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1.0 Introduction

“The things you own end up owning you”

Fight Club (1999)

Consumption is changing. Consumers no longer yearn for private ownership. A
new economic model based on rental services is emerging. According to a report
by PWC (2015), 43% of Americans feel that ownership has become a burden.
Rather than owning a product themselves, consumers now seek access to products
(OCU, 2016). Apps and websites enable consumers to rent products and services

from their peers and businesses, removing the need for private ownership.

This social and economic force that changes our understanding of what it means
to be a consumer. According to Sunrun CEO Lynn Jurich the era of “keeping up
with the Joneses” is over. “The new status symbol isn't what you own, it's what

you're smart enough not to own” (EV World, 2013).

Peer-to-peer, also known as consumer-to-consumer, rental services has made it
possible for individuals to earn income by means of their ownership and save
money through the ownership of others. Our possessions remain unused for large
parts of the day. Especially cars, who are parked 95% of the time (Fortune, 2016).
Companies now offer consumers the possibility to monetize this idle capacity by
renting out cars through carpooling services. Carpooling has become a global
trend. In Norway NaboBil.no has established itself as the most popular carpooling
service in Norway. Since it’s launch in September 2015, the company now has

over 50,000 members (Dagens Neringsliv, 2016).

This new trend has forced established car rental companies change their business
model. The terms “car sharing” and “carpooling” sound similar, but they are
inherently different. In a car sharing business model the company has ownership
of all vehicles. While car pooling services simply enable consumers to rent cars

from their peers (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Car sharing differ from traditional
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rental as vehicles can be rented either by the minute, hour or day. Self-service
plays a greater part than in traditional car rental, as reservation, pickup, and return
is self-serviced. Thus, car sharing is not limited by office hours. The largest car
sharing company is Zipcar, which was bought by Avis Budget Group in 2013
(The Atlantic, 2013). Zipcar offer nearly 10,000 vehicles to their 1 million
members across 500 cities and 9 countries (Autoblog.com, 2016). In 2011, Hertz
Norway launched their car sharing service Hertz Bilpool. By 2015, their revenue

is estimated to have grown to 10 million NOK (Dagens Naringsliv, 2014).

Research has shown that users of short-term car rental services has little to no
desire to bond with their fellow members (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012). This
implies users of these service could be more concerned about making a good deal
than being a part of a community. We want to build on Bardhi and Eckhardt
(2012) previous research on short-term car rental. The purpose of this study is to
compare how ownership of the car affect consumers’ perception of two identical

short term car rental services.

Extensive research on the sharing economy has been conducted. However, little
research has been conducted in regards to how this new emerging market should
handle their marketing communications. Prior research has assessed the different
drivers for access-based consumption (E.g. Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Botsman &
Rogers, 2010; Hamari et. al, 2015; Tussyadiah, 2015). Despite this, no research
has been conducted on how ownership of rented products affect the drivers. This
information will help marketers understand how they can better position their
access-based product offerings. The managerial implications of this research is
significant. In billion dollars’ industries such as short-term car rental, small

changes marketing communication can have significant financial impact.

Research question: How does ownership of the car affect consumers’ perception

of short term car rental services?

To answer this question, we will review existing literature on relevant academic

topics within service marketing, ownership, and access-based consumption.
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Building our similar research, a study will be designed to give greater insight in

areas overlooked by previous research.

2.0 Literature review

This literature review will consist of a review of previous research in our main
academic topics. These topics are non-ownership, the sharing economy, short term
car rental and access-based consumption. The goal of this part is to provide a

broad understanding of relevant academic literature to hypotheses.

2.1 Non-ownership

Marketing has moved from a goods-dominant view to a service-dominant view
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004a). The service-dominant perspective defines value as
value-in-use, where it is the consumer who create value by using a good or a
service, rather than embedded in output sold to consumers (Vargo & Lusch,
2004a; Michel et al., 2008). Service marketing literature has focused on
intangibility, heterogeneity, inseparability and perishability. Less focus has been
devoted to the absence of ownership (Lovelock & Gummesson, 2004; Judd, 1964;
Rathmell, 1966, 1974). The service-dominant perspective is becoming more
important as an increasing amount of consumers no longer want to bear the

burdens of ownership.

Ownership expresses the relationship between an individual and an object called
“owning,” and the object is called “personal property” or a “possession” (Snare,
1972). Ownership of a good entitles the owner to use or sell the good, change the
shape or form, and retain the return yielded from the usage of the good (Furubotn
& Pejovich, 1972). The ownership of goods has historically been perceived to
represent one’s wealth (Lovelock & Gummesson, 2004). However, the financial
crisis has made consumers revaluate their own economy and values (Gansky,
2000). Ownership is no longer the ultimate expression of consumer desire (Chen,

2009)
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In contrast to ownership, renting was viewed as precarious, wasteful and limited
in individual freedom (Cheshire et al., 2010). Consequently, the individuals who
engaged in renting were perceived to have lower financial power (Durgee &
O’Connor, 1995) and were misallocating their purchasing power (Rowlands &
Gurney, 2000). This has changed, and does not have the same stigma anymore,
because renting allows consumers to access a good without assuming the burdens
of ownership. The burdens of ownership include risk of incorrect product
selection, risk of product obsolescence, maintenance costs, and paying full price

for a product that is seldom or never used (Berry & Maricle, 1973).

Research in alternative modes of consumption apart from ownership is limited
(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). However, access based consumption as an alternative
to ownership has recently received more attention (E.g. Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012;
Belk, 2010; Belk, 2013; Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010; Tussyadiah, 2015; Hamari
et al, 2015). Lovelock and Gummesson (2004) proposed that transactions that do

not involve a transfer of ownership are distinctively different from those that do.

Their paper identified five forms of non-ownership:

« Rented goods services. Temporary right to use of a good.

« Place and space rentals. Exclusive use of a defined portion of a larger space
in a building, vehicle, or other area.

« Labour and expertise rentals. Employment of people to do work that
customers either choose not to do or are unable to do themselves.

« Physical facility access and usage. Admission to a facility and the ability to
take advantage of it during the period of validity.

« Network access and usage. The right to participate in a specified network
such as telecommunications, utilities, banking, insurance, or specialized

information services.

2.2 The Sharing Economy

The influx of new business and consumption practices is commonly known as the

sharing economy. According to Hamari el a. (2015) the sharing economy is an
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umbrella concept used to describe economic and social activity involving online
transactions. The term was first used by Lessig (2008) in his book Remix: Making
Art and Commerce Thrive in the Hybrid Economy, but a clear academic definition
has not yet been emerged. However, the term “sharing economy” has been
criticised as being misleading as it encompasses more than sharing (Eckhardt &
Bardhi, 2015). The sharing economy has been divided into three parts based on
ownership (Rainer, Prince & Watson, 2015). The first part is bartering, where
individuals’ exchanges goods and ownership is transferred. The second part
sharing, is when the ownership of a good is divided between two or more
individuals. Finally, the third part of the sharing economy is renting of goods,
skills, and services. This also known as access based consumption (ABC). ABC
includes rental services between consumers or peers (P2P), between companies
(B2B), and between companies and consumers (B2C). The third part of the

sharing economy will be the focus of our paper.

Access-based consumption is defined as “transactions that may be market
mediated in which no transfer of ownership takes place” (Bardhi and Eckhardt,
2012, p. 881). The phenomenon is also known as collaborative consumption.
However, Belk (2014) argues that these are two different names for the same
concept. We will use the term “access-based consumption” in this paper. ABC is
based on Bardhi and Eckhardt’s (2012) observation that consumers prefer to pay
for the experience of temporarily accessing goods, instead of buying and owning
them. This implies that the value to the consumer is not the tangible product, but
the service it provides. The modern form of ABC differs from traditional rental
services as it is enabled through digital technology, includes more self-service,
and therefore, being more collaborative and not always mediated by the market
(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Gansky, 2010). Botsman and Rogers (2010) suggest
that this change in perception of ownership could be as important as the industrial

revolution.

2.3 Short term car rental

Car sharing and carpooling is one of the most high-profile access-based
consumption practises in today (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Companies such as

ZipCar, Lyft and Uber has become symbols of non-ownership and the sharing
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economy. According to Lovelock and Gummesson (2004), marketing strategies
for short-term rentals are different from long-term leases as the latter convey a de
facto sense of ownership. For the purpose of this thesis, we will address our focus

on short-term car rental (STCR), which includes both car sharing and carpooling.

For individuals living in urban environments, parking space are hard to come by
and day-to-day chores can be taken care of without a car. In contrast to car loans
and associated fees, the costs of car sharing is directly related to how often the car
is in use. This makes STCR an attractive option for those who seldom have need
for a car. Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) studied the nature of access-based
consumption in the context of STCR. While the terms “car sharing” and
“carpooling” are similar, there is an important distinction between the two
business models. Car sharing is when consumers access vehicles owned by a
company (B2C). In a carpooling context the company only mediates peer-to-peer

car sharing programs (P2P) (Bardhi & Eckhardt 2012).

2.4 Access-based consumption

Research on the drivers for participating in ABC from a consumer perspective are
limited. In her quantitative study, Tussyadiah (2015) found six different factors
that could affect the likelihood of participation in ABC. Sustainability and sense
of community was classified as drivers of usage of peer-to-peer accommodation
such as AirBnB. Trust and efficiency were classified as deterrents. Economic
benefits were classified as both a driver and deterrent. The direct effect from these

drivers on behavioral intention was not tested.

Hamari et al (2015) studied registered users on Sharetribe.com attitude and
behavioural intention towards access based consumption services. Sharetribe.com
aims to eliminate excessive waste by making it easier for its members to use
assets more effectively by sharing them. Using sustainability, enjoyment,
reputation, economic benefits, and attitude as drivers, their study shows that
attitudes towards ABC has a significant positive effect on behavioural intention.
Surprisingly, sustainability did not have a positive affect towards access based
services. Economic gains did not have a significant effect on attitude, but did have

significantly positive direct influence on behavioural intention. Expected gains in
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reputation did not significantly affect either attitude or behavioural intention to

participate in ABC services.

Moeller and Wittkowski (2010) identified six factors as drivers of non-ownership,
and thus use of rental services, through a qualitative study and literature review.
The effect of these factors were later tested using structured equation modelling
with respondents from a German online peer-to-peer sharing network. Their
quantitative study finds that preference for non-ownership were positively
influenced by trend orientation and convenience orientation. Possession
importance, the importance that a consumer attaches to full ownership, had a
negative effect. The remaining factors, environmentalism, price consciousness and
experience orientation, did not have a significant effect on preference for non-

ownership.

Additionally, two graduate students from NHH concluded from a series of
qualitative studies, that there were five drivers for ABC in the Norwegian market:

financial, convenience, experiential, social, and symbolic (Stene & Holte, 2014).

Our choice of independent variables is based on previous research on the attitude
and behavioural intention towards non-ownership and use of access-based
consumption offerings (Tussyadiah, 2015; Hamari et al., 2015; Moeller &
Wittkowski, 2010; Stene & Holte, 2014). We want to test the effect of
sustainability concerns, economic benefits, social environment, and trust on the
perception of an access-based consumption offering. The goal of our study is to
find the direct effect from these drivers on perception of the two business models

(P2C & B2C) and compare the result with each other.

2.5 Drivers of Access-Based Consumption

In the following section we will present additional literature we deem to be

compelling evidence that support our choice of independent variables.
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Economic benefits

Previous research (Belk 2010, Lamberton & Rose, 2012) suggests that
participating in access based consumption services is not only good for the
environment, but also is economical beneficial. By replacing ownership with
access based consumption, consumers are utility maximizing their behaviour.
Consumption based on rental services enables consumers to live based on their
monthly cash flow rather than on their net worth (Durgee & O’Conner 1995),
granting them access to participate in lifestyle that they could not offer otherwise

(Bernthal et al., 2005).

Since the financial crisis, consumers have been forced to think differently about
their own economy and values (Gansky, 2010). Consumers has had to become
more resourceful and reduce their spending (Tussyadiah, 2015). Cheshire et al.
(2010) identified acquisition and maintenance cost, the instability in social
relationships, and uncertainties in the labour markets as reasons why ownership
has become less obtainable and more precarious consumption mode than
previously. This has changed the perceived value of ownership (Bardhi &
Eckhardt, 2012; Botsman & Rogers, 2010). This suggest that participating in
access based consumption provides more value, for less cost, which motivates
consumers to participate (Tussyadiah 2015). Based on the aforementioned

research on economic benefits, we form the following hypothesis:

H1: Economic benefits has a significant effect on perception of the product offer.

Sustainability concerns

The Brundtland Commission defined sustainability as “development that meets
the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs” (WCED, 1987). Which includes social, economical and

ecological dimensions.

Consumers express their social responsibility towards society through their
purchase behaviour (De Pelsmacker et al, 2003; Meulenberg et al., 2003). By
using access based consumption services, it is believed that it will reduce the

environmental impact, because it decreases the consumption of raw materials

9
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(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Tussyadiah, 2015). Therefore, using rental services
could be seen as a demonstration of sustainable behaviour and therefore is an
attractive option for consumers who are environmentally concerned (Tussyadiah,
2015; Schrader, 2001). Based on the aforementioned research on sustainability

concerns, we form the following hypothesis:

H2: Environmental benefits has a significant effect on perception of the product

offer.

Trust

Wilson (1995) stated that “we include the concept of trust in marketing studies
based upon common sense, reports from both practitioners and marketers and a
vigorous literature detailing trust research”. There is not an academic
acknowledged definition of trust yet (Barber, 1983; Das & Teng, 2004; Kee &
Knox, 1970; McKnight & Chervany, 2002; Rosseau et al., 1998). According to
Beldad et al., (2010), there are two-way stream of trust conceptualization. The
first stream of trust, focuses on expectation regarding the behavior of an
interaction partner (Barber, 1983; Koller, 1988; Luhmann, 1979; Rotter, 1967),
and the second stream of trust focuses on acceptance of and exposure to
vulnerability (Doney et al., 1998; Mayer et al., 1995; Rosseau et al., 1998; Zand,

1972). For the purpose of this thesis, we will focus on the second stream.

According to Wu et al. (2014), trust is the most crucial factor for gaining
customers loyalty, in online businesses, where security issues and sharing privacy
may be a concern. Trust has to be present, to create new relationships and feel safe
to share information with each other (Moen & Varlid, 2016; Coppola et al., 2004;
Jarvenpaa et al., 1998). Thus, if this factor is not satisfied, potential customers
will not be devoted to the company, and therefore reduce the firm’s profitability.
Which is directly linked to trust being positively related to purchase intentions
(Lin et al., 2011). Trust is therefore crucial in attaining loyalty and create long-

term relationships.

Trust enables and eases individuals to social interaction with others (Luhmann

1979), making it indispensable for businesses with peer-to-peer business models.
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This business model makes it difficult for the company to ensure consistent high
level service encounters. To build trust among users, P2P ABC companies often
create mutual evaluation system for both parties in the transaction. Brands play an
important role in creating trust among consumers (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001).
Since services are harder to evaluate for consumers before consumption, brands
are more highly important for service firms (Sharp, 1996). Based on the
aforementioned research on sustainability concerns, we form the following

hypothesis:

H3: Trust has a significant effect on perception of the product offer.

Community

Maffesoli (1996) suggest that we are experiencing a decline in individualism.
Access based consumption services opens up for new interactions and
connections, which can lead to meaningful connections and friendships through
access based consumption services (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Shultz and
Holbrook (1999), recommend using community building to take control over
shared resources. However, in contrast to this Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012), found
that consumers do not have or want to be apart of a company's community. Their
study found that ZipCar users perceived the company as an enforcer and
governing body, rather than a facilitator of community building. These statements
suggest that the theory are in conflict with each other, and therefore more research

is needed.

Consumers forge strong relationships with their cars, and often brand
communities coalesce around this product (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001; Schouten &
McAlexander, 1995). Anderson (1983) suggests that all communities larger than
small villages are, to some extent, sustained by notions of imagined, understood
others. Based on this notion, we deem it insignificant if the consumers feel
connected to a brand community or their local neighbourhood as long as a
presence is felt. Based on the already established research, we suggest the

following hypothesis:
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H4: Sense of community has a significant effect on perception of the product

offer.

Perception

According to Bruner’s (1949) model of perception we look for informational cues
to learn more when we encounter an unfamiliar target. Information is then
collected and the target is categorized. Brands play an important part in how
consumers perceive a product. Brands have the ability to add or subtract the
perceived value and enhance the perceived utility of a product (Lassar et al.,
1995). Park, Jaworski, and Maclnnis (1986) divided brand’s benefits into three
categories: functional benefits, experiential benefits, and symbolic benefits.
Functional benefits are the product-related advantages the brand provides.
Experiential benefits relate to emotional enhancement of the brand. Finally,
symbolic benefits are the non-product related social and reputational advantages
of the brand. Changing a brand can greatly affect how consumers perceive a
product because of the unique associations consumers attach to different brands
(Keller, 1993). With perception as the study’s dependent variable, we hope to find
how two car rental service brands affect how consumers evaluate their product

offering and its aforementioned drivers.
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Economic
benefits

Sustainability
concerns

Perception

S = Statements

Figure 1: Theoretical framework showing the hypotheses

Figure 1 is an illustration of the direct effects from the hypothesized drivers on
perception of the product offer. This model will be constructed for both peer-to-
peer and business-to-consumer models. Further, moderation effects will be tested

for at a later stage.

3.0 Methodology

For the purpose of this study, we propose a quantitative study with a confirmatory
design. The data gathering will be generated through an online survey. The
method was chosen on the basis on previous research (Hamari et. al, 2015;
Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010), convenience and the necessity of a large sample.
The target population will be Norwegians over 23 with a driver license, this is
done to ensure that all of the participants are able to use these services. For the
purpose of the study we have selected the car rental industry. We will use Nabobil
as our example for the peer-to-peer rental company, and Hertz as our business to
consumer company. For clarification, Hertz Bilpool owns the vehicles in their

service while Nabobil mediates peer-to-peer car sharing.
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The participants will be presented with a scenario where they are supposed to rent
a car. Then they are shown two identical advertisements of renting a car. The only
difference between the two ads is that one ad will future a peer-to-peer renting
brand (Nabobil), and the other one will represent a business to consumer renting
brand (Hertz). Further, the respondents are asked to evaluate the aforementioned
attributes. Each attribute will be evaluated, by answering four to five statements.
The measurement scale, question wording and statements, that will be applied is
constructed on the basis of research conducted in the same field, with similar
methodology approach (Hamari et. al, 2015; Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010). The

scenarios and the main study will forego pre-tests, before distributed.

To measure the effect of each attribute on the different models, a confirmatory
factory analysis is tested using structural equation modeling (SEM). The SEM
method combines prediction and the concept of latent (unobserved) variables that
derive from observed measures (Chin, 1998). As suggested by Chin (1998), a
partial least squares (PLS) analysis will be adopted to evaluate the models. The
PLS analysis decides if relationships exist and suggest propositions for testing
later (Chin, 1998). With a PLS analysis R2 will become the basis for our
evaluation of the model. R2 will enable us to see how much of the variance in
behavioral intention is explained by the variance in each latent variable. This will
also enable us to determine the relative strength of each variable. Further, we will
test for moderator effects, this part of the analysis will be added at a later stage.
Lastly, we will compare the different models with each other. This will be used as

a premise for our conclusion.

4.0 Conclusion

4.1 Expected results

We expect to be able to confirm a statistically significant relationship for all four
hypotheses. Previous research has established our independent variables
relationship with preference for non-ownership or attitude and behavioural

intention toward access-based consumption. However, in previous research on
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access-based consumption have diverged on which drivers are significant. While
Tussyadiah (2015) found that sustainability was a significant driver of access-
based consumption, Hamari et al (2015) and Moeller and Wittkowski (2010) did
not find a significant effect. Therefore, we do exclude the possibility that one or

more of the independent variables will be non-significant.

To further to develop the model, we will test for possible moderator effects. This

is not included in the preliminary, but will be included at a later basis.

4.2 Contribution

Our theoretical contribution will be gaining greater insight in how ownership
affects consumers’ perception of access-based product offerings. The aspect of

ownership of the rented product has not been studied previously.

Our managerial contributions will be greater understanding of which attributes are
most important for consumers when marketing a peer-to-peer or a business-to-
consumer rental service. This will enable managers to tailor their marketing of car

rental services more precisely and potentially reach more customers.

4.3 Limitations

The attributes have been established on peer-to-peer business models. It is not
granted that these attributes can be transferred to a business-to-consumer STCR
product. This may affect our results if attributes relevant to a B2C perspective is
omitted. It would be ideally if the drivers of access-based consumption were based
on more empirical research. While research on why consumers participate in
access-based consumption, little or no research has been conducted on how
consumers perceive access-based consumption offers. This could lead to
potentially problems of establishing a significant relationship between the
independent variables and the dependent variables. What drives motivation to
participate in ABC might not correlate with the factors that affects positive or

negative perception of rental offers.
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5.0 Progression plan

Date Task

16.01 Preliminary delivery

15.02 Literature review, creating and testing the scenarios
15.03 Pre-testing

01.04 Data collection

01.05 Data analyze

15.06 First draft

01.07 Master Thesis delivery

16



GRA 19502

6.0 References

Anderson, B. (2006). Imagined communities: Reflections on the origin and spread
of nationalism. Verso Books.

Bardhi, F., & Eckhardt, G. (2012). “Access based consumption: The case of car
sharing.” Journal of Consumer Research, 39, 881-898.

Barber, B. (1983). The logic and limits of trust.

Belk, R. (2010). “Sharing”. Journal of Consumer Research, 36, 715-734.

Belk, R. W. (2013). Extended self in a digital world. Journal of Consumer
Research, 40(3),
477-500.

Belk, R. (2014). You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative
consumption online. Journal of Business Research, 67(8), 1595-1600.

Berry, L., & Maricle, K. E. (1973). Consumption without ownership: Marketing
opportunity for today and tomorrow. MSU Business Topics, 21(1), 33-41.

Bernthal, M. J., Crockett, D., & Rose, R. L. (2005). Credit cards as lifestyle
facilitators. Journal of consumer research, 32(1), 130-145.

Botsman, R., & Rogers, R. (2010). “What's mine is yours: The rise of
collaborative consumption” New York: Harper Collins.

Bruner, J. S., & Postman, L. (1949). Perception, cognition, and behavior. Journal
of personality, 18(1), 14-31.

Chaudhuri, A., & Holbrook, M. B. (2001). The chain of effects from brand trust
and brand affect to brand performance: the role of brand loyalty. Journal of
marketing, 65(2), 81-93.

Chen, Yu (2009), “Possession and Access: Consumer Desires and Value
Perceptions Regarding Contemporary Art Collection and Exhibit Visits,” Journal
of Consumer Research, 35 (April), 925-40.

17



GRA 19502

Cheshire, L., Walters, P., & Rosenblatt, T. (2010). The politics of housing
consumption: Renters as flawed consumers on a master planned estate. Urban
Studies, 47(12), 2597-2614.

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation
modeling. Modern methods for business research, 295(2), 295-336.

Coppola N. W., S. R. Hiltz and N.G Rotter. 2004. “Building trust in virtual
teams.” IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication 47(2): 95-104

Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (2004). The risk-based view of trust: A conceptual
framework. journal of Business and Psychology, 19(1), 85-116.

D Harrison McKnight, N. L. C. (2001). What trust means in e-commerce
customer relationships: an interdisciplinary conceptual typology. International
journal of electronic commerce, 6(2), 35-59.

De Pelsmacker, P., Driesen, L., & Rayp, G. (2003). Are fair trade labels good
business? Ethics and coffee buying intentions. Journal of Consumer Affairs,
39(2).

Doney, P. M., Cannon, J. P., & Mullen, M. R. (1998). Understanding the
influence of national culture on the development of trust. Academy of
management review, 23(3), 601-620.

Durgee, J. F., & Colarelli O'Connor, G. (1995). An exploration into renting as
consumption behavior. Psychology & Marketing, 12(2), 89-104.

Eckhardt, G. M., & Bardhi, F. (2015). The sharing economy isn’t about sharing at
all. Harvard business review, 28.

Furubotn, E. G., & Pejovich, S. (1972). Property rights and economic theory: a
survey of recent literature. Journal of economic literature, 10(4), 1137-1162.

Gansky, L. (2010). The Mesh: Why the Future of Business is Sharing. New York,
NY: Portfolio Penguin.

Hamari, J., Sjoklint, M., & Ukkonen, A. (2015). The sharing economy: Why
people participate in collaborative consumption. Journal of the Association for
Information Science and Technology.

Jarvenpaa S.L., K. Knoll and D. E. Leidner DE. 1998. “Is anybody out there?
Antecedents of trust in global virtual teams.” Journal of Management Information
Systems 14(4): 29-64

18



GRA 19502

Judd, R. C. (1964). The Case for Redefining Services. Journal of marketing,
28(1).

Kee, H. W., & Knox, R. E. (1970). Conceptual and methodological considerations
in the study of trust and suspicion. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 357-366.

Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based
brand equity. the Journal of Marketing, 1-22.

Koller, M. (1988). Risk as a determinant of trust. Basic and Applied Social
Psychology, 9(4), 265-276.

Lamberton, C.P., & Rose, R.L. (2012). When is ours better than mine? A
framework for understanding and altering participation in commercial sharing
systems. Journal of Marketing, 76(4), 109—125.

Lassar, W., Mittal, B., & Sharma, A. (1995). Measuring customer-based brand
equity. Journal of consumer marketing, 12(4), 11-19.

Lessig, L. (2008). Remix: Making art and commerce thrive in the hybrid
economy. Penguin.

Lovelock, C., & Gummesson, E. (2004). Whither services marketing? In search of
a new paradigm and fresh perspectives. Journal of service research, 7(1), 20-41.

Luhmann, N. 1979. Trust and power. Chichester: John Wiley.

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model of
organizational trust. Academy of management review, 20(3), 709-734.

Maffesoli, M. (1995). The time of the tribes: The decline of individualism in mass
society (Vol. 41). Sage.

Meulenberg, M. Van Herpen, E., & Pennings, J. M., (2003). Consumers’
evaluations of socially responsible activities in retailing. Wageningen University
Marketing and Consumer Behaviour Group.

Michel, S., Brown, S.W. and Gallan, A.S. (2008), “An expanded and strategic
view of discontinuous innovations: deploying a service-dominant logic”, Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 54-66.

Moeller, S., & Wittkowski, K. (2010). “The burdens of ownership: reasons for
preferring renting.” Managing Service Quality: An International Journal, 20(2),

19



GRA 19502

176-191.

Muniz, A. M., & O'guinn, T. C. (2001). Brand community. Journal of consumer
research, 27(4), 412-432.

Park, C. Whan, Bernard J. Jaworski, and Deborah J. Maclnnis (1986), "Strategic
Brand Concept-Image Management," Journal of Marketing, 50 (October), 621-3

Rainer, K., Prince, B., & Watson, H. (2015). Managment Information Systems. In
K. Rainer, B. Prince, & H. Watson, Managment Information Systems (pp. 243-
244). Massachusetts: Wiley.

Rathmell, J. M. (1966). What is meant by services?. The Journal of Marketing,
32-36.

Rathmell, J. M. (1974). Marketing in the service sector (p. 2). Cambridge, MA:
Winthrop.

Rotter, J. B. (1967). A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal trust.
Journal of personality, 35(4), 651-665.

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different
after all: A cross-discipline view of trust. Academy of management review, 23(3),
393-404.

Rowlands, R., & Gurney, C. M. (2000). Young peoples? Perceptions of housing
tenure: a case study in the socialization of tenure prejudice. Housing, theory and
society, 17(3), 121-130.

Sabine Moeller Kristina Wittkowski, (2010),"The burdens of ownership: reasons
for preferring renting", Managing Service Quality: An International Journal, Vol.
20 Iss 2 pp. 176 - 191

Schouten, J. W., & McAlexander, J. H. (1995). Subcultures of consumption: An
ethnography of the new bikers. Journal of consumer research, 22(1), 43-61.

Sharp, B. (1996). Brand equity and market-based assets of professional service
firms. Journal of Professional Services Marketing, 13(1), 3-13.

Shrader, R. C. (2001). Collaboration and performance in foreign markets: The
case of young high-technology manufacturing firms. Academy of Management
journal, 44(1), 45-60.

20



GRA 19502

Shultz, C. J., & Holbrook, M. B. (1999). Marketing and the tragedy of the
commons: A synthesis, commentary, and analysis for action. Journal of Public
Policy & Marketing, 218-229.

Snare, F. (1972). The concept of property. American Philosophical Quarterly,
9(2), 200-206.

Stene, Ann K., Holte, Henriette F., (2014) “A new lease on life: Why do
Norwegian Consumers Participate in Collaborative Consumption?” Master Thesis
within the main profile of Marketing and Brand Management. Norwegian School
of Economics

Moen, Kristine, Varlid, Vebjorn (2016) “When CSR matters: Can Creating
Shared Value be the key to gain trust from your customers?” Master Thesis. BI
Norwegian Business School

Tussyadiah, Iis P. (2015), “An Exploratory Study on Drivers and Deterrents of
Collaborative Consumption in Travel” Information and Communication
Technologies in Tourism 2015 pp 817-830

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2004a). Evolving to a new dominant logic for
marketing. Journal of marketing, 68(1), 1-17.

Vargo, S.L. and Lusch, R.F. (2004b), “The four service marketing myths:
remnants of a goods-based, manufacturing model”, Journal of Service Research,
Vol. 6 No. 4, pp. 324-35.

Wilson, D. T. (1995). An integrated model of buyer-seller relationships. Journal
of the academy of marketing science, 23(4), 335-345.

Wu, Cou-Chen., Yves Huang and Chia-Lin Hsu. 2014. “Benevolence trust: a key
determinant of user continuance use of online social networks”. Inf Syst E-
BusManagement 12: 189-211.

Zand, D. E. (1972). Trust and managerial problem solving. Administrative science
quarterly, 229-239.

Electronical references:

Auto blog. (2016, September 9) “Zipcar says its 1 million members have taken
400,000 vehicles off the road”. Retrieved 13 january, 2017
http://www.autoblog.com/2016/09/09/zipcar-1-million-members/

21



GRA 19502

Dagens nazringsliv. (2016, September 9). “Nabobil er ett ar - slik har det gétt”.
Retrieved 9 january, 2017.
http://www.dn.no/grunder/2016/09/09/0807/Delingskonomi/nabobil-er-ett-r--slik-
har-det-gtt

Dagens neringsliv. (2014, August 15). “Bildeling tar av i urbane strok” Retrieved
13 January, 2017
http://www.dn.no/privat/dnBil/2014/08/15/0627/Privatkonomi/bildeling-tar-av-i-
urbane-strk

Fortune. (2016, March 13). “Today’s Cars Are Parked 95% of the Time”.
Retrieved 6 January, 2017.
http://fortune.com/2016/03/13/cars-parked-95-percent-of-time/

OCU et al (2016,  February). “Collaboration  or  business?
Collaborative consumption. From value for users to a society with values.”
Report by four European consumer organisations. Retrieved 8 January, 2017.
http://www.slideshare.net/acanyi/collaboration-or-business-eu-consumers-
associations-study

PWC (2015). “The sharing economy. PWC Consumer Intelligence Series”.
Retrieved November 10th, 2016
https://www.pwc.com/us/en/technology/publications/assets/pwc-
consumerintelligence-

series-the-sharing-economy.pdf

The Atlantic. (2015, March 15) “Uh Oh, ZipCar's CEO Stepped Down Right
After Its Merger with Avis”. Retrieved 14 January, 2017

http://www .theatlantic.com/business/archive/2013/03/uh-oh-zipcars-ceo-stepped-
down-right-after-its-merger-avis/317327/

United Nations General Assembly (1987, March 20). “Our Common Future,
Chapter 2: Towards Sustainable Development”. Retrieved 15 January, 2017
http://www.un-documents.net/ocf-02.htm

World of electric vehicles. (2013, January 7). “Lynn Jurich: Why I Don’t Own a
car”. Retrieved 6 January, 2017.
http://evworld.com/news.cfm?newsid=2947

22



GRA 19502




