

 

2.3.3 Online trust 

Ratings and reviews are central for companies to get an instant level of trust and 

credibility for both service providers and partakers and can be crucial for customer’s 

eligibility (Owyang, 2015). Trust between strangers is a crucial element of success for 

businesses in the online setting, important in both business-to-consumer (B2C) and 

peer-to-peer (P2P) transactions (Finley, 2012). Trust is commonly established through 

online peer-to-peer platforms or user rating systems (Owyang, 2015). To emphasize 

trust and avoid uncertainty, some companies integrate social media to help users find 

reviews of places to stay (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). Möhlmann (2015) suggests that 

trust influences the decision of users to participate in collaborative consumption. 

However, some theories indicates that rating and review systems is not the solution to 
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online risk exposure (Slee, 2013). To further emphasize the negatives of ratings and 

recommendations in online services, Slee (2013) aims in his article to analyze rating 

and review systems in a peer-to-peer context and whether or not these systems work 

to build trust among participants. As Keymolen (2013) and Slee (2013) argue, 

although there are advantages with systems of ratings and reviews to establish trust, it 

may not be enough to build trust among individuals. This may be due to various 

aspects, but primarily because of the absence of anonymity in many cases of 

collaborative lifestyles (Slee, 2013). Although the solution of having regulations to 

increase the level of trust may work, Mayer et al. (1995) discuss that “legalistic 

remedies have been described as weak, impersonal substitutes for trust, which may 

bring organizational legitimacy, yet often are ineffective” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 710). 

These contracts and laws cannot be classified as trust. Botsman (2015c) means that 

individuals (consumers) are trusting direct connections, but needs established 

organizations when peer trust fails. “For example, if my driver on Uber is rude, I will 

contact the company, not the driver to complain and get a refund” (Botsman, 2015b). 

Online trust is essential for interpersonal interaction as it facilitates the difficulties in 

human interaction (Keymolen, 2013). 

 

2.3.4 Interpersonal trust 

One of the earliest theories regarding interpersonal trust was from 1967 by a scholar 

named Rotter (Mayer et al., 1995). He defined interpersonal trust as “an expectancy 

held by an individual or a group that the word, promise, verbal or written statement 

of another individual or group can be relied upon” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 714). This 

definition points to the general trust between individuals where perhaps personalities 

and characteristics of a specific individual determines the level of trust one feels 

towards another. Hardin (1996) continues to agree that within the context of trust 

between two individuals, the risk of feeling skepticism towards the counterpart is 

normal. This is due to the fact that past encounters may encourage one to be skeptical 

towards new individuals (Hardin, 1996).  

 

Dirks (1999) investigates how trust affects group performance and establishes a 

definition of interpersonal trust. He defines it as “a belief about the dependability of 

the partner and the extent to which the partner cares about the group’s interests” 

(Dirks, 1999, p. 4). Interpersonal trust takes time to build, as the trustor continuously 
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must test the trustee’s reliability and trustworthiness (Bränström & Hehn, 2014). 

Additionally, Botsman (2015c) describes interpersonal trust in collaborative 

consumption as peer-to-peer trust, which addresses the importance of technology and 

how it has affected trust between strangers. Since peer-to-peer trust entails that two or 

more people are engaged in the setting, we will manage it in the same manner as 

interpersonal trust.  

 

As stated earlier, in a collaborative lifestyle setting, there is a greater chance of 

interaction between individuals since it includes helping out with favors and tasks 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Due to this, trust needs to be established between the 

individuals, therefore, leading to interpersonal trust. Since this thesis is considering 

collaborative lifestyles, interpersonal trust (peer trust) is essential (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010).  

 

2.3.5 Institutional trust 

Botsman (2015c) divides trust into two groups: interpersonal trust (peer trust) and 

institutional trust. Institutional trust is explained as trust or loyalty for a brand, built 

on marketing. Companies have previously shaped consumer’s perception of their 

brand through market communication, making consumers trust the brand, product or 

service. Up until now, brands have been built on institutional trust (Botsman, 2015c). 

Companies are controlling what they want their consumers to believe, both in 

distribution of goods and services as well as how their products are being marketed 

(Botsman, 2015c). Conclusively, companies have the power to make their consumers 

believe what they want them to believe, leading the consumers to trust the brand. 

These marketing mechanisms and distribution systems that companies are in charge 

of explain a recommendation system that consumers are willing to accept and be part 

of. Through the recommendation system, trust is built (Botsman, 2015c).  

 

2.3.6 Organizational trust 

There have been doubts concerning what trust is in an organizational context (Mayer 

et al., 1995). Trust on an organizational level is of great importance since it addresses 

many factors and tasks that companies expect of you as an individual. In a workplace, 

a lot of the tasks that are assigned to employees need cooperation and collaboration in 

teams. The presence of interdependence leads to the need of trusting one another 
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(Mayer et al., 1995). One is dependent of another in order to reach organizational 

goals as well as individual goals, indicating the need for trust to be present. 

 

2.4 Gender 
In a study on gender differences in trust behavior and beliefs, it was found that men 

trust more than women do (Buchan, Croson and Solnick, 2008). Furthermore, Byrnes, 

Miller and Schafer (1999) have discussed gender differences in terms of willingness 

to take risks. In addition to Buchan et al. (2008), Byrnes et al.’s (1999) findings 

support their hypothesis that men are more willing to take risks than women, in the 

tasks investigated. When investigating their findings at a deeper level, they were able 

to conclude that gender differences varied depending on the situation or task as well 

as the age of the individuals (Byrnes et al., 1999). A more recent study by Garbarino 

& Strahilevitz (2004) examined different opinions between genders regarding the 

associated risk when buying goods and services online and the effect of acquiring a 

site recommendation from a friend. The study shows that men are more willing to 

take risks when purchasing online than women (Garbarino & Strahilevitz, 2004). 

Also, a recommendation from a friend reduces the perceived risk: when this is 

received, women tended to be more prepared to engage in online purchasing than men 

(Garbarino & Strahilevitz, 2004). Combining Byrnes et al. (1999) and Garbarino & 

Strahilevitz’s (2004) theories on trust in collaborative lifestyles suggests that the 

results of our study is affected similarly, indicating that women are less willing to take 

risks than men.  

 

2.5 Conceptual model 
The aim of this thesis is to explore how interpersonal trust affects engagement in 

collaborative lifestyles from a gender perspective. The conceptual model is inspired 

by Möhlmann (2015), who studied determinants of satisfaction when engaging in 

collaborative consumption, with trust as one of the determinants. Botsman (2015) 

divides trust into institutional and peer-to-peer trust. Peer-to-peer trust will be defined 

as interpersonal trust in this thesis, as we find the terms equivalent. This category of 

trust is chosen since this thesis aims to consider collaborative lifestyles where trust 

between individuals needs to be established in order to function (Botsman & Rogers, 
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2010), therefore interpersonal trust. Gender is applied to the conceptual model due to 

Chaudhuri & Gangadharan’s (2003) study on trust and reciprocity, where they found 

that women tend to display lower levels of trust than men do. This model therefore, 

illustrates how interpersonal trust affects engagement in collaborative lifestyles 

depending on gender. 

 

 
 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual model of interpersonal trust and if gender has an impact on 
engagement in collaborative lifestyles (Based on Möhlmann (2015), Mayer et al. (1995), and 
Chaudhuri & Gangaharan (2003). 
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3. Methodology 
The methodology chapter begins with emphasizing the research approach, strategy, 

and design. The following sections present online focus groups, process of selecting 

participants, procedure and ethical aspects related to our investigation. 

 

3.1 Research approach 
Since a research project involves the use of different theories, it is of importance to 

address to what extent the researcher is clear about the theories that are used 

(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). This must be determined since it questions the 

design of the project. It determines if the researcher uses a deductive or inductive 

approach in their research. Deductive approach is based on logic; from the use of 

different laws and theories, it is possible to draw a conclusion on the specific case 

(Ahrne & Svensson, 2015). Saunders et al. (2012) discuss deductive approach when 

the researcher configures a theory or hypothesis, on the basis of which he is able to 

design a research strategy to test the hypothesis. In contrast, the inductive approach 

highlights that the researcher draws general conclusions as well as theories, based on 

the study (Ahrne & Svensson, 2015). Ahrne & Svensson (2015) agree with Saunders 

et al. (2012) as they describe inductive approach when the researcher bases their 

theory on their findings and results of their data. It is difficult to use either an 

exclusively deductive or inductive approach (Alvehus, 2013). Although our research 

approach is more inductive, it is rare that an interpretation is made without any 

theoretical background (Alvehus, 2013). Therefore, an abductive approach, i.e. a 

combination of empirical data and theoretical reflections, focusing more on the 

inductive, was applied. In an abductive approach, it is possible to return to empirical 

data to understand what the results mean according to the theories acknowledged 

(Alvehus, 2013). 

 

3.2 Research strategy 
In our study, a qualitative research strategy was used to gain a greater understanding 

of our subject with the help of an abductive approach. Qualitative methods are more 

focused on meanings than statistical verified correlations (Alvehus, 2013). Evidently, 

there are positive and negative aspects related to qualitative methods (Ahrne & 
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Svensson, 2015). When individuals participate in an observation, they may be 

influenced by the presence of the observers, making the data less valid (Ahrne & 

Svensson, 2015). Some individuals may even lie due to fear of the consequences if 

they tell the truth. Ahrne & Svensson (2015) address both positive and negative 

characteristics of qualitative methods. When engaging in qualitative methods such as 

observations and interviews, the researcher is closer to the research both 

environmentally and socially (Ahrne & Svensson, 2015). Similarly, the process of 

qualitative methods, such as interviews or reading texts, makes it easier to adapt to 

changes arising during the study (Ahrne & Svensson, 2015). Collaborative lifestyles 

are an emerging trend, indicating the newness of the concept. Therefore, in the 

context of collaborative lifestyles, this thesis used a qualitative methodology to enable 

adaptation to changes during the data collection by being close to our subject with the 

help of online focus groups. A semi-structured interview guide was used to enable us 

to lead the discussion. 

 

3.3 Research design 
This study adopts an exploratory design, indicating that the problem of the thesis was 

not clearly defined from the beginning. Through exploratory research we were able to 

gain knowledge about collaborative lifestyles and advance new insights in the 

concept. Because of the design, potential conclusions were considered thoroughly and 

expressed in interpretive terms. 

 
3.3.1 Design of online focus groups 

Based on our research question and research approach, we conducted online focus 

groups. Our chosen method was inspired by Störby & Strömbladh (2015), who 

conducted focus groups online on a social media platform, Facebook. While Störby & 

Strömbladh (2015) used Facebook posts over a longer period of time as well as 

Facebook’s chat function, our thesis was solely conducted with posts in our online 

Facebook groups. Although Störby & Strömbladh (2015) conducted their focus 

groups both synchronously and asynchronously (Bryman & Bell, 2011), our questions 

were posted asynchronously. A synchronous approach means that the respondents 

answer the questions in real time, while an asynchronous approach allows the 

respondents to answer whenever they want (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 
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3.3.2 Why online focus groups? 

There are several reasons for our decision to conduct focus groups online. One reason 

was that we wished to obtain open answers from our respondents (Denscombe, 2009). 

The advantages and disadvantages of our chosen method are discussed below. Firstly, 

operating online focus groups allows us to reach a larger number of participants 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Additionally, conducting focus groups online overcomes the 

problem of physical distance between individuals (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Denscombe, 

2009). Any individual who can access a computer is a potential respondent in an 

online focus group, irrespective of his/her country of residence (Bryman & Bell, 

2011). 

 

Since we have used a Facebook group to conduct online focus groups, it is possible 

that some ideas and information may have been lost (Denscombe, 2009). The focus 

groups were not managed in real time, giving individuals the possibility of reflecting 

over their answers instead of responding spontaneously (Denscombe, 2009). This 

makes online focus groups less thorough than a “face-to-face” traditional focus group, 

since it is not done in real time (Denscombe, 2009). Another disadvantage is the issue 

of privacy among individuals, which entails the obligation to ensure that respondents’ 

answers in the focus group are anonymous (Denscombe, 2009). Furthermore, it is 

possible that invitations to engage in focus groups online may be viewed as another 

unimportant e-mail or notification (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The foremost disadvantage 

when comparing with traditional focus groups is the disappearance of personal 

attributes since visual and auditory attributes are lost when conducting focus groups 

online (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Therefore, the empirical data loses validity to some 

extent, since details in the respondents’ characteristics are not grasped (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011). Despite these negative aspects, we found online focus groups more 

suitable for our study. 

 

3.4 Selection of participants 
The participants in this study were chosen at random (Bryman & Bell, 2011). A focus 

group is usually conducted by ten individuals and may vary between six and twelve 

individuals participating as respondents (Alvehus, 2013). In order to achieve as much 
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proliferation and width as possible, respondents were selected outside the circle of 

friends. Friends’ friends, parents’ colleagues, and distant relatives’ spouses, were 

invited to the Facebook focus groups. Since the number of participants exceeded 

Alvehus’ (2013) recommended limit, it was decided that two separate Facebook 

groups would be followed, having six respondents in group 1 and seven in group 2. 

 

As Alvehus (2013) argues, the decision as to how the participants should be divided 

into groups depending on gender and age has an impact on the interaction and the 

analysis. Since this thesis aims to explore gender differences, it is valuable to divide 

the respondents in the focus groups equally between gender to make the results more 

comparable. Group 1 consisted of three female and three male participants, and since 

there were more participants than expected, group 2 consisted of three female and 

four male participants. Moreover, ages were evenly distributed in the groups, since 

perception may vary between generations. Therefore, the groups were divided with 

variance in age in each group in order to observe if difference in experience and 

opinions regarding collaborative lifestyles existed (see table 1 and table 2). 

Additionally, a study by Byrnes et al. (1999) showed that their results in their study 

regarding gender differences in risk taking depended on the task as well as the age of 

the individuals. Therefore, a wide cross section of ages, between 20 to 50 years of 

age, will enhance the validity and the possibility of differences in opinions. Observing 

a discussion with different genders and age groups will give a variety of answers. 

 

Table 1 

 

 

 

 

 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
GROUP 1

GROUP 1 AGE GENDER

1. SARA 25 FEMALE

2. ANNA 22 FEMALE

3. SAMMY 43 MALE

4. JENS 32 MALE

5. CATTA 44 FEMALE

6. JONAS 27 MALE
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Table 2 

 
 

3.5 Procedure in the focus groups 
The first focus group was created on April 21st, which was the day of the first 

Facebook post. The first post included practical aspects as well as thanking the 

respondents for participating. The second post included information, the time frame 

for each question and the specific time for the first warm-up question to make sure 

that the respondents clearly understood what was expected of them. This was done to 

make sure that all respondents were prepared and to ensure that the provided data 

could be more efficiently collected. The time frame for each question was set to two 

days to allow well-timed analysis of the collected data, ask supplementary questions 

and elaborate further discussion.  

 

3.5.1 Journal of sessions 

At first, we wanted to post information about collaborative lifestyles to give the 

participants a common understanding by researching the topic. After some 

consideration this was avoided and a decision was made to exclude preventive 

information to avoid biased answers (Eriksson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1999). We 

expeditiously decided to divide the focus group into two groups, which was done on 

April 29th, the same day the warm-up question was posted (see appendix 2). 

 

The questions were divided into four sessions: one warm-up question and three main 

talking points (see appendix 2). The warm-up question dealt with consumption in 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
GROUP 2

GROUP 2 AGE GENDER

7. MARIE 40 FEMALE

8. AMANDA 22 FEMALE

9. KALLE 24 MALE

10. LARS 50 MALE

11. RICHARD 25 MALE

12. PHILIP 27 MALE

13. LISA 39 FEMALE
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general, while the three main talking points were collaborative consumption, 

collaborative lifestyles, and trust. Supplementary questions were asked based on the 

answers of the respondents to lead the discussion further. 

 

The warm-up question: Hur ser ni på konsumtion, er egen och i allmänhet? (What is 

your personal view of consumption, your own and in general?) was posted on Friday, 

April 29. The question was stated generally in order to gain open answers that could 

lead the discussion to the topic, collaborative lifestyles. It was formulated to better 

understand the focus group’s consumer behavior and view on consumption. This 

approach was used in order to facilitate the level of background information needed to 

answer the questions. By leading the discussion, we did not require too much from 

our respondents, as it was more important to receive answers and participation from 

our respondents than expect them to gain an understanding for our subject. The warm-

up question allowed us to observe if anyone considered alternative consumption 

patterns, such as collaborative consumption instead of traditional consumption.  

 

The first answer came on Sunday, May 1st, around 15:00. After realizing that only a 

few respondents had answered the warm-up question, the deadline was extended to 

make sure that the majority of our participants had the chance to partake in the 

discussion. In order to make the respondents more prone to answer, the Facebook 

like-function was used for each answer. Each answer received two likes, one from 

each moderator.  

 

Two respondents were removed from group 1 due to inactivity. This caused inequality 

in the focus groups since both respondents were females. In order to balance the 

groups, the way they were originally conducted, females of the same age as the ones 

who were replaced was added to the group. Their real names were replaced with the 

defectors’.   

 

The second session on collaborative consumption, consisted of three questions: Vad 

anser ni vara viktigt att äga? Hade ni kunnat dela dessa saker med andra? Hade ni 

kunnat ta del av saker som andra delar? (What do you think is important to own? 

Would you be willing to share your chosen product(s) with others? Would you be 

willing to be a part of a sharing network with others?). These questions were posted in 
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order to establish whether the respondents were a part of collaborative consumption 

or not. Based on one of Botsman & Rogers’ (2010) four core principles, namely 

idling capacity, the questions in this session were asked to indirectly investigate the 

level of use of each respondent’s resources.  

 

The questions were initially divided for each session, but after realizing the time it 

took for the respondents to answer the warm-up question, the data collection process 

had to be accelerated with multiple questions per post. Although one question per post 

arguably could simplify answering the question, we decided not to follow this method 

due to time pressure. However, we offered enough time for the respondents to read 

the questions thoroughly and answer within a reasonable time frame.  

 

To further elaborate the second session, the third session consisted of questions to 

determine if respondents partook in collaborative lifestyles. The questions were 

formulated as follows: Vad krävs för att ni skulle hyra ut er bostad till någon annan? 

Om ni tänker er att ni är utomlands, i en storstad - Hur tänker ni kring val av boende 

och transport under er vistelse? Vad är viktigt? Ge gärna lite olika alternativ. Hur 

ställer ni er till att låna/låna ut pengar till en privatperson via en app på mobilen? 

(What would it take for you to be willing to rent out your apartment to someone else? 

If you were abroad in a major city – What kind of accommodation and transportation 

would you choose? What aspects are important? Give some alternatives). These 

questions were based on Botsman & Rogers’ (2011) definition of collaborative 

lifestyles, which specifically comprises intangible assets. These questions had to be 

narrower than previous questions, in order to lead the respondent’s answers to 

collaborative lifestyles from the wider concept of collaborative consumption. 

Additional questions were asked in this session to further understand the different 

aspects of the respondents’ involvement in collaborative lifestyles.  

 

Questions during the last session were asked in order to find out the focus groups’ 

perceived level of trust in collaborative lifestyles. The questions were asked in order 

to acquire a wide perspective in order to address the different types of trust as follows: 

Om ni hyr ett boende av en privatperson, hur stor betydelse har det att man litar på 

personen i fråga? Hur ser ni på trygghet/otrygghet som privatperson vid utbyte av 

tjänster med andra privatpersoner, t.ex. hyra boende och samåkning? (If you rent a 
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place from an individual, how important is it to trust the other person? What do you 

consider when talking about security and insecurity as an individual when exchanging 

services with other individuals such as renting a place or carpooling?) These 

questions aimed at addressing interpersonal trust, or peer-to-peer trust as defined by 

Botsman (2015c).  

 

The next question was: Är det viktigare att lita på personen i fråga eller kollar ni 

hellre på andras rekommendationer och omdömen? (Is it more important to trust the 

person in question or would you rather rely on other individual’s recommendations 

and ratings?) At this point, it was important to investigate if online trust was relevant 

when deciding participation in collaborative lifestyles in accordance with Slee’s 

(2013) study on ratings and reviews and how it enhances trust.  

 

The rest of the questions in this session were asked in regards to one of Botsman & 

Roger’s (2010) four core principles, which is trust between strangers. The questions 

were formulated as follows: Hur skapas tillit för andra människor? Hur viktigt är det 

att känna personen som du hyr/delar med? Spelar det någon roll om det är en bekant 

eller en främling? Hur ser ni på betydelsen av om det är en man eller kvinna som 

erbjuder tjänsten (hyrt ut, alternativt vill hyra av dig)? Hyr du helst själv eller i grupp 

eller spelar det ingen roll? (How do you create trust between individuals? How 

important is it to know the individual you are renting from/sharing with? Does it 

matter if it is an acquaintance or a stranger? Does it matter if it is a man or a woman 

who is offering the service (renting or renting from you)? Would you rather rent in a 

group or on your own?) Except for theory regarding trust between strangers, these 

questions also address the perceived risk and expectations when trusting an 

individual.  

 

3.6 Data analysis 
In order to analyze our data, we first had to transcribe the focus group discussions 

from the two separate online groups on Facebook. Altogether the answers and 

discussions from our online focus group were transcribed into 19 pages. To provide a 

visual image of what the focus groups looked like, a print screen from each Facebook 

group was added (see appendix 3). The transcription was compiled in chronological 
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order, with the time and date of each answer added to each respondent’s answer. This 

was done to facilitate further analysis of each answer regardless of which group it 

came from. Thereafter, the answers were color-coded by theme: consumer behavior, 

collaborative consumption, collaborative lifestyles and trust (see appendix 4). 

 

3.7 Ethical aspects 
A qualitative study generally involves fewer individuals compared to quantitative 

methods. Since this thesis uses a qualitative approach, it becomes even more 

important to ensure anonymity of the respondents’ answers. It was important for us to 

inform our participants that their answers would be used solely for the purpose of the 

thesis and not communicated externally to individuals outside of the focus groups. 

Since the thesis includes discussions from the Facebook groups where full names are 

present, we have used fictive names whenever referring to a participant in our study 

(see table 1 and table 2). Another issue regarding anonymity and confidentiality is the 

Facebook groups. In order to keep the study and answers in the focus groups to 

ourselves as well as protect the identity of our respondents, the Facebook groups were 

conducted secretly, meaning that no one except for the participants and moderators in 

the study knew about the groups.  

 

Facebook creates a wide network for all individuals where both friends and 

acquaintances are combined. Therefore, some of our respondents were already in our 

network before this study. Although these respondents were not close friends or 

acquaintances of us, it is of importance to illuminate this aspect. In the process of 

selecting participants, the range of ages was considered in order to achieve the desired 

distribution among the participants. Unfortunately, respondents in the age range 

between 29-39 were difficult to find, especially women, which resulted in a 

distribution below the set requirement. This highlights one of the disadvantages using 

Facebook contacts to find respondents, due to generation gaps. Within the range of 

29-39 years of age, only two respondents participated. Since our respondents are 

Swedish, the results cannot be generalized on a global scale, even though both men 

and women of distinctive ages were considered.  
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3.8 Validity and reliability 
The respondents of group 1 gave shorter answers and some respondents were 

occasionally absent from the discussions. This made it challenging to compare and 

equally analyze the groups, since more empirical data was obtained from group 2, 

which in addition was useful and relevant to our study due to more engagement. Since 

the discussion was weaker in group 1, the validity of the discussion in the group is 

anemic. At times, we were able to see that the groups had relatively equal opinions on 

the questions asked, which strengthened the validity of the study, while some 

questions had varied answers in the groups, which in turn weakened the validity. 

Therefore, conclusively, a group comparison was difficult to report due to uneven 

answers, while a gender comparison was more in line with the questions due to 

comparable answers between gender. Additionally, since the focus groups were 

conducted in Swedish, the empirics were translated to English in order to enhance 

data analysis. The translations were carefully executed to ensure that the English 

responses were equivalent with the Swedish answers. Although the translations were 

made thoroughly with limited interference in the construction of the sentences, there 

is always a chance of misinterpreting the language’s nuances and therefore may affect 

the reliability of the answers received. 

 

3.9 Limitations 
A limitation that appeared during the collection of the data was the absence of 

respondents in the focus groups. Some respondents did not reply often or at all, which 

led to adding new members in the groups. Additionally, the focus groups were more 

time consuming than expected, which led to us posting more questions at a faster 

pace. This put more pressure on the respondents, which may have led to shorter 

answers when discussing in the sessions. Another limitation was the broadness of 

some questions in our interview guide. This led the discussion into different 

directions, which forced us to guide them back to thinking accordingly to the aim of 

the session.  
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4. Analysis 
To structure our findings and analysis, each theme will be presented in group 1 and 2 

respectively. The themes will be presented in the following order: consumer behavior, 

collaborative consumption, collaborative lifestyles and trust. Lastly, gender 

differences in both groups will be analyzed and compared between group 1 and 2. 

 

4.1 Analysis of group 1 

4.1.1 Consumer behavior 

The first discussion aimed at surveying the respondent’s existing beliefs, attitudes and 

purchase behavior in unity with Wright’s (2006) definition of consumer behavior. 

When asked about their view on consumption, both personal and in general, a 

majority of the male respondents in the group considered the level of consumption to 

be excessive and unsustainable.  

 

“In general, we consume all the time and unfortunately it is not always very thought 

through”  

Jonas, 27 years 

 

The male respondents’ answers focused on consumption in general. We interpret 

Jonas’ opinion on consumption not being “very thought through” as consuming things 

we are used to without considering the overall impact. Jonas’ response indicates the 

problem of unconscious consumption, which is in line with earlier research by 

Botsman & Rogers (2010). Botsman & Rogers (2010) defines this unconscious 

consumption as consumer lock-in, which illustrates the issue of consuming items out 

of, for example, habits. However, the willingness to alter purchase behavior was more 

apparent with the female respondents.  

 

“Even though I sometimes buy second hand, it is not comparable to all food and 

small items that are thrown away and replaced, unfortunately.” 

Sara, 25 years  
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“I clearly contribute to the consumption society. If I need to buy something, I’ll buy it. 

I try to buy reasonably. Not over pay. Look for offers. Sure, offers works as decoys 

but I usually do not fall for that. I'm trying to sell used clothing/furniture etc. but 

there are few people who wants to buy.” 

Catta, 44 years 

 

As depicted above, men and women interpreted the question differently. The men’s 

discussion led more towards consumption in general, while the female responses 

predominantly discussed personal consumption patterns. Consumer behavior was a 

constantly recurring topic throughout the session, as all respondents gave the 

impression that they would like to reduce their own or general consumption. The 

warm-up question was asked to explore various factors that might influence purchase 

behavior such as emerging trends (Fahy & Jobber, 2012), which correlates with Sara 

and Catta’s willingness to buy and sell second hand goods. Second-hand trading, lies 

under the category of redistribution markets according to Botsman & Rogers (2010).  

 

4.1.2 Collaborative consumption 

The second session enabled discernment of respondents’ engagement or non-

engagement in collaborative consumption. The respondents answered to what they 

found important to own as well as their attitude towards sharing.  

 

“Owning gives me freedom. If I own a car I can go wherever I want whenever I want. 

Although I would happily be part of a carpool. Under certain conditions. That all take 

responsibility for what we share.” 

Catta, 44 years 

 

Catta mentions that she would be willing to engage in carpooling as long as everyone 

takes responsibility for what is shared. Since she mentions responsibility for the 

common sharing of something, we interpret her answer as belief in the commons, one 

of the core principles according to Botsman & Rogers (2010). Catta’s comment was 

in line with the principle to emphasize that there is a greater chance of carefulness and 

reciprocity, when owning something together (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Hopefully, 

by carpooling together, individuals will work towards everyone’s interest and 

therefore solve the issue of being responsible. 
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Moreover, two men were considered part of collaborative consumption, due to shared 

ownership of tools and the willingness to carpool. Their willingness to share conjoins 

with Botsman & Rogers’ (2010) definition of collaborative consumption. Hamari et 

al. (2015) cannot be applied since the sharing is not done through community-based 

online services.  

 

“My residence and its normal attachments, absolutely! My car for convenience, 

freedom and safety. My spare time, (which I am scared would be restricted if I would 

have to share frequently used things with others. Nowadays, I share ownership on a 

power drill and a pressure washer, which works perfectly but it is stuff that I use 

rather sporadically).” 

Sammy, 43 years 

 

“In the long run it might be important to own your home, since 

condominiums/houses/cottages always favors oneself economically in the end. 

However, I find owning a car completely unnecessary and only a convenience or for 

flashing. The only reason that I have a car is that it was much easier to get a job. 

Once at work, there is always someone / some to carpool with.” 

Jonas, 27 years 

 

Sammy’s sporadic use of power drill and pressure washer enables him to share it with 

someone else and therefore aims to gain full capacity of the product while minimizing 

the stored capacity. This correlates with idling capacity, which is one of the four core 

principles in Botsman & Roger’s (2010) theory on collaborative consumption. Since 

carpooling embraces sharing of intangible assets (Botsman & Rogers, 2010), Jonas’ 

answer regards collaborative consumption, specifically collaborative lifestyles.  

 

4.1.3 Collaborative lifestyles 

The session was aimed at distinguishing the respondents’ engagement in collaborative 

lifestyles, as defined by Botsman & Rogers (2010). Due to their willingness to 

carpool and rent accommodation through online platforms, all respondents could be 

categorized as potential partakers in collaborative lifestyles. 
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“Carpooling feels safe because it is a more occasional function, and one, practically, 

do it in public transportation already!” 

Sammy, 43 years 

 

“I check if someone else is interested in the same thing and then we try to fix a good 

accommodation which we easily can find by posting an ad on Blocket.” 

Jonas, 27 years 

 

Jonas explained how he and his band members uses Blocket, a Swedish trading 

website. When searching for accommodation, he adds that he and his band members 

are open to other individuals joining to share a place. As explained by Botsman & 

Rogers (2010), collaborative lifestyles include interaction among individuals (in this 

case, sharing accommodation). Additionally, since accommodation is sharing of 

intangible assets, Botsman & Rogers’ (2010) definition of collaborative lifestyles 

describes Jonas’ engagement in the phenomenon. Jonas’ openness to sharing 

accommodation with others by using online services also conjoins with Hamari et 

al.’s (2015) definition of collaborative consumption: “peer-to-peer-based activity of 

obtaining, giving, or sharing access to goods and services, coordinated through 

community-based online services” (Hamari et al., 2015, p. 1).  

 

To further establish participation in collaborative lifestyles, the session advanced into 

opinions on choosing accommodation and transportation in the context of traveling 

abroad. When she is travelling to a major city, Sara was keener on finding a place 

located in the center.  

 

“Can imagine renting, like, an apartment, the location is for me more important than 

the standard (like hotel breakfast, etc.) when it comes to traveling to major cities.” 

Sara, 25 years 

 

“[I] have during the holidays lived in varied standard in apartment, hotel or hostel.” 

Anna, 22 years 

 

As the citations above illustrate, two respondents found renting accommodation an 

option when traveling abroad. Since renting an apartment often is done through online 



 
 

32 

platforms, Sara and Anna are potential participants of collaborative lifestyles as 

defined by Botsman & Rogers (2010). Their answers also imply the need to trust 

strangers, which is the last principle in Botsman & Rogers’ four core principles, as it 

forces participants in collaborative lifestyles to interact and therefore trust each other 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). 

 

The last discussion of the collaborative lifestyles session was framed to carry matters 

to an extreme. The respondents were asked to discuss borrowing or lending money 

via a mobile application. In this case we consider money an intangible asset. As 

illustrated in the citations below interpersonal trust was recurring throughout the 

session.  

 

“Depends entirely on the security/guarantee that the app in question provides, if it 

comes to lending money to a stranger. If you know the person is quite different.” 

Anna, 22 years 

 

“[I] See no problem with it as long as it is a person I know, (thinking swish). To a 

stranger, security would absolutely be of great significance, i.e how the loan is 

secured legally.” 

Sammy, 43 years 

 

All respondents agreed to borrow or lend money via a mobile application to someone 

they trust or know, but opinions varied when lending money to strangers. Hence, 

interpersonal trust was predominantly important in accordance with Mayer et al.’s 

(1995) definition, that characteristics and personalities of the trustee determine the 

level of trust. The citations points to Möhlmann’s (2015) suggestion that trust 

influences participation in collaborative consumption, which extends to participation 

in collaborative lifestyles as well. Moreover, the interaction between individuals in 

collaborative lifestyles interrelates with trusting each other (Botsman & Rogers, 

2010). Furthermore, the group had a low level of trust in strangers, which is in line 

with one of Botsman & Rogers’ (2010) four core principles, trust between strangers. 

However, the responses contradict with Botsman & Rogers (2010) idea that trust 

between strangers is crucial for collaborative lifestyles to function, since they imply 

that money lending services (sharing intangible assets through an community-based 
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online platform) works with acquaintances. Based on the answers received, three 

respondents were willing to lend or borrow money to strangers depending on the 

security in the application. This is supported with Mayer et al. (1995) who suggest 

that security and regulations cannot replace trust. Meanwhile, Finley (2012) believes 

that added information increases level of trust. The security aspect that the 

respondents mentioned can be interpreted as information, which therefore aligns with 

Finley’s (2012) belief that trust is enhanced by more information. 

 

4.1.4 Trust 

The importance of trust versus recommendations when renting a place to stay, 

received a variety of answers. In accordance to Slee (2013), we interpret ratings, 

reviews, recommendations and references as online trust in our analysis. Two female 

respondents found online trust more important.  

 

“Others’ reviews seem like a good alternative, since it gives a broader range and is 

not as restricted as knowing the other person.” 

Sara, 25 years 

 

“Recommendations and reviews are also good to overview so you have better idea of 

the person and accommodation.” 

Amanda, 22 years 

 

Sara and Amanda’s view on the online review system as means of building trust, is 

aligned with Slee’s (2013) study, which claims that reviews and recommendations 

were not enough to build trust among participants. Similarly, Keymolen (2013) 

reasoned in the same way as Slee (2013), that online reputation systems could be 

considered a well constructed source for potential customers, but not enough to build 

trust to the same extent as needed. Therefore, Sara and Amanda’s view on online trust 

is supported by Owyang’s (2015) reasoning, who implies that recommendation 

systems online are key to building trust with potential customers. In contrast to Sara 

and Amanda, a male respondent found interpersonal trust to be the major determinant 

factor when renting. 
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“One’s own trust is more important than other people’s reviews.”  

Sammy, 43 years 

 

Sammy’s opinion of trusting the person in question is aligned with the definition of 

interpersonal trust, or peer-to-peer trust (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Since Sammy 

consider trust to be more important than reviews, an interpretation can be made that 

trust was a crucial determinant of satisfaction in collaborative consumption, in 

resemblance with Möhlmann’s (2015) findings. Further, since Sammy did not imply 

unwillingness to participate, the citation ignores Owyang’s (2015) findings that 

reviews are crucial for customer’s eligibility. However, Sammy’s citation points to 

Keymolen (2013) and Slee’s (2013) argumentation that ratings and reviews are not 

enough to build trust among individuals.  

 

The discussion led into renting a place to another individual, where only one 

respondent found trust to be more important than background information and 

recommendations. Further, contracts were mentioned in the discussion.  

 

“Only trust applies here.” 

Jonas, 27 years 

 

“I’d prefer some kind of knowledge of the person, but if I do not find someone who 

wants to rent out of my acquaintances, I would go with my gut feeling, financial 

information and try to get reliable references.” 

Catta, 44 years 

 

“[I] Think the most important thing is to have a good "solid" contract, as you never 

know what will happen in the future no matter how much you trust a person.” 

Sara, 25 years 

 

“But [I] agree with the above that the contract should be free and secure, anything 

can happen.” 

Anna, 22 years 
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In this particular situation, Jonas was the only respondent who considered knowing or 

trusting the tenant to be crucial when renting a place. Three respondents required 

some kind of background information. Two of them would require financial 

information such as credit reports as well as some sort of reference on the individual. 

Although background information and credit reports possibly includes either reviews, 

recommendations, ratings or references, they cannot be considered aligned with 

Slee’s (2015) definition of online trust, due to their wide definition and use. However, 

the reason behind the respondents’ need for background information and credit 

reports can be interpreted as an attempt to reduce financial risk, as defined by Finley 

(2012), which includes transactions with unreliable parties. Further, two female 

respondents found contract to be important when renting accommodation. While 

Mayer et al. (1995) argue that contracts and laws cannot replace trust in certain 

circumstances and that contracts should not build trust among individuals, Botsman & 

Rogers (2010) state that these contracts or some sort of intermediary is needed when 

trust is abolished. Since Jonas believes that trust and knowing the person is of 

importance when engaged in collaborative lifestyles (in this case renting an 

accommodation to someone), we interpret his answer to be in line with Mayer et al. 

(1995). This is because Mayer et al. (1995) imply that trust is more important and 

stronger than law or contracts. Meanwhile, Sara and Anna believe that contracts are of 

great importance, which Botsman & Rogers (2010) consider to be necessary when 

trust fails. Therefore, we interpret that these two theories by Mayer et al. (1995) and 

Botsman & Rogers (2010) contradict each other. Even though the differ in opinion 

regarding contracts, both theories are supported by two respondents each. 

 

4.2 Analysis of group 2 
4.2.1 Consumer behavior 

A majority of the respondents found consumption to be too high or rather 

unsustainable, with varied opinions whether consumption has negative or positive 

consequences. 

 

“I definitely believe that consumption in society is just way too high! My own too, 

unfortunately.” 

Marie, 40 years  
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“Basically consumption is not something I consider negative as it also brings positive 

contributions. However, consumption is often out of proportion in society, when 

talking about these proportions, one can talk about over-consumption, which in many 

ways is very negative in my opinion.” 

Philip, 28 years 

 

“I think that one of the culprits is "status" and social media. Everyone today has the 

ability to "flash" their home, their belongings and their wonderful life which I think 

drives so many into a fundamentally unjustifiable consumption and desire to buy. 

Especially since consumption is now more accessible. You can sit in front of the 

computer and click…” 

Lars, 50 years 

 

“I would like to say that a negative consequence is that people get used to a high 

consumption and in many cases become dependent on it.” 

Richard, 25 years 

 

Consumer behavior, according to Fahy & Jobber (2012), explains how consumers buy 

their products, which in this case may be due to social media. Although no general 

reason for the high level of consumption can be established from the discussion, 

Richard mentioned one potential reason. He mentions that individuals get used to a 

high level of consumption, a phenomenon defined as consumer lock-in according to 

Botsman & Rogers (2010). This phenomenon indicates that individuals consume 

products out of habits, values and routines, which may be one cause of the high 

consumption we are facing today. 

 

4.2.2 Collaborative consumption 

In the session on personal and general consumption, it was found that the willingness 

to share was dependent on the item. A majority of the respondents found a residence, 

and some found a car, important to own. 

  

“A car is something that I could possibly think of sharing with others, but I feel that it 

is a bit on the edge. I feel a great need of freedom and knowing that I don’t have to 

check with someone else if it is ok if I want to drive somewhere. However, there are 
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other things that I absolutely could think of sharing with others, especially things that 

are not used every day. Things that I can think of off the top of my head, for example, 

are to share mowers, grills, tools or tennis rackets with the neighbors.” 

Philip, 28 years 

 

Some respondents found a car important to own, depending on location of residence 

and how public transportation works in the area. One may say that these things are 

used to its full capacity. Therefore, the different items that Philip mentions, which he 

would be willing to share such as a tennis racket, tools, etc., refers back to Botsman & 

Rogers (2010) and their four core principles where idling capacity is one of them. The 

tools and tennis rackets may not be used to the same extent as, for example, a house. 

Sharing these items with neighbors increases the used capacity of the items, instead of 

keeping them stored for oneself, and therefore not using them sufficiently. When 

renting something to strangers, risk was found to be a primary factor for the 

respondents. The risk of either being deprived of freedom or privacy can be linked to 

Kungwani’s (2014) potential of losing something valuable. This may be a potential 

reason why the respondents are reluctant to sharing valuable items such as a car, but 

instead sharing things of less value, such as a tennis racket. Meanwhile, the 

respondents seemed to experience less risk when sharing with someone acquainted. 

Kylberg (2015) associates risk with renting an apartment or sharing a car with a 

stranger, a concept that orbits around the idea of trust between strangers (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010). The associated risk entails Philip’s hesitancy of sharing a car with 

others. 

 

4.2.3 Collaborative lifestyles 

Philip pointed out that security was fundamental for exchanging services within 

collaborative lifestyles, such as renting a place and carpooling. Philip mentioned two 

examples of companies that facilitate exchanges services between individuals in the 

sharing economy, namely Uber and Airbnb. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

38 

“Today there are many companies that facilitate the exchange of services between 

individuals (so-called "sharing economy" such as Uber and Airbnb). […] 

Additionally, there are regulatory systems that decide what applies at certain 

problems. These parts decrease insecurity.” 

Philip, 27 years 

 

“I would not have been too comfortable with renting my home to someone I do not 

know at all. [ ...] However, when it comes to friends, I would not have any problems 

to lend/share accommodation with them.” 

Richard, 25 years 

 

“[If I] would have had space, I could imagine sharing accommodation. [I] have been 

inherent at one time.” 

Lisa, 39 years 

 

Philip, Lisa, and Richard showed potential engagement in collaborative lifestyles 

according to Botsman & Rogers’ (2010) definition. Additionally, the willingness to 

rent to someone as explained by the attitudes above is dependent one of Botsman & 

Rogers’ (2010) core principles, trust between strangers. In order for an exchange to 

take place, trust needs to be established. As Philip implied, he would feel comfortable 

with regulations when renting out his place to someone. Philip’s statement contradicts 

the work of Mayer et al. (1995), who believe that such regulations cannot be regarded 

as building or increasing trust. Regulations are supposed to increase trust although 

they usually tend to be ineffective (Mayer et al., 1995). As Philip suggest, regulations 

like Airbnb’s would be useful when interpersonal trust fails. His suggestion is in line 

with Botsman (2015c), who clarifies that contracts can be used when interpersonal 

trust is lost. 

 

4.2.4 Trust 

A majority of the group agreed that the need of a contract when renting is crucial. 

This indicates the group’s actual priority, since the discussion aimed at investigating 

the importance of trusting the person you are sharing with. Two male respondents 

agreed that trusting the counterpart would be secondary if no contract is written. Two 

female respondents found recommendations and references to be more important than 
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both contracts and interpersonal trust, since they pointed out that good or bad 

references would determine whether they would rent or look for other alternatives.  

 

“If you are going to rent from someone you do not know, it's just like the other says, 

important to have some kind of contract for security. If renting through a site where 

you can submit reviews, it is a must that previous reviews are positive.” 

Richard, 25 years 

 

“[If] There are bad references for the person I rent from, I would search for 

something else.” 

Amanda, 22 years 

 

“For [me] it would have been a prerequisite to be able to trust the person I share 

with. At least, knowing that he/she is careful of the gadget.” 

Lars, 50 years 

 

Richard stated that if reviews on a website are examined, it is of importance to make 

sure that prior reviews are favorable. Although she mentioned contracts, Amanda 

agreed to Richard stating that bad reviews would result in not renting accommodation. 

Both citations imply a reliance on site recommendations and reviews that correlates 

with Botsman’s (2015c) definition of institutional trust as recommendations system 

that companies are in charge of and consumers are willing to accept. Since we 

interpret that Richard and Amanda would be willing to rent an accommodation if the 

reviews are positive, Botsman’s (2015c) theory on institutional trust supports our 

interpretation, since the consumers accept the system. Botsman (2015c) finds that 

trust is built through recommendation systems. Lars’ answer differs from previous 

perceptions, since he found trust to be a prerequisite when sharing. Since sharing in 

collaborative lifestyles is in a peer-to-peer context, Lars’ standpoint points to earlier 

research by Botsman & Rogers (2010), since they believe that trust needs to be 

authorized between individuals. In accordance with Botsman & Rogers (2010), Lars’ 

perception of trust is interpreted as interpersonal trust in regards to Dirks’ (1999) 

definition of interpersonal trust. Although Lars speaks of an item, we interpret his 

view on trust to apply to intangible assets in collaborative lifestyles as well. In 

resemblance with Warren’s (1999) definition, Lars citation illustrates the harm that 
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might occur if the trustee does not act expectedly. Since this kind of reliability only 

can be achieved through knowing the person, Lars’ trust cannot be interpreted as 

Botsman & Rogers’ (2010) trust between strangers. Still, it can be interpreted as 

interpersonal trust as defined by Bränström & Hehn (2014), since the interpersonal 

trust is built over time and the trustee’s trustworthiness must be tested. Additionally, 

Lars’ indication of knowing that someone will not damage the item in question is in 

line with Evans’ (2014) findings of expectations of reciprocity. By knowing that 

something will not be ruined, the trustor, Lars, believes that an unfavorable outcome 

can be averted. 

 

Philip specifically pointed out the advantages of services like Uber and Airbnb: 

 

“The good thing about this is that there are ratings/recommendation systems that 

motivate people to be both good customers and providers of services.” 

Philip, 27 years 

 

As Owyang (2015) discusses, ratings and reviews are of importance for companies in 

order to gain instant level of trust as well as credibility. As Philip argues, the ratings 

and review systems simplify the process for both the service providers as well as the 

individuals who participate in collaborative lifestyles (in this case) and may be of 

crucial importance for customer’s eligibility (Owyang, 2015). Additionally, 

Keymolen (2013) addresses the importance of online trust since human interaction is 

not reachable in an online setting. Therefore, as the citation by Philip implies, an 

interpersonal interaction is reached through online trust, thus solving the issue of 

reliability. 

 

“I wouldn’t feel very comfortable with renting out my accommodation to someone I 

don’t know at all. If I would do such a thing, I would have liked to meet the renter in 

advance and have a proper insurance that the renter covers eventual damages; I 

would also require a good payment to take that risk.” 

Richard, 24 years 

 

The topics discussed regarding recommendations and reviews were partly posted to 

explore risk according to Kylberg’s (2015) definition, which reflects Richard’s 
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response. Most participants considered contracts to be more important than both 

interpersonal trust and recommendations, which is a way to eliminate risk (Hardin, 

1996; Mayer et al., 1995; Slee, 2013). Since we have interpreted contracts as a 

measure of lack of trust, in regards to Mayer et al.’s (1995) perception of contracts, 

we believe that the respondents who felt the need of a contract when engaging in 

collaborative lifestyles lack trust. 

 

4.3 Gender analysis 
Although the men and women in both groups had split opinions, occasionally 

mentioning contracts, recommendations and interpersonal trust, we found patterns of 

similarity in each gender group. All women in group 1 and a majority of women in 

group 2 considered recommendations and reviews to be a useful source when 

involved in collaborative lifestyles. On the contrary, all male respondents in group 2 

and a majority of men in group 1 found interpersonal trust to be important when 

engaging in collaborative lifestyles.  

 

“[It is] important that there is some sort of contract where both parts agree on what 

terms apply, it brings a kind of “trust” to the agreement. Recommendations and 

ratings are also good to survey to get some information about the person and the 

accommodation.” 

Anna, 22 years 

 

“With bad references, I would have sought other options. [I] want it to feel reliable 

and good references if those exists.” 

Lisa, 39 years 

 

“As long as there is some kind of contract it would not matter, but otherwise I would 

probably need to trust the person in question.” 

Kalle, 24 years 

 

“I also think it is very important to trust the person you rent from. Though not quite 

as important as if you would be the one to rent out.” 

Richard, 25 years 
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The citations above illustrate that there is a specific opinion depending on gender 

between the groups, as interpersonal trust was the most recurring topic for men, while 

recommendations and reviews were more commonly found among women. Byrnes, et 

al.’s (1999) hypothesis that men are more willing to take on risks is confirmed by the 

females’ choice of recommendations opposed to males’ choice of interpersonal trust. 

Further, the male respondents’ belief that interpersonal trust is of importance is 

highlighted by Buchan et al. (2008) who in their study found that men trust more than 

women do. Simultaneously, since Slee (2013) believes that ratings and 

recommendation systems are not enough to build trust, the women’s perception of 

online trust being crucial is therefore interpreted that women do not trust to the same 

extent as men.   

 

Additionally, an equal number of male and female respondents, four female and four 

male respondents, found contracts to be of importance when renting accommodation. 

The similarity in results points to the findings of Croson & Gneezy (2004), where no 

differences in perceived trust between men and women could be established. If 

contracts are considered an exclusion of interpersonal trust, the respondents dissociate 

themselves with interpersonal trust since it indicates that neither interpersonal trust 

nor recommendations or reviews are prioritized. Further, the need for contracts 

instead of recommendations implies risk aversion even though Garbarino & 

Strahilevitz (2004) found that recommendations from friends were sufficient to 

reduce perceived risk.  

 

Two male respondents found interpersonal trust to be of outmost importance when 

renting accommodation. Although no generalization can be made, the discussion 

insinuated that older generations relied on interpersonal trust to a greater extent than 

younger generations, who favored online trust. This correlates with Byrnes et al.’s 

(1999) findings, implying that the age of individuals may alter the perceived risk 

between gender. Although no women found interpersonal trust to be of outmost 

importance, we consider Byrnes et al.’s (1999) findings applicable to the men, since 

age differences in perception of trust was found. Additionally, the age differences 

conform Byrnes et al.’s (1999) implications that the willingness to take risks varies 

depending on the situation, since the age difference was apparent only in the situation 

of renting accommodation. 
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As shown in our results and analysis, all of the participants were either engaged in 

collaborative lifestyles or would consider adopting such styles. Carpooling, renting 

accommodation from an individual, and lending money to individuals through an 

online application are all considered to fall under the category of collaborative 

lifestyles. While both men and women could consider engaging in collaborative 

lifestyle services such as carpooling and renting accommodations from 

individuals, the men were more open to lending money through an application online 

than women. The men reasoned that as long as they were guaranteed refund and rate 

of interest, they would consider engaging in the service. Only one man would instead 

prefer to use an application where risk is spread out to all moneylenders.  

 

“Are you guaranteed refund and interest rate - why not?”  

Lars, 50 years 

 

“If I would lend money, I would lend via Lendify, you are then to some extent your 

own bank where one can lend to individuals. Of course there is a risk that someone 

cannot repay, but the good thing with Lendify is that the capital is divided between 

people, thus spreading the risk.” 

Richard, 25 years 

 

This risk that Richard mentioned is supported by the definition of Kungwani (2014). 

When engaged in a money lending service (for example), a certain amount of risk is 

accepted by trusting the counterpart, thus perhaps gaining benefits due to cooperating 

(Warren, 1999; Hardin 1996), such as acquiring your money back as well as receiving 

an interest rate on the loan. In contrast, three women were not in favor of this type of 

engagement in collaborative lifestyles. They would not be willing to lend money to 

strangers, only to friends. One of the female respondents also mentions her use of a 

money transfer app, which she uses when she lends money to friends. Anna was the 

only woman who answered that it would completely depend on security and the 

guarantee offered. In general, the female respondents were less devoted to lending 

money to individuals through an online application, and were not keen on taking that 

risk. 
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“If it were someone I knew it would feel a lot better.” 

Sara, 25 years 

 

“I would not want to lend money to someone I do not know. Therefore, I would 

probably not want to lend money via an application.” 

Amanda, 22 years 

 

Specifically, in group 1, the men were slightly more in favor of lending money to 

acquaintances and friends, but if the legal issues had been sorted out, one of the men 

would lend money to a stranger. Similarly, the women in group 1 would only consider 

lending money to friends except for a woman who made it clear that she could lend 

money depending on the guarantee. In group 2, the data strictly showed a difference 

between genders compared to group 1, since the women were against lending money 

through an application, while the men were open to engaging in it.  

 

The answers received in this particular aspect points to Byrnes et al. (1999), 

Chaudhuri & Gangadharan (2003), and Garbarino & Strahilevitz (2004). These 

studies all found results indicating that women tend to experience lower levels of trust 

than men do, which is also the result in the case of lending money through an 

application. Garbarino & Strahilevitz (2004) conducted a study on perception of risk 

in online purchasing between gender. Although lending through an application is not 

the same as online purchasing, it is also conducted online and therefore interpreted in 

the same way. The results are in line with Garbarino & Stahilevitz’s (2004) theory on 

women perceiving lower levels of trust than men. Additionally, one of the main 

reasons why individuals are skeptical to participating in collaborative consumption is 

due to the concern of lent items that may not be restored to its prior owner 

(Keymolen, 2013), such as money. We associate Keymolen’s (2013) study on the 

women as a possible reason for being skeptical to lending money: “Recent research 

also indicates that issues of trust influence the decision of potential users to 

participate. The biggest barrier to participate is the “... concern that a lent item 

would be lost/stolen”” (Keymolen, 2013, p. 138) 
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5. Discussion and conclusion 
5.1 How does interpersonal trust affect engagement in 

collaborative lifestyles from a gender perspective? 
The ambition of this thesis has been to answer the following question: How does 

interpersonal trust affect engagement in collaborative lifestyles from a gender 

perspective? Due to collaborative consumption and the sharing economy being a new 

and emerging trend, we need to gain a wider perspective on the subject, and more 

specifically investigate trust. Previous research has been able to identify differences in 

perceived trust depending on gender. Therefore, a qualitative study was conducted 

and two online focus groups were carried out on Facebook to explore if there were 

differences in perceived interpersonal trust and if gender had a crucial part in the 

perception. Interpersonal, or peer-to-peer trust was explored due to the interaction 

needed in collaborative lifestyles in order for it to function. The conceptual model in 

the theoretical framework aims to provide a visual aid and a starting point of how the 

data was collected. A conclusion will be given in regards to the empirical findings and 

results, analysis, as well as the discussion and comparison.  

 

Collaborative consumption, or the sharing economy, has emerged as a solution to the 

high levels of consumption the world faces today. Collaborative lifestyles, which is 

the phenomenon investigated in this thesis, explains sharing of intangible assets such 

as sharing tasks and time (Botsman & Rogers, 2011). Since collaborative lifestyles 

requires more interaction, trust needs to be established between the individuals 

participating, therefore interpersonal trust. Earlier studies showed that trust was a 

crucial determinant in collaborative consumption, and one study specifically 

discovered that women tended to prioritize trust higher than men compared to other 

factors. Therefore, the main aim of this thesis was to explore if interpersonal trust 

would affect engagement in collaborative lifestyles from a gender perspective.  

 

5.2 Conclusion 
This thesis aimed at exploring how interpersonal trust affects engagement in 

collaborative lifestyles from a gender perspective. It was noticeable after collecting 

and analyzing the empirical data that there are infinite services and aspects to consider 
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when investigating collaborative lifestyles, making it difficult to determine in which 

specific case that interpersonal trust played a crucial part in the decision of whether to 

engage in collaborative lifestyles or not. Therefore, interpersonal trust cannot be 

considered the main driver behind engagement in collaborative lifestyles. After 

analyzing our empirical data, we were able to determine that all the respondents were 

part of collaborative lifestyles, but could not draw a conclusion on the basis of gender 

and how interpersonal trust differed between men and women. However, in one 

specific session, interpersonal trust was predominantly recurring among men while 

online trust was found among women. 

 

Some respondents had no problem sharing both car and accommodation with 

strangers, while others were willing to share smaller items of less importance. This 

made it difficult to categorize the respondents into collaborative lifestyles, since some 

items did not fulfill the requirement of being intangible. Therefore, the questions 

asked were structured to make sure that the participants had been part of collaborative 

lifestyles specifically. 

 

Interpersonal trust was not a main factor to engage in collaborative lifestyles. 

However, two aspects of trust, namely risk and expectation turned out to be important 

when engaging in collaborative lifestyles. We did, however, find differences in risk 

taking between men and women, where men were more open to engaging in a specific 

service (money lending service within collaborative lifestyles) compared to women 

who did not feel secure with such a service. This result supports the theory on gender 

in the study, where women have lower levels of trust than men. Although this was an 

indication of gender differences in a specific discussion, money lending to individuals 

is only one service that falls under the category of collaborative lifestyles compared to 

the many other services. Therefore, the gender difference is only an indication and 

cannot be generalized to all services within collaborative lifestyles.  

 

When asked to choose between recommendations (online trust) or interpersonal trust, 

many respondents felt the need of having a contract present, which was not a choice 

in the specific question. A majority of women, therefore, preferred online trust in 

relation to interpersonal trust. From the men’s answers we could not draw any 

conclusion regarding online trust versus interpersonal trust, although male 
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respondents predominantly preferred contracts as well as interpersonal trust as a 

crucial determinant when engaging in collaborative lifestyles. Even though no 

generalization can be made due to too few respondents and empirics to defend the 

statement, interpersonal trust occurred more among men than women. 

 

5.3 Practical implications 
Due to the emerging trend and markets, it is valuable for practitioners active in 

collaborative lifestyles to understand consumers’ position and how they buy. 

Therefore, this thesis will contribute to the understanding of consumer behavior and 

trust towards collaborative lifestyles. This can possibly facilitate competitiveness in 

the market, since, if companies better understand their consumers’ different 

ingredients of trust; online trust, risk and expectations, they (the companies) will 

better know how to compete with other companies; traditional or active in the 

collaborative market. Since the level of trust differed depending on the services within 

collaborative lifestyles, it may be of interest for companies engaged in these specific 

services to understand what type of trust is considered crucial. Since online trust 

occurred in the collected data several times, it is of importance for companies to gain 

insight in how to develop their online trust for the future, since individuals find this 

crucial when engaging in collaborative lifestyles.  

 

5.4 Future research 
To the best of our knowledge, no previous research has been made on interpersonal 

trust in collaborative lifestyles. In the process of our study, we found that respondents 

had other priorities than interpersonal trust in collaborative lifestyles. The respondents 

were found to be more reliant on recommendations and reviews. Since we include 

recommendations and reviews in online trust, it was noticeable that online trust was 

of importance when choosing collaborative lifestyles. Since studying online trust was 

not the purpose of our study, it would be interesting to further research the 

phenomenon of online trust in collaborative lifestyles. Another aspect that appeared in 

the empirical data was the females’ unwillingness to interpersonally trust the 

practitioner of collaborative lifestyles. Our empirical findings support that a majority 

of the groups found contracts to be of outmost importance when sharing. Since we 

interpreted contracts as lack of trust, we could not draw any conclusion on this 
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specific aspect. It would therefore be of interest to investigate contracts further and 

how crucial they are in collaborative lifestyles compared to the option of operating 

and developing online trust.  
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Appendix 1. The collaborative economy 
 

 
The complete picture of how the collaborative economy is divided into collaborative 

finance, collaborative education, collaborative production and collaborative 

consumption. Further, dividing collaborative consumption into collaborative 

lifestyles, product service systems and redistribution markets. 
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Appendix 2. Interview guide 
 

Warm-up question:  

• Hur ser ni på konsumtion, er egen och i allmänhet? – What is your thoughts on 

consumption, both your own and in general? 

 

Questions regarding collaborative consumption: 

• Vad anser ni vara viktigt att äga? – What do you consider to be important to own? 

• Hade ni kunnat dela dessa saker med andra? – Would you be willing to share 

these products with others? 

• Hade ni kunnat ta del av saker som andra delar? – Would you be willing to be a 

part of a sharing network with others who share? 

 

Questions regarding collaborative lifestyles: 

• Vad krävs för att ni skulle hyra ut er bostad till någon annan? – What would it 

take in order for you to be willing to rent out your apartment to someone else? 

• Om ni tänker er att ni är utomlands, i en storstad - Hur tänker ni kring val av 

boende och transport under er vistelse? Vad är viktigt? Ge gärna lite olika 

alternativ. – Imagine being abroad, in a big city – How do you choose 

accommodation and transportation during your stay? What is important? Give 

different alternatives. 

• Hur ställer ni er till att låna/låna ut pengar till en privatperson via en app på 

mobilen? – What is your opinion on lending money to someone/lending money 

yourself to an individual through an application on your phone? 

 

Questions regarding trust/interpersonal trust: 

• Om ni hyr ett boende av en privatperson, hur stor betydelse har det att man litar på 

personen i fråga? - If you rent an accommodation to an individual, how important 

is it to trust the person in question?  

• Är det viktigare att lita på personen i fråga eller kollar ni hellre på andras 

rekommendationer och omdömen? –Is it more important to trust the person in 

question or do you rather check other people’s recommendations and ratings? 
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• Hur ser ni på trygghet/otrygghet som privatperson vid utbyte av tjänster med 

andra privatpersoner, t.ex. hyra boende och samåkning? – What is your opinion on 

security/insecurity when exchanging services with other individuals, for example 

renting an accommodation and carpooling? 

• Hur skapas tillit för andra människor? – How is trust towards other individuals 

established? 

• Hur viktigt är det att känna personen som du hyr/delar med? – How important is it 

to know the person you are renting from/sharing with? 

• Spelar det någon roll om det är en bekant eller en främling? – Does it matter if it 

is an acquaintance or a stranger?  

• Hur ser ni på betydelsen av om det är en man eller kvinna som erbjuder tjänsten 

(hyrt ut, alternativt vill hyra av dig)? – What is your opinion on whether it is a 

woman or a man offering a service (renting, or renting to you)? 

• Hyr du helst själv eller i grupp eller spelar det ingen roll? – Do you rather rent 

yourself or in a group or does it matter? 
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Appendix 3. Print screens from focus groups 
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Appendix 4. Themes of the thesis 
 
Session 2.  Vad anser ni vara viktigt att äga? Hade ni kunnat dela dessa saker 

med andra? Hade ni kunnat ta del av saker som andra delar? 

 

= Collaborative consumption              
 
 

 

= Collaborative Lifestyles                                

 
 

                                  = Trust 

 

Group 1 

Jonas Björnman Det finns inte mycket som är viktigt att äga. På längre sikt är det kanske viktigt att 

äga sitt eget hem då bostädsrätt/hus/stugor alltid gynnar en själv ekonomiskt i slutändan. Däremot att 

äga en bil tycker jag är fullständigt onödigt och endast en bekvämlighet eller för att flasha. Enda 

anledningen till att jag har bil är att det blev mycket lättare att få ett jobb. Väl framme på arbetsplatsen 

finns det alltid någon/några att samåka med. Avstår gärna ifrån att vara i trafiken på egen hand, 

föredrar kollektivtrafik. Ska börja på nytt jobb nu så äntligen kan jag låta min bil vara och cykla till 

jobbet. En cykel är väldigt viktigt att äga, motion/schysst mot miljön/stör ingen/härligt = cykla med gott 

samvete.  
 
Personligen tycker jag det är viktigt att äga ett musikinstrument, alla borde göra det oavsett om man 

kan spela eller ej, kommer alltid till nytta av någon som kan vid något tillfälle = sprida glädje och 

kunskap. 
May 4 at 12:23pm 

 

Cicci Idén Väldigt bra fråga. Vad är viktigt att äga? Innerst inne tror jag inte att jag tycker att något är 

viktigt att äga. Jag är dock som många andra, ytlig. Att äga ger mig friheter. Äger jag en bil kan jag 

köra vart jag vill när jag vill. Fast jag hade gärna ingått i en bilpool. Under vissa förutsättningar. Att 

alla tar ansvar för det vi delar. Nu kommer jag till den där punkten igen att det är enklare att byta/dela 

tjänster med människor jag känner. Känns enklare att fråga MEN inte alltid lätt att "skälla". Tror 

många känner att det tar emot att befinna sig utanför komfortzonen. Därför äger många saker de 

säkert inte haft något emot att dela med andra. Att äga en bostad Jonas känns tryggt. Instämmer 

men jag äger den inte. Bara till viss del. Banken äger en del. Visst är det ofta en säker investering 

istället för att betala hyra du aldrig får igen på något sätt. Fast att ha en hyresrätt, att vara den som 



 
 

62 

har rätt till att bo i hyresrätten kan kanske oxå anses att äga. Viktigt att "äga" en bostad kan vi väl 

konstatera. Oavsett om den ägs av dig eller hyrs av dig. 
May 4 at 8:20pm 

 

Mattias Nilsson - Min bostad och dess normala tillbehör, absolut! 
- Min bil för bekvämlighet, frihet och säkerhet. 
- Min fritid, (som jag är rädd skulle inskränkas om jag behöver deläga ofta använda saker med andra. 

Idag delar jag dock ägarskap på en borrmaskin och en högtryckstvätt och det funkar utmärkt men det 

är då prylar jag använder ganska sporadiskt) 
Mina sängkläder och underkläder av uppenbara skäl ! 

May 4 at 8:36pm 
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Appendix 5. Interview guide with follow-up questions 
 

Warm-up question:  

• Hur ser ni på konsumtion, er egen och i allmänhet? – What is your thoughts on 

consumption, your own and in general? 

 

Supplementary questions regarding warm-up question, group 1: 

• Vad är konsekvenserna av denna överkonsumtion tror du? – What are the 

consequences of this over consumption according to you? 

• Vad ser du som en potentiell lösning på denna överkonsumtion som vi i dagsläget 

lider av? – What do you see as a potential solution to the over consumption we are 

suffering from today? 

• Du skriver att du gärna skulle konsumera mindre men att det känns svårt när det 

inte finns så många som vill dela produkter och tjänster, kan du utveckla detta? – 

You write that you would like to consume less but that it feels difficult when there 

are not too many who wants to share products and services, can you elaborate? 

• Är det någon annan som har tankar kring detta? – Is there someone else who has 

any thoughts on this? 

• Har du tankar kring (det som Catta tog upp med) att dela produkter och tjänster? – 

Do you have any thoughts on sharing products and services? 

• Är det något specifikt du syftar på när du tänker delade produkter och tjänster? – 

Is there anything specific you are referring to when you suggest shared products 

and services? 

• Vad tänker övriga respondenter om att dela produkter och tjänster? – What 

thoughts do the other respondents have on shared products and services? 

 

Supplementary questions regarding warm-up question, group 2: 

• Varför tror du att den är så hög? – Why do you think it is so high? 

• Både din egen och i allmänhet?  - Your own and in general? 

• Är det fler som håller med/har någon annan syn? – Are there others who 

agree/have another viewpoint? 

• Vad anser ni är de huvudsakliga konsekvenserna av denna överkonsumtion? – 

What do you consider to be the main consequences of the over consumption? 
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• Finns det någon potentiell lösning på denna överkonsumtion i dagsläget? – Is 

there any potential solution to the over consumption we are experiencing today? 

• Vad skulle vara en alternativ lösning till denna höga konsumtion vi upplever? – 

What would be an alternative solution to the high consumption that we are 

experiencing? 

• Har ni, eller någon annan i gruppen någon ide hur man personligen kan uppfylla 

sina köpbehov även om man handlar mindre? – Do you, or anyone else in the 

group have an idea on how you can meet your own consumption needs while 

consuming less? 

• Vilken roll har uppkopplade devices (dator, mobil, surfplatta) i detta tror du? – 

What role does connected devices (computer, mobile, tablet) play in this? 

• Finns det fler tjänster tillgängliga via dessa devices idag? – Are there more 

services available via these devices today? 

• Vad anser ni (och övriga respondenter) vara en potentiell lösning på denna höga 

konsumtion? – What do you think (and other respondents) is a potential solution 

to the high consumption? 

• Vilka åtgärder behövs för att minska konsumtionen? – What measures are needed 

to reduce consumption? 

• Finns det något sätt som vi, konsumenter, kan minska den allmänna konsumtionen 

utan att avstå det vi vill ha eller behöver? – Is there any way that we, consumers, 

can reduce the general consumption without refraining what we want or need? 


