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1. Introduction: Participation in the Sharing Economy

Recent analyses have indicated a rising share of Europeans participating in the sharing economy
(Eurobarometer, 2016). However, few studies have delved deeply into the distinctions between
those participating in the sharing economy and those abstaining. Also, little is known about the
distinctions between those participating in either a provider or a consumer capacity. This report
will provide empirical findings on participation and non-participation in the European sharing
economy based on a large-scale survey of citizens in twelve European countries. We base our
analysis on a model of the ‘sharing divide’ derived from previous research on sharing behaviors
(Andreotti, Anselmi, Eichhorn, Hoffmann, & Micheli, 2017) as well as digital divide research (Van
Dijk, 2005).

Our research is motivated by the assumption that the burgeoning and increasingly profession-
alized sharing economy (Belk, 2014; Eckhardt & Bardhi, 2015) may provide chances for those
participating in it — in terms of social interaction, social capital, and trust, but also in terms of
profits from slack resources and new opportunities for generating income. Yet, it may also pose
challenges as those participating may enjoy benefits unavailable to non-participants. Also, ben-
efits may be quite unevenly distributed among those participating in different capacities.

By analyzing levels of familiarity and awareness, we focus on four distinct types of sharing
(non-)participants: consumers, providers, aware non-users, and non-aware non-users. We ana-
lyze motives for sharing participation, opportunity (i.e., Internet access and use), and capabilities
(more specifically: sharing self-efficacy). We highlight the rationales of those not participating in
the sharing economy and analyze outcomes for active participants.

This report is part of a European Union Horizon 2020 Research Project on the sharing econ-
omy: Ps2Share ‘Participation, Privacy, and Power in the Sharing Economy’ (www.ps2share.eu).
We aim to foster better awareness of the consequences which the sharing economy has on the
way people behave, think, interact, and socialize across Europe. Our overarching objective is to
identify key challenges of the sharing economy and improve Europe’s digital services through
providing recommendations to Europe’s institutions. For the purpose of this research project,
we define sharing as ‘a reciprocal exchange process, whereby individuals share their personal
goods with others for use through a digital platform.’

The initial stage of this Research Project involved a set of three literature reviews of the state
of research on three core topics in relation to the sharing economy: participation (Andreotti et
al., 2017), privacy (Ranzini, Etter, Lutz, & Vermeulen, 2017), and power (Newlands, Lutz, & Fie-
seler, 2017a). Also focus groups with ‘millennial’ sharers and non-sharers were conducted in six
European countries. The third step consisted of a large-scale survey of citizens of twelve Euro-
pean countries, the results of which are to be found in the Appendix below, and in the sister
reports on privacy in the sharing economy (Ranzini, Etter, & Vermeulen, 2017) and power in the
sharing economy (Newlands, Lutz, & Fieseler, 2017b).

The structure of this report follows a theoretical model developed based on a previous litera-
ture review of research on the sharing economy (Andreotti et al., 2017 — see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Analytical framework

We assume that a number of sociodemographic antecedents affect participation in the sharing
economy, such as age, gender, education, or income. These variables may directly influence par-
ticipatory behaviors, but may also affect relevant antecedents. Based on Van Dijk (2005), we
analyze user motivation, access (here: Internet use frequency and access), and skills (here: shar-
ing self-efficacy) as antecedents of sharing (or non-sharing). We then differentiate reasons for
non-participation given by non-users of various levels of awareness of the sharing economy.
Finally, we analyze non-economic and economic outcomes for those who do participate in the
sharing economy. Based on this framework, we provide a differentiated understanding both of
participation and non-participation in the European sharing economy.



2. Participation and Non-Participation in the Sharing Economy

Short summary

In this section, we address the core question of this report: What is the level of participation in
the sharing economy among the surveyed European population? We find that a majority of re-
spondents are not engaged in the sharing economy. Only 18.7% report having consumed sharing
services in the past, while 9.1% say they have offered a good or service as a provider. This is a
slight increase compared to earlier surveys (Eurobarometer, 2016). Among non-participants, the
largest share (62.5%) has heard of sharing services, but has not used any themselves. Among
the twelve surveyed countries, France and the UK show the highest share of sharing participants.
However, while the UK has a large share of consumers, France features the highest proportion
of sharing providers.

We find that sharing participation is most common among young, well-educated, and higher
income Europeans (cf., PwC, 2016; ING, 2015; Deloitte, 2015). While awareness of the sharing
economy is widespread among older respondents, they choose not to engage in it. Lower-edu-
cated respondents do provide some sharing services, but levels of consumption rise rapidly with
rising educational attainment. We find a similar structure when comparing income categories
(for this purpose, the sample was divided into quartiles). While lower-income Europeans do en-
gage as providers, higher-income Europeans are notably more engaged as consumers.

Given their relatively high education- and income-levels, it is unsurprising that sharing consum-
ers feature the highest levels of Internet skills, followed by providers. The older and lower-edu-
cated non-participants, in turn, feature lower Internet skill-levels. While we don’t find a gender
divide in terms of consumption of sharing services, men do tend to be more engaged in the
sharing economy as providers.

When differentiating sharing services (in particular: car-, home-, food-, goods- and finance-shar-
ing), it becomes apparent that the European sharing economy is largely comprised of car- and
home-sharing. The other three services show much lower overall levels of participation. Also,
they are much less known among non-participants, who largely know of car- and home-sharing.
The prominent status of car- and home-sharing is mirrored in the composition of non-partici-
pants: those not aware of car- and home-sharing feature lower levels of education and Internet
skills.

We find that the five analyzed sharing service types also differ somewhat in their composition
of participants. While consuming home-sharing services is more common among higher-income
individuals, the same doesn’t hold for car-sharing, which is quite equally common across income
quartiles. Providers of the less well-known goods- or finance-sharing services tend to be partic-
ularly young. Also, both services are skewed towards male participants, in terms of providers as
well as consumers (cf., Schor et al., 2016). Possibly, younger male Europeans are more ready to
experiment with smaller, unfamiliar services.



Majority of Europeans are familiar with the sharing economy - but are not participating
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Figure 2: Sharing participation; total sample

Overall, we find that 9.1% of surveyed Europeans have provided something on a digital sharing
platform (of which many have also consumed sharing services). 18.7% of respondents have only
consumed sharing services. 62.5% have heard of, but never used any sharing services. A further
9.7% isn’t even aware of sharing services. Therefore, participation in the sharing economy is still
a minority phenomenon — both in terms of active and passive participation.



France and the UK are the leaders in sharing participation
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Figure 3:Sharing participation by country

Comparing the countries included within the sample, we find that awareness of the sharing
economy is relatively low in Italy and the Netherlands, followed by Denmark and Norway. Re-
versely, France and the UK report the highest levels of sharing participation. There are, however,
some notable differences with consumptive participation being particularly high in UK (28.4%),
but the provision of sharing services is far more common in France (15.7% - vs. only 5.2% in UK).
The lowest share of sharing participation is found in the Netherlands with only 3.1% providers
and 13.4% consumers.



25-34 year olds are the most engaged in the sharing economy
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Figure 4: Sharing participation by age group

Sharing is a relatively “young” phenomenon, with a peak in the age group between 25 and 34
years of age. Here, 16.2% of the sample have provided a sharing service. Sharing consumption
is the most common in the youngest age cohort (18-24 years). Here, 27.2% have consumed shar-
ing services. Above 45 years of age, participants tend to be slightly less aware of the sharing
economy. More notably, they abstain from participating in the sharing economy despite being
aware of it.



Male Europeans participate in the sharing economy slightly more than female Europeans
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Figure 5: Sharing participation by gender

Providing is more common among male European respondents (10.8% vs. 7.4%). However, f
male respondents consume sharing services a bit more frequently (19.4% vs. 18%). This indicates
a slightly gendered imbalance in sharing participation.



Sharing participation is strongly related to education
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Figure 6: Sharing participation by education level

Sharing participation is strongly related to educational attainment. Lower educated participants
are much more likely to be unaware of sharing services. This result is found despite providing
survey participants a detailed explanation of the sharing economy and service examples. Among
those with a doctorate or higher, only a minority of 46.2% have not yet participated in the shar-
ing economy. This paints a picture of quite an elite audience for sharing services.



Sharing participation increases with income

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%

6.4%

50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

1. Quartile 2. Quartile 3. Quartile 4. Quartile

m Provider m Consumer m Aware non-user M Non-aware non-user

N = 6111; Distribution of Provider, Consumer, Non-Users (Aware and Unaware) in different income levels is displayed
Quartiles cut the distribution of income in approximately even quarters
(e.g. first quartile represents the lowest 25% of the income distribution)

Figure 7: Sharing participation by income quartile

Analyzing the income distribution of the sample reveals that sharing participation is also more
common among higher income Europeans, yet the pattern is less striking than in the case of
educational attainment. Even within the fourth income quartile, a majority of 68% does not par-
ticipate in the sharing economy.
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Non-participation is related to lower online skill-levels
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Figure 8: Sharing participation by Internet skills (Means, scale 1-5)

Interestingly, while participants in the sharing economy are more skilled Internet users than

non-participants, sharing providers do not exhibit higher online skill-levels than sharing consum-

ers.
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Car- and home-sharing services dominate usage of the sharing economy
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Figure 9: Sharing participation by service, total sample

When differentiating for distinct sharing services, it becomes quickly apparent that to European
users, the sharing economy is primarily driven by car-sharing and home-sharing services. Food-
, goods-, and finance-sharing services are much more unknown. Among car- and home-sharing,
the relation of providers to consumers is quite interesting. 5.5% of respondents have provided
car-sharing services, whereas 12.7% have consumed them. Only 3.9% of respondents have pro-
vided home-sharing services, while 14.7% have consumed them. Accordingly, the proportion of
providers to consumers is much smaller in home-sharing compared to car-sharing.
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Car-sharing is the most common in the UK; Home-sharing is the most common in France

In percent Aware Non-Use

Car-sharing 4.7% 10.1% 65.8% 19.4%

Home-sharing 5.9% 12.8% 58.5% 22.7%

.- Denmark Food-sharing 2.8% 6.1% 23.3% 67.8%
L Goods-sharing 3.2% 4.9% 23.7% 68.2%
Finance-sharing 3.0% 4.5% 19.6% 72.9%

Car-sharing 13.4% 16.1% 66.8% 3.7%

Home-sharing 3.3% 24.8% 64.4% 7.5%

I I France Food-sharing 1.2% 1.2% 26.3% 71.3%
Goods-sharing 1.4% 1.4% 30.1% 67.2%

Finance-sharing 1.2% 1.4% 28.3% 69.2%

Car-sharing 6.2% 10.4% 70.4% 13.0%

Home-sharing 3.8% 8.2% 70.4% 17.6%

- Germany Food-sharing 3.4% 4.2% 42.4% 50.0%
Goods-sharing 2.8% 2.2% 41.8% 53.2%

Finance-sharing 3.2% 2.6% 49.4% 44.8%

Car-sharing 3.0% 12.6% 68% 16.4%

Home-sharing 5.0% 19.2% 65.2% 10.6%

. l Ireland Food-sharing 3.0% 5.6% 29.2% 62.2%
Goods-sharing 2.8% 3.2% 22.6% 71.4%

Finance-sharing 2.4% 3.4% 23.0% 71.2%

Car-sharing 6.0% 12.8% 61.8% 19.4%

Home-sharing 6.2% 16.5% 48.9% 28.4%

I I Italy Food-sharing 2.6% 6.4% 41.2% 49.8%
Goods-sharing 2.8% 3.8% 30.6% 62.8%

Finance-sharing 2.8% 4.7% 28.6% 63.9%

Car-sharing 1.6% 4.5% 67.4% 26.6%

Home-sharing 1.4% 11.6% 64.3% 22.7%

o Netherlands Food-sharing 0.6% 1.4% 39.0% 59.1%
— Goods-sharing 1.6% 2.1% 38.8% 57.6%
Finance-sharing 0.8% 1.6% 21.9% 75.8%

Car-sharing 6.8% 10.4% 66.0% 16.8%

Home-sharing 7.4% 12.2% 58.6% 21.8%

o |- Norway Food-sharing 4.2% 7.2% 31.4% 57.2%
i Goods-sharing 3.8% 6.0% 27.6% 62.6%
Finance-sharing 5.8% 5.2% 24.2% 64.8%

Car-sharing 7.9% 13.2% 68.6% 10.3%

Home-sharing 2.8% 7.9% 52.9% 36.5%

Poland Food-sharing 3.0% 3.7% 27.2% 66.1%
- Goods-sharing 3.4% 3.2% 26.0% 67.5%
Finance-sharing 3.2% 3.2% 32.5% 61.1%

Figure 10: Sharing participation by service and country (1/2)
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Car-sharing 2.4% 13.4% 81.0% 3.2%

Home-sharing 3.2% 10.8% 70.9% 15.2%

Portugal Food-sharing 1.6% 2.4% 37.3% 58.7%

Goods-sharing 1.4% 1.6% 35.9% 61.1%

Finance-sharing 1.6% 1.2% 29.7% 67.5%

Car-sharing 8.4% 12.9% 72.7% 6.0%

— Home-sharing 3.0% 16.3% 67.4% 13.3%

e Spain Food-sharing 2.2% 6.0% 33.7% 58.1%

Goods-sharing 2.1% 4.3% 29.4% 64.2%

Finance-sharing 2.1% 3.7% 30.1% 64.0%

Car-sharing 3.6% 14.2% 65.2% 17.0%

Home-sharing 3.0% 18.2% 62.6% 16.2%

Switzerland Food-sharing 2.6% 5.1% 32.0% 60.3%

Goods-sharing 2.2% 4.0% 31.4% 62.5%

Finance-sharing 2.2% 3.8% 26.1% 68.0%

Car-sharing 1.6% 22.0% 66.8% 9.6%

S Home-sharing 2.4% 17.8% 67.6% 12.2%
[

= = UK Food-sharing 1.6% 5.6% 28.8% 64.0%

Goods-sharing 2.4% 4.0% 25.6% 68.0%

Finance-sharing 1.6% 3.4% 34.6% 60.4%

Figure 11: Sharing participation by service and country (2/2)

The general pattern of familiarity towards sharing services is very similar throughout Europe. In
most countries, car-sharing is the most familiar form of sharing. However, in Switzerland, Ire-
land, and the Netherlands, home-sharing enjoys wider recognition. Home-sharing is notably lit-
tle known in Poland. When considering the less well-known services, finance- and goods-sharing
are best known in Germany, whereas food-sharing is familiar to a large share of Italians.

In terms of consumption, the French are especially experienced with home-sharing (24.8%),
while the British are most familiar with using car-sharing services (22%). In terms of providers,
13.4% of the French participants report having provided car-sharing services and 7.4% of Nor-
wegian participants say they have provided home-sharing services.
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Younger Europeans are more likely to provide sharing services
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Figure 12: Sharing participation by service and age

We find that sharing participation — both as a provider and a consumer — is skewed towards
younger people. Also, providers of all five analyzed service types are younger, on average, than
consumers. Providers of finance- and goods-sharing services are found to be especially young,
while consumers of home- and food-sharing are relatively old, on average.
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Men more readily provide sharing services than women
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Figure 13: Sharing participation by service and income quartiles

Across all five analyzed sharing service types, a majority of providers are male, with finance-
sharing being especially male dominated (66.3% percent of providers). For consumers, the pro-
portion of men and women is more balanced. However, goods- (64.7% male) and finance-shar-
ing (60.4% male) are quite male-dominated on the consumer-side as well. Only in the category
of non-aware non-users, women are in the majority. This will have to be examined more closely
in the context of Internet access and use (see chapter 4)
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Consumers are, on average, somewhat more educated than providers
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Figure 14: Sharing participation by service type and income quartiles

When analyzing (non-)user type by educational attainment, we find the same pattern for all five
analyzed service types. Participants are, on average, more educated than non-participants. Con-
sumers are, again on average, somewhat more educated than providers. As car- and home-shar-
ing services are quite well established in Europe, non-aware non-users of these two services

have the lowest average educational background.
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Income drives participation across all service types
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Figure 15: Sharing participation by service type and income quartiles

As we have seen, both active and passive sharing participation increases with income levels.
When examining distinct sharing services, some interesting differentiations emerge. Whereas
using home-sharing services is indeed more common among higher-income participants, the
difference in terms of car-sharing consumption is much less pronounced. Active home-, food-,
goods- and finance-sharing is more common among higher income respondents, but active car-
sharing is relatively evenly distributed among the income quartiles.
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Lower skill-levels apparent among non-participants in car- and home-sharing
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Figure 16: Sharing participation by service and Internet skills (Means, scale 1-5)

Finally, we find that those who are unaware of any sharing economy services exhibit significantly
lower Internet skills. The same holds true for those who have heard of but never used the rela-
tively well-known car- and home-sharing services. For the lesser known services, there is no sig-
nificant skills-difference between users and aware non-users.
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3. Sharing Motives among Users and Non-Users

Short summary

We analyzed four motives for participation in the sharing economy that are most frequently
discussed in the literature: financial benefits, social responsibility, social interaction/meeting
people, and fun (cf., Belk, 2014; Bellotti et al., 2015; Bucher, Fieseler & Lutz, 2016; M&éhlmann,
2015). We queried participants about their motives for participation and non-participants about
which benefits they would expect from using sharing services. For non-aware non-users, we also
checked for the functionalities which they assume sharing services could provide.

In line with previous research, we find that financial benefits are the most important motiva-
tional driver of participation in the sharing economy —both in terms of providing and consuming.
However, financial benefits play a much more dominant role for consumers, compared to pro-
viders. In brief, consuming sharing services is largely about saving money. Yet, consuming shar-
ing services is also more about fun, when compared to providing them. Therefore, the sharing
economy has two quite distinct sets of benefits for providers and to consumers.

When focusing on providers, we find that they estimate financial benefits less highly than con-
sumers do, but conversely, they estimate social responsibility and social interaction significantly
higher. Younger providers, under the age of 25, consider financial benefits less relevant than
older cohorts. For them, especially, providing is more about meeting people and exercising so-
cial responsibility. Older providers, in turn, are more driven by fun. Female providers are geared
somewhat more towards social responsibility, while male providers are more interested in
meeting people.

Interestingly, we find that providers with higher levels of Internet skills rate all motives more
highly than those with lesser skill sets, most notably financial benefits. Possibly, these providers
are actually able to garner more income as well as other benefits due to their capabilities. We
find a similar pattern among consumers, with lower-skilled consumers rating all four motives
lower, and particularly financial benefits. We also find that higher income consumers are espe-
cially driven by financial benefits, ranking other motives consistently lower than lower-income
consumers do.

Aware non-users consider financial benefits less of a boon of sharing services than actual con-
sumers do. Conversely, they rate social responsibility and social interaction more highly. This
could be due to the fact that their image of the sharing economy is largely driven by platforms’
marketing efforts and public discourse, rather than first-hand experience. This could render their
estimations somewhat naive. This is especially true for older non-users (as younger ones may
have heard more first-hand user accounts). Also, highly educated non-users focus more on so-
cietal benefits, while lower educated users rate financial benefits as more important.
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Lower costs drive sharing participation
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Figure 17: Sharing motives; total sample (Means, scale 1-5)

For consumers, the sharing economy is primarily about saving money. Participants were asked
to rate the importance of four potential benefits of sharing services on a scale of 1 to 5. Among
consumers, financial benefits clearly outrank other benefits, such as fun, social responsibility, or
social interaction. In the case of consumers, financial benefits also emerge as the primary motive
for participation in the sharing economy, yet other motives rank more closely behind. Also, the
priorities differ from consumers, with social responsibility as the second most important motive,
followed by meeting people and fun. Aware non-users exhibit the same ranking of motives as
providers, but with lower means. Finally, non-aware non-users rank all four potential benefits
roughly equally low.
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Income is particularly important for providers in Germany, Denmark, and Ireland
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Figure 18: Sharing motives (providers) by country (means, scale 1-5)

Looking in depth at providers and comparing the countries represented in the sample, we find
that Portuguese, Italian, and French providers rank all potential benefits relatively highly, while
Dutch, Norwegian, and Swiss providers expect relatively few benefits. When examining the four
surveyed benefits in turn, we find that in a number of countries, financial benefits clearly out-
rank other motives — particularly so in Germany, Denmark, and Ireland. In other countries, all
four motives are ranked more equally, for example in Switzerland, Portugal, the UK, and Norway.



Younger providers are more geared towards social motives
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Figure 19: Sharing motives (providers) by age group (Means, scale 1-5)

We find that for the youngest age cohort of providers, between 18 and 24 years of age, financial

benefits are in fact not the most important motive for sharing. Rather, meeting people is con-

sidered most important, followed by social responsibility and fun. In the next age cohort (25-34

years), financial benefits jump to the top of the motives order. This difference is interesting as

we find the largest share of providers in these two age groups, yet their priorities seem to change

over time.
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Male providers are more interested in meeting people than female providers.
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Figure 20: Sharing motives (providers) by gender (Means, scale 1-5)

When comparing gender among providers, we find that financial benefits followed by social re-
sponsibility are the most important motives for both. Yet, while male providers consider meet-
ing people the third most important motives, this benefit is ranked relatively low by female pro-
viders. The latter consider fun a more important motive.
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Skilled providers are particularly geared towards financial benefits
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Figure 21: Sharing motives (providers) by Internet skills (Means, scale 1-5)

Looking at the five groups of providers differentiated by Internet skills, we find that very low-
skilled providers expect relatively high benefits, while the next more skilled group is more skep-
tical. From there on, the more skilled the group, the higher ranked the four motives. Of particular
interest is the financial benefits-motive. For the lowest-skilled group, this is the least important
motive, while for the highest-skilled group, this motive clearly outranks all others. It could be
speculated that skilled providers are more capable to actually generate financial benefits from
their services.
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Dutch consumers see few social benefits
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Figure 22: Sharing motives (consumers) by country (Means, scale 1-5)

Turning to consumers and comparing countries, we find a more coherent picture. Notably, Dutch
consumers are relatively skeptical about the expected benefits from sharing services, particu-
larly in terms of social responsibility and social interaction. Italians on the other hand are more
optimistic. However, across all countries, financial benefits clearly outrank all other motives.



Younger consumers consider sharing to be more fun
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Figure 23: Sharing motives (consumers) by age group (means, scale 1-5)

For consumers, we also find a more coherent picture across age groups. However, financial ben-
efits become less important with age, as does social responsibility. Most notably, younger con-
sumers consider sharing markedly more fun than older ones. Meeting people is the least im-
portant motive for the middle-aged group (35-44 years).
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Social motives are less important for higher-income consumers
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Figure 24: Sharing motives (consumers) by income quartiles (Means, scale 1-5)

Comparing income quartiles among consumers, we find that while financial benefits is a consist-
ently important motive for all, the importance of meeting people, social responsibility, and fun
as a sharing motive decreases with rising income. This may indicate that higher income individ-
uals can afford more comfortable or fun alternatives to sharing services.
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Higher-skilled consumers experience sharing as being more fun
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Figure 25: Sharing motives (consumers) by Internet skills (Means, scale 1-5)

Similar to providers, higher-skilled consumers experience more of a financial benefit from shar-
ing. They also consider sharing as being markedly more fun. Differences in social motives (social

responsibility and meeting people) are less pronounced between groups of different Internet
skills.
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Aware non-users in Spain, Portugal, and the Netherlands assume societal benefits from the
sharing economy
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Figure 26: Sharing motives (aware non-users) by country (Means, scale 1-5)

Turning to the third group of aware non-users, we again find that Dutch respondents expect few
benefits from using sharing platforms. Across countries, aware non-users expect financial ben-
efits and social responsibility benefits above benefits from meeting people or just fun. In Spain,
Portugal, and the Netherlands, aware non-users rate social responsibility benefits higher than
financial benefits. It is striking, though, that those actually engaged in the sharing economy con-
sider financial benefits so much more important.



In particular, older aware non-users assume societal benefits from the sharing economy
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Figure 27: Sharing motives (aware non-users) by age group (Means, scale 1-5)

Looking closer at the group of aware non-users, we find significant differences between age
groups, with older users generally expecting fewer benefits. However, while younger users pri-
marily expect financial benefits, older users above 55 years old primarily expect social benefits
from engaging in the sharing economy.
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Lower-educated aware non-users see less of a societal benefit from the sharing economy
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Figure 28: Sharing motives (aware non-users) by education (Means, scale 1-5)

When looking at the educational attainment of aware non-users, we find that users with a doc-
torate or higher, as well as those with only primary school completion, rank social responsibility
benefits higher than financial benefits. Those with no formal degree primarily expect financial
benefits, followed by benefits from meeting people.
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Higher-skilled aware non-users generally expect more benefits from sharing

3.18
Very high 2.52 2.85
2.74
3.03
High 2.52 576
2.66
3.00
Average 244 2.70
2.66
2.80
Low 2'482 61
2.58
2.56
Very low 2'33210
2.33
1 2 3 4 5

M Financial benefit W Social Responsibility = Meeting people = Fun

N = 3818, Arithmetic means for aware non-users by Internet skills are displayed
Importance of expected benefits: 1-5 scale with 1-notat all, 2-to a small extent, 3-to a moderate extent, 4-to alarge extent, 5-very much

Figure 29: Sharing motives (aware non-users) by Internet skills (Means, scale 1-5)

In line with producers’ and consumers’ motives, aware non-users expect more benefits the
higher their level of Internet skills is. This holds true for all four surveyed benefits.
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Non-users mostly associate the sharing economy with ride-sharing
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Figure 30: Functionality awareness (non-aware non-users)

Asked about what functionalities they believe sharing platforms could be used for, non-aware
non-users mostly think of car sharing — both providing and consuming. Very few can imagine
food sharing services, but a majority also does not think that sharing services can be used for
home-sharing. Overall, though, about 40% of non-aware non-users estimate the functionalities
of the sharing economy correctly.
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Older non-aware non-users also assume more social benefits from the sharing economy
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Figure 31:Sharing motives (non-aware non-users) by age group (Means, scale 1-5)

Based on this estimation, non-aware non-users were asked to rate the expected benefits from
sharing. The only significant difference in terms of the sociodemographics of non-aware non-
users was between age groups. Younger non-aware non-users generally expected higher levels
of benefits. Also, while younger representatives of this group primarily expect fun and financial
benefits, older respondents focused more on social responsibility and benefits from meeting
people.



4. Internet Access as a Precondition for Sharing Participation

Short summary

An initial look at characteristics of participants vs. non-participants in the sharing economy calls
to mind some well-established findings in digital divide research. In fact, online sharing plat-
forms fundamentally rely upon Europeans’ access to and use of Internet services. Therefore, we
analyzed participants’ Internet use frequency and choice of access devices and compared pat-
terns between participants and non-participants in the sharing-economy.

Overall, we find that daily Internet use is well established in the surveyed European countries
(90.9%). However, daily — and especially constant — Internet use is much more common among
providers and consumers of sharing services than among non-users. Non-aware non-users use
the Internet less frequently than all other groups, while providers have the largest share of “al-
ways-on” Internet users. Accordingly, participation in the sharing economy is clearly linked to
Internet use. Given these findings, it is interesting to note that our data reveal a number of di-
vides: an age divide, a gender divide, an educational divide, an income divide and a skills divide.

In other words: Younger, well-educated, higher income, male, and highly skilled individuals use
the Internet most frequently. Unsurprisingly, this also characterizes participants in the sharing
economy.

We also analyzed the use of various access devices, given that many sharing services are loca-
tion-based and some explicitly require mobile access. We do find that smartphones are the most
frequently used access device across the sampled European countries, followed by laptops and
then desktop PCs. In fact, we confirm that smartphone use most clearly distinguishes partici-
pants from non-participants in the sharing economy, with consumers being slightly more avid
users than providers.

Smartphone use is, again, especially frequent among younger, well-educated, higher income,
and highly skilled Europeans. Interestingly, though, women are more avid smartphone (and tab-
let) users than men. Therefore, the gender divide may be less pronounced for location-based
services.
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Daily Internet use is the norm throughout Europe
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Figure 32: Internet use frequency total sample

Only 1.7% of the surveyed sample uses the Internet less frequently than at least once a day.
53.9% report using the Internet several times a day and 37% even describe their Internet use as
being constantly online. This bodes well for the sharing economy, as Europeans should find it
easy to access service platforms.
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Sharing economy users are more avid Internet users than sharing economy non-users
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Figure 33: Internet use frequency by user group

When looking at the Internet use frequency of the four types of (non-)participants in the sharing
economy, we find that participants use the Internet more frequently than non-participants. Ac-
cordingly, it is of interest to examine sharing participation in the context of the digital divide.
We also find that providers have the largest share of “always on” Internet users. To shed more
light on the antecedents of Internet use, the next charts will map out sociodemographic differ-
ences in Internet use frequency.
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“Always on” Internet users are particularly common in Italy and Spain
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Figure 34: Internet use frequency by country

Notably, a majority of participants from Spain and Portugal describe their Internet use as being
always online. The lowest national percentage of participants falling into that category comes
from Germany, with only 30.2% considering themselves constant Internet users. Analogously,
the largest national share of participants using the Internet less frequently then several times a
day is also from Germany (13.8%). While daily Internet use is not a precondition for access to
the sharing economy, this may still indicate a less hospitable environment to these digital ser-
vices.
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The age divide persists among Europeans
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Figure 35: Internet use frequency by age group

When differentiating age groups, it is unsurprising that older age groups use the Internet less
frequently than younger cohorts, particularly for those above 55 years of age. Yet, even in this
age group, 84% report using the Internet more than once a day. Interestingly, the largest pro-
portion of “always on” users are not found in the youngest cohort, but among those users be-
tween 25 and 34 years of age.
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Slight gender divide in terms of access frequency
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Figure 36: Internet use frequency by gender

Our survey reveals a gender divide in Internet use, although only on a very high level. Male re-
spondents report being “always on” slightly more frequently than female respondents (40.8%
vs. 33.2%). However, similarly few representatives of both gender report using the Internet less
frequently than daily.
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Education is still a major factor in Internet use
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Figure 37: Internet use frequency by education

Within the sampled population, Internet use frequency still notably increases with educational
attainment. In particular, the “always on” segment of the population rises from only 13.6%
among those without a formal education to 43.8% among those with a Master’s degree.
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Income is still a major factor in Internet use
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Figure 38: Internet use frequency by income

Looking at the income distribution within the sample, it is notable that Internet use frequency

increases up to the “always on” category of frequency. Lower income participants more often

report Internet use frequencies of “once a day”. However, constant Internet use is most com-

mon in the second income quartile.
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Internet skills are closely related to use frequency

Very high

63.4%

1 03%
High = 2.7%
A 50.8%
I 46.1%

0.2%

1 0.6%
Average | 6.0%
A 59.3%
I 34.0%

0.7%
M 1.6%
Low [ 12.4%
I—— 23.9%
5.2%
. 4.0%
Verylow |[IE  21.3%

I 14.2%

61.5%

55.2%

Less often W Weekly ®Onceaday mSeveraltimesaday M AImostconstantly

N=6111
Internet use frequency: 1-5 scale with 1-less often, 2-weekly, 3-once a day, 4-several times a day, 5-almost constantly

Figure 39: Internet use frequency by skills

Our analysis confirms the existence of the “skills gap” among Internet users. The higher the re-
ported level of Internet skills, the more likely users are to be “always on”. Of course, causalities
are difficult to gage in this context, as more frequent Internet use may bolster use skills, which
in turn may render Internet use more comfortable and convenient.
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Smartphones are the most frequently used Internet access device
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Figure 40: Access device total sample

Our survey confirms the rapid rise and tremendous importance of mobile Internet use in Europe.
Participants report using smartphones most frequently to access the Internet, followed by lap-
tops and desktop PCs. Tablets are relatively widely used, with only 37.5% reporting never using
them. However they are less frequently used to access the Internet than desktop PCs. Gaming
consoles are only used for Internet access by 26.7% of the sample.



Smartphone use distinguishes participants and non-participants
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Figure 41: Access device by user type

Examining the use of access devices among the four identified types of (non-)participants, we
find that providers and consumers are generally more avid users of access devices than non-
users. This difference is particularly pronounced in the case of smartphone use. Providers also
lead the field in use of tablets, while consumers are ahead of the other user types when it comes
to use of laptops. Providers also use gaming consoles markedly more frequently then both con-
sumers or non-users. Only in case of desktop PCs is the difference between the four groups not
very pronounced. Given these differences, the following charts will delve deeper into the socio-
demographic antecedents of access device use.
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Similar use patterns of device use throughout Europe
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Figure 42: Access device by country

The use of the various access devices is relatively similarly distributed throughout Europe, with
few exceptions. For example, Italians particularly frequently report using smartphones and tab-
lets for Internet access, while laptops are particularly popular in Poland.
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Women are more avid smartphone users than men
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Figure 43: Access device by gender

Comparing the gendered use of access devices, it turns out that men tend to access the Internet
more frequently through desktop PCs and gaming consoles whereas women prefer smartphones
and tablets. The latter finding may be of particular interest to sharing platforms offering loca-
tion-based services. The popularity of desktop PCs among male participants may be related to
workforce participation effects in certain countries.
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Younger users prefer smartphones
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Figure 44: Access device by age group

While, in general, younger participants use access devices more frequently, this pattern does
not hold for desktop PCs and tablets. This may be due to the use of desktop PCs in a work context
and the relatively high cost of tablets. Desktop PCs are particularly popular among participants
45 years and older, and tablets are most popular for the age groups between 25 and 44 years of
age.
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Mobile Internet access is related to educational attainment
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Figure 45: Access device by education

Itis notable that both laptop and tablet usage increases with educational attainment. Generally,
this pattern also holds for smartphones and desktop PCs, but is somewhat less pronounced.
Gaming consoles, instead, are most popular among those without a formal degree.
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Tablet use is related to income
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Figure 46: Access device by income

When taking the income distribution into consideration, tablets again appear as relatively costly
access devices, particularly popular among higher-income participants. Smartphones and Lap-
tops, instead, find more avid use among lower-income participants.
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Smartphone and gaming console usage requires Internet-skills
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Figure 47: Access device by skills

For all access devices, we find more intensive use among participants with higher Internet skills.
This relationship is particularly pronounced for smartphones and gaming consoles. The former,
again, may be of particular interest to location-based sharing services.
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5. Sharing Self-Efficacy of Non-Users

Short summary

Previous analyses have repeatedly shown the importance of Internet skills for active participa-
tion in the digital economy (cf., Hargittai, 2002; Van Dijk, 2005). However, these findings have
not yet been applied to sharing services. Aside from motivation and opportunity, Europeans
need the necessary skills to successfully participate in the sharing economy. Therefore, we have
surveyed respondents on their self-efficacy in terms of sharing. In other words: their confidence
in successfully navigating sharing platforms. Here, we focus on non-participants since a lack of
confidence in their skill sets may constitute an important obstacle to participation.

We find that aware non-users are more confident in their skills than non-aware non-users. In-
terestingly, while actual participation in the sharing economy focuses primarily on car- and
home-sharing, non-participants focus more on tasks such as borrowing a tool or finding a work-
space. Unsurprisingly, non-participants are more confident in their ability to consume sharing
services than to provide them.

While self-efficacy doesn’t significantly vary among non-aware non-users, we find that among
non-participants who are aware of the sharing economy, sharing self-efficacy is related to gen-
eral Internet skills, with higher educated individuals showing more of both. Higher-income
aware non-users generally also show higher levels of sharing self-efficacy.

This reinforces the divides perspective applied to sharing (non-)participation in this report. Shar-
ing self-efficacy is generally low among non-participants and could constitute an obstacle to par-
ticipation. It is, however, especially weak among the group of non-aware non-users, who are
characterized by higher age, lower education, lower income, low Internet skills, and less fre-
quent Internet use.
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Aware non-users are confident that they could consume sharing services
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Figure 48: Self-efficacy (aware non-users; Means, scale 1-5)

Aware non-users were asked to judge their own ability to conduct a number of transactions on
a sharing platform on a scale from one to five. As can be seen, aware non-users are quite confi-
dent in their ability to catch a ride, borrow a tool, or rent an apartment through a sharing plat-
form. They are more skeptical about their ability to provide sharing services, particularly hosting
a guest in their home. Some sociodemographic differences in this estimation will be discussed
below.
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Non-aware non-users are less confident in their skills, even in terms of consumption
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Figure 49: Self-efficacy (non-aware non-users, means, scale 1-5)

For non-aware non-users, the average scores for their estimated ability to transact on a sharing
platform are somewhat lower. Yet, again, consuming a sharing service seems more manageable
to non-aware non-users than providing a sharing service. Interestingly, finding a workplace, on
average, is seen as easier to handle than borrowing a tool or renting an apartment. We did not
find any significant sociodemographic differences for these estimations among non-aware non-

users.
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Italian, Danish, and Portuguese aware non-users are relatively confident in their sharing skills

Renta . Find a Borrowa Share food |Hostsomeone| a_ke SOMEONE] ¢}y are one of
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Denmark 3.19 3.30 3.03 3.09 2.97 2.96 3.10 3.03
France 2.90 3.07 2.73 3.14 2.65 2.54 3.07 3.01
Germany 2.62 3.04 2.47 2.91 2.54 2.25 2.86 2.78
Ireland 3.30 3.08 3.19 3.10 2.82 2.88 2.85 3.03
Italy 3.18 3.20 3.20 3.03 2.87 2.69 3.16 3.10
Netherlands 2.81 2.90 2.83 3.00 2.82 2.58 2.93 2.92
Norway 3.21 3.19 2.81 3.19 2.75 2.64 3.12 3.07
Poland 2.92 3.40 3.40 3.15 3.20 2.75 3.27 3.01
Portugal 3.26 3.16 3.39 3.21 2.96 2.68 3.04 3.17
Spain 2.97 2.91 3.13 2.99 2.75 2.37 2.92 2.94
Switzerland 2.76 3.05 2.81 3.07 2.68 2.48 2.96 3.00
UK 3.04 3.02 2.92 2.94 2.73 2.66 2.74 2.84
Total 3.01 3.11 3.00 3.07 2.82 2.62 3.00 2.99

N = 3818, aware non-users; Arithmetic means by country are displayed
1-5 scale with 1-strongly disagree, 2-somewhat disagree, 3-neither agree nor disagree, 4-somewhat agree, 5-strongly agree

Figure 50: Self-efficacy (aware non-users) by country (Means, scale 1-5)

When comparing aware non-users from the sampled European countries, some significant dif-
ferences emerge. Overall, aware non-users from Italy, Denmark, and Portugal are somewhat
more confident in their skills than those from other countries. There are some differences de-
pending on the skill in question. For example, Portuguese and Norwegian aware non-users are
particularly confident in their ability to rent an apartment, while those from Poland and Den-
mark are most confident in their ability to catch a ride. These differences obviously cannot be
explained by actual experiences, as only non-users are included. However, the prevalence of the
service in the respective country may affect non-users estimation of their efficacy.

56



With the exception of lower-educated individuals, self-efficacy rises with education
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Figure 51: Self-efficacy (aware non-users) by education (means, scale 1-5)

Among aware non-users, self-efficacy is related to educational attainment — with the exception
of those without formal education. These non-users are quite confident in their skills.
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Lower income non-users are confident in their ability to find a workspace or share food
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Figure 52: Self-efficacy (aware non-users) by income quartile (Means, scale 1-5)

When looking at the income distribution, we find some significant differences regarding specific
tasks. Interestingly, lower-income aware non-users are the most confident group in their ability
to find a workplace or share food, and are quite confident in their ability to borrow a tool
through a sharing service. Accordingly, sharing self-efficacy is not positively related to income in

general.
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Sharing self-efficacy rises with Internet skills
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Figure 53: Self-efficacy (aware non-users) by skills

As could be expected, sharing self-efficacy is positively related to Internet skills. So if participants
exhibit higher Internet skills in general, they also estimate their ability to use sharing services
more confidently.
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6. Reasons for Non-Participation in the Sharing Economy

Short summary

Finally, before turning to the outcomes of participation in the sharing economy, we were inter-
ested in the reasons for non-participation given by those who abstain from sharing. Aside from
awareness, sociodemographic antecedents, motivation, opportunity, and skills, users may find
a number of additional subjective reasons why they would choose not to engage in sharing.
Accordingly, we surveyed our sample of European citizens on a large number of potential rea-
sons for non-participation — both in terms of providing and consuming sharing services.

We find that a general dislike for sharing or using other peoples’ objects ranks very highly among
the reasons given for non-participation, as does resistance to interacting with strangers. Privacy
and legal concerns, however, are also pronounced. Thereby, both sharing services as well as
regulators could potentially bolster sharing participation by addressing these concerns.

Negative attitudes towards sharing are not very pronounced and rank among the least im-
portant reasons given for not participating in the sharing economy.

Non-participants also rarely say that they are excluded from sharing because they lack a neces-
sary requirement (such as a car, space or object to share, an access device or credit card). How-
ever, young non-participants give this reason more frequently. These non-participants may
therefore grow into participants as soon as they have the necessary requirements.

Higher- educated and income individuals rarely lack access to sharing services or the require-
ments necessary for participation. Rather they do not need the additional income from sharing
or can afford to use other, presumably more comfortable services. The reverse holds for lower-
educated and income individuals. Also, lower-educated and -income individuals generally seem
more insecure towards the sharing economy. They feel more reluctant to interact with
strangers, they are less sure about the potential benefits of sharing, or find the platforms too
cumbersome to use. From a platform perspective, this raises the question whether these de-
mographics are worth an extra effort to alleviate concerns and insecurities.
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Privacy concerns and legal concerns are key reasons for not providing on sharing services

| don't like to share my things 3.47

| don't trust them with my data 3.37

| don't feel legally secure using them 3.26

| don't want to interact with strangers 3.25
| don't trust these corporations 3.15
I don't see a use in them 3.07
They are not available where i live 2.97
I don't know what the are for 2.92
They are too cumbersome to use 2.89
I don't need the extra income 2.86

| don't think anyone is helped by using sharing platforms 2.82

| don't support the idea of a 'sharing platform / sharing

\ 2.81
economy'

| cannot use it because | am missing a requirement 2.46

N = 3818; Arithmetic means for providing are displayed
1-5 scale with 1-strongly disagree, 2-somewhat disagree, 3-neither agree nor disagree, 4-somewhat agree, 5-strongly agree

Figure 54: Reasons for non-participation (providing, Means, scale 1-5)

The overall most important reason given for not participating in the sharing economy as a pro-
vider is an unwillingness to share personal belongings. Aside from that, other reasons for non-
participation focus more on the legal and organizational settings of the sharing economy. The
second most frequently named obstacle is a lack of trust in platform’s privacy settings and legal
insecurity. The least important obstacle is a lack of requirements for participation, such as not
having a space, object, or car to share. Also, generally negative attitudes towards the sharing
economy are not an important obstacle.
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Germans and the Dutch dislike sharing personal belongings

I don‘tseeausein | I don‘tknow what | I don‘ttrustthem | 1 don'tfeel legally Theyare not G7ETRED 1 G} use,'t,
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Denmark 3.20 2.98 3.42 3.48 291 2.96 2.32
France 3.25 3.23 3.43 3.37 2.87 2.92 2.52
Germany 3.17 2.78 3.54 3.20 3.03 3.02 2.24
Ireland 3.16 3.11 3.59 3.48 3.20 3.01 2.47
ltaly 2.76 2.50 3.16 2.96 3.05 2.57 2.29
Netherlands 3.25 2.70 3.39 3.31 2.72 2.65 2.38
Norway 3.10 3.00 3.22 3.13 3.12 2.90 2.36
Poland 2.97 2.97 3.23 3.24 3.00 2.90 2.70
Portugal 2.94 3.04 3.29 3.15 3.01 2.79 2.77
Spain 2.85 2.85 3.40 3.30 2.95 3.01 2.60
Switzerland 3.02 2.81 3.27 3.06 2.85 2.95 2.45
UK 3.15 3.04 3.56 3.41 3.00 2.94 2.30
Total 3.07 2.92 3.37 3.26 2.97 2.89 2.46
Denmark 3.50 3.05 3.25 2.76 3.33 2.96
France 3.57 2.93 3.30 291 3.25 2.88
Germany 3.76 2.86 342 2.69 3.16 2.81
Ireland 3.38 2.72 3.37 2.83 3.44 3.00
Italy 3.35 2.65 2.59 2.54 2.90 2.74
Netherlands 3.68 3.22 341 3.30 2.73 242
Norway 3.47 291 3.56 2.81 3.15 2.84
Poland 3.46 2.74 3.11 3.01 3.17 2.86
Portugal 3.17 2.52 3.05 2.77 3.03 2.78
Spain 3.54 2.99 3.32 2.79 3.28 2.84
Switzerland 3.37 2.77 3.06 2.57 2.96 2.68
UK 3.44 3.04 3.51 2.83 3.44 2.96
Total 3.47 2.86 3.25 2.82 3.15 2.81

Figure 55: Reasons for non-participation (providing) by country (Means, scale 1-5)
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Comparing countries, we find that a dislike of sharing personal belongings is especially pro-
nounced among German and Dutch participants. Privacy concerns are most widespread in Ire-
land and the UK, whereas legal insecurity is highest in Denmark and Ireland, but very unim-
portant in Italy. Portuguese and Polish respondents are most likely to not participate for lack of
certain requirements.
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Younger non-users more frequently abstain from sharing against their will
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Figure 56: Reasons for non-participation (providing) by age group (Means, scale 1-5)

When comparing age groups, we find that priorities in terms of obstacles to participating in the
sharing economy as providers are generally similar. However, younger non-participants consider

almost all reasons for abstention as less relevant — with one notable exception: younger non-

participants are more likely to be excluded from sharing because they lack a necessary require-

ment, such as a space, car or object to share, or a credit card or access device. Also, lack of

availability of sharing services is a more common obstacle among young non-participants com-

pared to middle-aged respondents.
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Higher educated users abstain from sharing because they don’t need the income

I don‘tlike to share my things
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Figure 57: Reasons for non-participation (providing) by education (Means, scale 1-5, 1/2)
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They are not available where | live

| don‘tknow what they are for

They are too cumbersome to use

| don‘tneedthe extraincome

I don‘tthinkanyoneishelped by usingsharing
platforms

| don‘tsupporttheides of a sharing platform/ economy

| cannot use it because | am missing a requirement

m Doctorate and higher m Master
M Lower secondary Primary school

.5%1
.66
2 g 3.20

T T T

2 3 4

Bachelor m Higher secondary
No formal

Figure 58: Reasons for non-participation (providing) by education (Means, scale 1-5, 2/2)

Some interesting distinctions emerge from comparing reasons for non-participation between
participants of various levels of educational attainment. Higher-educated non-participants tend
to abstain from providing sharing services because they do not need the additional income.
Lower-educated non-participants, instead, do not provide because they are missing require-
ments, find the service too cumbersome, don’t like to interact with strangers, or mistrust service
providers. Also, lower-educated respondents can more often be found in areas where sharing

services are not available.
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Higher income users do not lack access to the sharing economy

| don‘t like to share my things

| don‘t trust them with my data

| don‘t feel legally secure using them

| don‘t want to interact with strangers

| don‘t trust these corporations

| don‘t see a use in them

They are not available where | live
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Figure 59: Reasons for non-participation (providing) by income quartile (Means, scale 1-5, 1/2)
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Figure 60: Reasons for non-participation (providing) by income quartile (Means, scale 1-5, 2/2)

Differences in reasons for non-participation as a provider are less pronounced between income
groups when compared to educational groups. The most notable difference is in terms of two
reasons for non-participation: Higher-income respondents tend to abstain more because they
don’t need the additional income from sharing, while lower-income respondents abstain more
frequently because they lack the requirements to provide a sharing service. Lower-income re-
spondents also more frequently say that sharing services are not available where they live.



Reasons for non-use are generally more important for lower-skilled users
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N = 3818, Arithmetic means for providing by Internet skills are displayed
1-5 scale with 1-strongly disagree, 2-somewhat disagree, 3-neither agree nor disagree, 4-somewhat agree, 5-strongly agree

Figure 61: Reasons for non-participation (providing) by Internet skills (Means, scale 1-5)

Finally, when comparing reasons for not providing sharing services by respondents’ level of In-
ternet skills, we find that lower Internet skills are consistently associated with more perceived
obstacles for participation. A personal dislike for sharing personal belongings and not needing
extra income are the only two reasons for not providing that are not clearly associated with
respondents’ skills levels.
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Users avoid sharing services when they can afford alternatives

| don't trust them with my data 3.36
| don't like to use things from others/used things. 3.25
| don't feel legally secure using them 3.24
| can afford other services I 3.23
| don't see a use in them 3.17
| don't want to unteract with strangers 3.17
| don't trust these corporations 3.15
They are not available where | live 3.02
| don't know what they are for 2.94
They are too expensive 2.88
They are too cumbersome to use 2.87
| don't support the idea of a 'sharing platform /.. 2.81
| don't think anyone is helped by using sharing.. 2.73
| cannot use it becaue | am missing a requirement 2.37
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
1 2 3 4 5

N = 3818, Arithmetic means for consuming are displayed
1-5 scale with 1-strongly disagree, 2-somewhat disagree, 3-neither agree nor disagree, 4-somewhat agree, 5-strongly agree

Figure 62: Reasons for non-participation (consuming, Means, scale 1-5)

When turning to reasons for not consuming sharing services among non-participants, we again
find privacy and legal concerns as well as a dislike to use other people’s belongings as key ob-
stacles. Interestingly, the fourth most important reason is the availability of alternatives. As we
have seen, consumers tend to use sharing services because they are affordable. Accordingly,
when respondents can afford attractive alternatives, they turn away from sharing services.
Again, missing a requirement least frequently keeps respondents from engaging in the sharing
economy.
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Lack of availability in many countries is an important reason for not consuming sharing ser-

vices
Denmark 3.37 3.05 3.44 353 291 3.01 2.18
France 3.26 3.30 3.38 3.25 2.89 2.90 2.46
Germany 3.27 2.73 351 3.17 3.08 2.90 2.16
Ireland 3.26 3.15 3.60 3.47 3.27 3.03 2.30
Italy 2.86 2.52 3.10 2.88 3.12 2.67 2.30
Netherlands 348 2.81 3.39 3.25 2.82 2.70 2.28
Norway 3.21 3.01 3.22 322 3.20 2.83 2.09
Poland 2.99 2.98 3.20 3.16 3.