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for benevolently providing precious thoughts on trust in crowdfunding thanks to
rich experience in donation-based platform Adim Adim, and also Prof. Dr. Asli
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ABSTRACT

Trust is a double-edged sword in peer-to-peer sharing economy being both the
foundation and a slippery ground of sharing resources with total strangers. The
online platforms are the most influential actors in trust formation as they set the
terms of sharing. Through a qualitative analysis across ten sharing economy
platforms with a focus on crowdfunding, this study aims to introduce the first
comparative understanding of these middlemen’s capacities in creating suitable
environments for trust-building. 1 constructed a trust pyramid inspired by
Giddens’ abstract system approach and utilized the communication theory of
uncertainty management as a tool to assess main practices in making information,
both about users and platforms, transparent and accessible. Collaborative
consumption spaces like Airbnb and Couchsurfing fare stronger than
crowdfunding platforms in peer trust formation with richer self-monitoring
mechanisms. At leading reward-based crowdfunding platforms, Kickstarter and
Indiegogo, no organized process tracks creators’ performances post-funding, and
reaching the funding goal rather than delivering the promised rewards becomes
the measure of success. Also, as their intermediary commissions increase
proportional with funds, crowdfunding platforms exhibit little incentive to limit
over-funding, hence creating a potential conflict of interest. Moreover, most of the
studied platforms fall short of the transparency such an emerging ecosystem
would demand for uncertainty management. Relying on a revenue-sharing
partnership with users, sharing economy platforms are compelled to provide more
openness, empowering peers both in financial and informational terms. Increased
disclosures of both positive and negative experiences along the learning curve
would be an anchor for correct lessons and the continued cooperation of all the

stakeholders in this fluid environment.
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OZET

Gliven, akranlar arasi paylasim ekonomisinde kaynaklarin yabancilarla
paylasilmasinin hem temelini hem de kaygan zeminini olusturuyor. Paylasim
kosullarin1 belirlediklerinden dolay1 internet platformlar1 giiven olusumunda en
etkili aktdr konumundadir. Agirlikli kitlesel fonlama olmak iizere on paylasim
ekonomisi platformunu ele alan bir nitel analizle, bu ¢alisma aracilarin giliven
olusumuna uygun ortamlar yaratma kapasitesine yonelik karsilagtirmali ilk
anlayis1 sunmay1 amacliyor. Giddens’in soyut sistem yaklagimindan ilham alarak
insa ettigim bir giiven piramidiyle ve belirsizlik yonetimi iletisim teorisini arag
olarak kullanarak kullanicilar ve platformlar hakkindaki bilgilerin seffaf ve
erigilebilir kilinmasina dair pratikleri inceledim. Airbnb ve Couchsurfing gibi
igbirlikei tiiketim platformlar1 6diil bazli kitlesel fonlama platformlara kiyasla
daha zengin kendini gézleme mekanizmalar1 sunarak akrana giiven olusumunda
daha giiclii bir performans sergiliyor. Lider odil bazli kitlesel fonlama
platformlar1 Kickstarter ve Indiegogo fon toplayan girisimcinin (yaraticinin)
projeyi hayata gecirme performansini izleyen organize bir silire¢ temin
etmediginden, basarinin Olclisii vaat edilen ddiilleri teslim etmekten ziyade
fonlama hedefine ulagmak olarak algilaniyor. Ayrica, aracilik komisyonlarinin
fonlama miktariyla dogru orantili artmasi platformlart agir1 talebi kontrol etmeye
dair tesvik edici olmadigindan, potansiyel bir ¢ikar catismasina isaret ediyor.
Incelenen paylasim ekonomisi platformlarinin ¢ogu boyle gelismekte olan bir
ekosistemin belirsizlik yonetimi i¢in gerek duydugu saydamligi da sunmakta geri
kaliyor. Kullanicilarla bir gelir paylasimi ortakligina dayanan paylasim ekonomisi
platformlari, akranlar1 sadece finansal degil bilgilendirme agisindan da
giiclendirmek igin agiklik saglamalilar. Ogrenme egrisindeki pozitif ve negatif
tecrlibelerin daha fazla paylasilmasi, dogru derslerin c¢ikarilmasina ve tiim

taraflarin igbirligine devam etmesine yonelik bir ¢apa niteliginde olacaktir.
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INTRODUCTION

A sharing mindset and the internet afford different types of coordination
between individuals that give rise to the development of a new or renewed model
of sharing and collaboration. With the surge of the means of sharing, a new
ecosystem encompassing different types of sharing such as collaborative
consumption, crowdfunding, and crowdsourcing is shaping up that is considered
vital in many dimensions.

Online collaborative and sharing platforms first of all address basic needs
in a rather horizontal and decentralized manner, facilitating a shift from
consumerism towards collaborative resource-sharing. This in turn feeds and
empowers micro-entrepreneurship and peer-to-peer (p2p) collaborative creation.
Sharing economy is also considered to carry a potential to revive a sense of
“community” and “social cohesion” (Botsman and Rogers, 2010, p.70).
According to some scholars like Siefkes (2008), this economic engagement may

3

similarly narrow the “widening gap between the rich and poor” (p.131-133),
where peer production is seen as the more ethical alternative than the market
production with “equality of access” (Stallman 2002, p.59, 64). On top of these,
although its effectiveness is yet debated (Martin, 2016, p.149-159) this new
ecosystem provides means for dealing with the concerns of environmental
constraints and “sustainability” (Heinrichs, 2013, p.228).

Sharing” has been prevalent since pre-industrial societies, traditionally
being an act among people who know each other at least to some extent. This is in
contrast to how sharing widely occurs now. The ways to share or initiate sharing
have become so rich on the back of the internet’s affordances; connectivity
introduces new grounds for sharing between people who do not know each other.
A “willingness to trust” strangers, who can be considered as like-minded peers
intersecting at least on a common belief in the benefit of sharing, is something
new about sharing now.

One of the most salient factors in the effectiveness of our present complex

organization is the willingness of one or more individuals in a social unit



to trust others. The efficiency, adjustment, and even survival of any social

group depend upon the presence or absence of such trust. (Rotter, 1967,

p.651).

As Rotter rightfully claimed for “any social group”, “trust” also becomes a
key necessity for any sharing and exchange to take place, hence also the backbone
of sharing economy. Trust in the collaborative economy, if damaged
fundamentally might affect the functioning of the whole collaborative p2p eco-
system. Hence, an inquiry on trust in the collaborative economy becomes an
essential topic for understanding how this rising p2p ecosystem can flourish in a
sustainable way. The middlemen, as the creators and maintainers of the space of
interaction between peers, become the most influential actors in the formation of
trust and hence proper functioning of the sharing eco-system. They craft the
criteria and the grounds on which peers can come to terms on sharing certain
tangible and intangible things with basically strangers they usually have no direct
information about in terms of their credibility other than the site makes room for.
It is this way that the platforms can fulfill their premise of intermediation
properly.

Exploring the role of platforms as middlemen for trust-building and
sustainably contributing to the collaborative eco-system is faced with various
interlinked questions: (i) What do members of the sharing eco-system need the
middlemen for? (ii) How can different kind of sharing economy platforms (i.e.
sharing accommodation vs. crowdfunding) settle the balance between the idealist
features of Open Source with free, democratized access and a transparent
marketplace versus the need for filtering of users and information that can be
presented on their site to ensure credibility? (iii)What kind of a platform role as
an enabler of trust is sustainable in long-term? Analyzing sustainability of trust-
building mechanisms of the sharing eco-system is also fundamental for saving
mushrooming of platforms from turning into another facet of classical growth
ambitions of capitalism instead of contributing to the spirit of p2p “collaboration”.
There is a considerable critique indicating that “sharing economy” on its current

path is “unlikely to drive a transition to sustainability” (Martin, 2014, p.149) and
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that it is “neoliberalism on steroids”, “amplifying worst excesses of the dominant
economic model” (Morozov, 2013, para.10). As such, trust becomes critical not
only for the healthy functioning of a sharing platform but also as a broader
conceptual and ethical notion that evokes respect and faith in the reborn sharing
concept, so that we can talk of trust in sharing eco-system in a holistic way.

Such an all-inclusive approach needs to address several layers of trust-
building (i) trust in technology and the internet, (ii) trust in the motivation and
meaning/ philosophy (interchangeably used) for sharing economy (system), (iii)
trust in legal/regulatory support for p2p sharing, (iii) trust in the platform (iv)
interpersonal trust required between peers introduced as “peer trust” in this study
— parallel to Keymolen’s (2013) “interpersonal system trust” notion. I propose
ordering these layers in a pyramid for comprehending “trust” in online
collaborative platforms. Users may not think deeply about the credibility of the
background system but they inherently act on confidence or a leap of faith in the
system which however can easily be shaken. Even if peer trust is established,
anything going wrong in the other layers —whose risk can be ignored routinely in a
manner of “civil inattention” as Giddens (1990) calls — may cause the collapse of
users’ trust in the general system. For instance, the 2017 May massive digital
threats have shown that secure infrastructure would be of growing concern over
the next periods. Furthermore, following the recent Facebook data scandal of
March 2018 “breach of trust” has become a lively issue pointing to the
responsibility and level of transparency of platforms in the protection of users’
data. Most studies on trust in sharing economy stressed either interpersonal
relations between individuals (Botsman and Rogers, 2010) , or system trust
(Keymolen 2013, 2016) however, this study aims to consider both critical levels
of trust-building that can be afforded by the platforms themselves and are
important for the sustainability of the sharing eco-system: both peer trust and
platform trust which appear as fairly intertwined in our investigation.

Based on the described approach to trust in a multi-dimensional pyramid, I
aim to analyze differences and similarities of selected sharing economy platforms’

practices in terms of building a consistent and sustainable environment for



evoking trust. Using a qualitative interpretative lens, the study concentrates on the
visible and informed practices of platforms on sustaining trust both among peers
and in the “abstract system” in order to contribute to the investigation of a broader
research question on the role of sharing economy platforms: How can the (online)
sharing economy platforms, particularly crowdfunding platforms, facilitate trust
formation for their (and plausibly the entire-) eco-system to function sustainably?

To explore this, the research blends and builds on previous studies on trust,
primarily Giddens’ (1990) abstract system approach that focused on expert
systems (see Section 1.4, p.32-38) and Nissenbaum’s (2003) framing of trust
online as “securing trust versus nourishing trust” (see Section 1.4, p.28-32), along
with Bhattacherjee’s (2002) trust in online exchanges with attention on “ability,
integrity and benevolence” of sites (see Section 1.4, p.27), and Rempel et al.’s
(1985) view on interpersonal relations that sees trust progressively turning from
actions into one’s character (see Section 1.4, p.26).

Moreover, a blend of uncertainty management frameworks with key
approaches in trust studies and my personal financial expertise gained through 13
years long professional experience in fundraising both at corporate — and financial
intermediary side (all totaling more than US$1 billion of funding) provided both
theoretical and practical lenses for this research, also inspiring and allowing me to
appraise this new funding alternative vis-a-vis the institutional financing methods.
Saluting the concept of crowdfunding enthusiastically as a strong and well-needed
complementation to the financing and fundraising spectrum makes me also aware
that trust is a double-edged sword in crowdfunding platforms, being both the
foundation and a slippery ground that can act like the very reason of success and a
potential threat to sustainability of these platforms at the same time.

In applying the trust perspectives from multiple viewpoints varying from
sociology to psychology and information systems, this study benefits from
interpersonal and intercultural communication theories; Berger and Calabrese’s
(1975) uncertainty reduction (URT) and Gudykunst’s (1984, 1988) uncertainty
and anxiety management (AUM) frameworks respectively. The uncertainty

management angle provides the necessary means to examine the sharing economy



platforms’ performance in trust building vis-a-vis a concentration on self-
disclosures and information-seeking practices of agents. Treating uncertainty
management procedures as a tool for its analysis, this exploration of selected
sharing economy platforms’ functioning also becomes the first comparative and
comprehensive study on trust across multiple sharing economy platforms.

Both Berger and Calabrese’s URT, as well as Gudykunst’s AUM,
originally focused on interpersonal relationships, yet this study approaches them
as widely applicable to every sphere of life where communication between
different parties takes place, also between a system and its users. Hence this
framework is executed for apprehending the trust formation processes among the
users of an online platform and the platform itself, which I personify as well. Not
only peers in a sharing economy platform are strangers to each other, but also an
online platform is a stranger to users at least for the first several uses. Therefore it
needs to develop and demonstrate a character through consistent acts of ability,
integrity, and benevolence as in Bhattacherjee’s standpoint. On top of this, the
whole peer-to-peer involvement with strangers formulates a new cultural code
around the sharing practice. In this respect, this study also attributes a novelty to
the culture of sharing economy practices, a separate complexity and uncertainty
per se that needs to be handled responsibly by platforms through enough
informative mechanisms for uncertainty management.

This qualitative analysis derives its research material through online
participant observation and comparative case studies on selected sharing economy
platforms, primarily crowdfunding platforms, based on examination and
observation of three key resources from (i) the platform side, (ii) the user side,
(ii1) third-party resources. All of these three layers of investigation constitute what
we can call an online archival research that is executed at the very home or own
habitat of sharing economy, the Internet where sharing economy practices take
place or at least become initiated. The examined platform resources cover site
principles including Terms of Use (ToU) or Privacy Policies, management
statements and announcements, feedback to users regarding certain platform

practices as well as the general design and accessibility of information on site,



examining the openness and user-friendliness of their policies and disclosures,
and dialogue with the user community all of which contribute to understanding
the level of transparency platforms convey.

Similarly, sites’ requirements and design of peer disclosures for an open
and favorable environment for uncertainty reduction are also scrutinized.
Secondly, the users of their systems are observed through directly available
comments they post on the sites as well as covered in news reports, while a third
layer of an archive research on third-party electronic resources included inquiry of
informative or commentary news reports, investigative blog posts by experts and
third-party interviews with founders and management.

In examining all these pieces the research gave attention to wherever the
relevant data was publicly available and dissected the visible practices of
platforms, leaving for instance the technical infrastructure requirements mostly
out of the scope of the research. In that regard, this could be regarded as an
investigation on the visible tip of the iceberg rather than the whole matter relevant
for trust but this approach also allowed identifying and putting forth the missing
parts that should be visible, the gaps in platforms’ trust forming practices.

The units of analysis as selected crowdfunding platforms are chosen on the
basis of their presence as the initial —hence longest-operating — and/or leading
example in their field, like Kickstarter or Indiegogo among reward-based
crowdfunding platforms, Patreon, Crowdcube and Zopa as the pioneering
platforms in membership-based, equity (investment)-based and lending-
(investment) based platforms respectively. Assessment of company disclosures
and feedback to user communities was combined along with indications on
platforms’ ability in providing a sufficient scope for peers’ formation of
interpersonal system trust through online participant observation and content
analyses on the sites investigating deeper wherever the available data was larger
like in the crowdfunding platforms.

The comparison of selected online sharing platforms with a particular
emphasis on crowd-funding eco-system also benefited from complementary

examination of sharing economy platforms other than crowdfunding,



Couchsurfing, Airbnb, Uber, Lyft and to some extent Wikipedia in terms of an
analysis on their key features for uncertainty management that can provide some
particular comparative reference points for better trust-forming tools for
crowdfunding universe. These complementary platforms are chosen based on their
coverage of a certain need and uniqueness of their approach.

In the first section, relevant studies and notions that this inquiry on trust in
sharing economy platforms touches will be reviewed. This will start with an
elaboration on definitions of the key concepts from sharing economy to
crowdfunding, also including a brief overview of models like collaborative
production —although that type of platforms do not fall within the center of this
study and are considered as a subject for potential future research. In
understanding the sharing economy platforms, this study will mainly focus on
crowdfunding and collaborative consumption platforms. A consideration of key
drivers of sharing economy and internet’s features facilitating collaboration will
be also reviewed by a deeper exploration on trust from various point of views,
also benefiting from the lenses of uncertainty management theories of
communication.

Following the Literature review, in Section Two this study will introduce
the abovementioned trust pyramid and the qualitative grounds on which the
platform analyses would rest on. This will lead to a comparative inquisition of
selected sharing economy platforms in Section Three with a focus on key areas.
Starting from Section Four, the research will share its qualitative analysis case by
case on the leading representatives of four type of crowdfunding platforms, with
the dominant focus on reward-based crowdfunding platforms Kickstarter and
Indiegogo in Section 4.1. This is followed by evaluation of membership-based
crowdfunding through Patreon in 4.2, equity-based crowdfunding through
Crowdcube 4.3 and lending-based crowdfunding through Zopa 4.4. As a
complementary part of this study, Section Five is to provide an overview of two
platforms that depend on a non-monetary type of exchange, Couchsurfing and

Wikipedia, followed by Conclusions.



SECTION ONE
1. LITERATURE BACKGROUND

1.1.KEY CONCEPTS OF THE SHARING ECO-SYSTEM

Rise of a new collaborative economic model brought with it new terms
such as “sharing economy” and “collaborative consumption” and various others
emerged such as “access economy”, “peer-to-peer economy”, which are defining
all or parts of a new eco-system, whose novelty is still partially questioned and
covers a range of activities from shared accommodation, food- or ride-sharing to
crowdfunding or crowdsourcing. We could invent all kinds of other labels such as
e-trust economy, reciprocity economy, reputation economy, (social) network
economy.

Regardless of which terms are adopted and which system or web platform
falls under which category, going to the root of this growing new eco-system
requires a look at concepts of sharing and collaboration more closely and this is
what has been predominantly done by scholars so far. As these concepts are new
or are introduced in rather novel ways with new implications for our lives,

scholarly work mainly focused on trying to define these terms broadly and

specifically.

1.1.1. Sharing Economy

Sharing per se is nothing new and has been prevalent since the pre-
industrial societies. Usually, in traditional sharing systems that are mostly covered
in “gift economy” literature, sharing is an act among people who know each other
at least to some extent whereas now the ease of formation of online sharing
communities leads to a type of (offline) sharing that normally could not occur
with strangers we do not know. With the internet’s affordances; connectivity

between like-minded people on any subject introduces new grounds for sharing.



Belk (2007) defined “sharing” as the “the act and process of distributing
what is ours to others for their use and/or the act and process of receiving or
taking something from others for our use” (p. 126), and that something does not
have to be “money”. While this draws a “reciprocal” map of sharing, Benkler
(2004) included in sharing also “nonreciprocal pro-social behavior”, related with
“the production of things and actions/services valued materially, through
nonmarket mechanisms of social sharing” (p. 275). According to Benkler, “social
sharing and exchange” are part of the typical economic production but remain as
an “underappreciated modality”, although they could be applied to daily contexts
as a more “pervasive modality of economic production” through technological
progress.

Although both of Belk and Benkler’s approaches do not necessitate money
to enter into the exchange, in most famous platforms coordinating peer-to-peer
sharing like Airbnb and Uber money is the dominant unit of exchange for use or
access to a shared object. This also creates financial resources for sustaining the
performance of the growing sites. However, there are also sharing platforms like
“Couchsurfing (CS)” where users initiate non-monetary exchanges. Rising on
intangible qualities of social sharing, such a platform needed to find another
source of revenues such as an optional “verification tool” for users’ addresses to
sustain itself. In Airbnb, the commodified version of CS, travelers go rather after a
paid service also increasingly looking for renting an entire flat rather than sharing
as Slee (2016) found.

Belk highlighted both “familiarity” and “intimacy” as parameters in
describing different kinds of sharing, which can differ on a spectrum from
“sharing in” with people we know and “sharing out” with strangers. Sharing in
(Belk, 2010) becomes an “act that is likely to make the recipient a part of a
pseudo-family and our aggregate extended self”, whereas sharing out engages in
“dividing something between relative strangers or when it is intended as a one-
time act such as providing someone with spare change, directions, or the time of

day, it is described as “sharing out” (Belk, 2014, p.1596).



1.1.2. Collaborative Consumption

A commonly used term associated with sharing economy that is coined by
Botsman and Rogers (2010) is “collaborative consumption”, defined as
“traditional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting, and swapping”
(p-xv). Belk (2014) fairly found this description inaccurate in that it puts
“marketplace exchange and gift giving” in the same basket as sharing, and
regarded “collaborative consumption” as a “middle ground between sharing and
marketplace exchange, with elements of both” (p.1597). Highlighting that many
originally rental activities that come to be called sharing such as Zipcar.com can
be rather called “pseudo-sharing”, Belk defined collaborative consumption as
“people coordinating the acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or
other compensation” (p. 1597).

However, this notation also depicts an imprecise model as if peers come
together to purchase a certain good, while most of the examples of sharing
platforms serve like a match-making marketplace, where the peer in demand can
find a peer in supply. The former model with a coordinated acquisition and
distribution of a resource could rather hint to sharing in the type of schemes with
for instance neighbors or a community pooling money together to acquire an
object to be shared, say a washing machine or refrigerator. This actually is not a
novel form but also being refreshed through renewed models of shared housing,
collective living and co-habiting/co-working spaces which all usually require a
middleman for representation and coordination.

Moreover, Belk’s definition underlines the compensation aspect of the
sharing act as providing room for non-monetary sharing practices. Yet, this
emphasis on ‘“compensation” does not fully capture sharing acts taking place
without any type of direct reward but for instance out of a spirit of community or
solidarity. While many sharing platforms rely on a transaction-based sharing on
their site, again the abovementioned Couchsurfing example — in a way the non-

commodified version and precedent of Airbnb — is a showcase where no direct
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form of compensation or bartering is relevant except the cultural exchange and the
gradual build-up of a user’s credentials through interaction with peers.

The definition of collaborative consumption should cover both the
necessity of a platform to bring together collaborating peers as well as room for
the non-monetary type of swap. It can be basically denoted as “the act of
supplying, sharing, and accessing the use of a good or service with other people
with- or free of charge, mostly initiated through a platform or community”.

Another relevant notion is “access-based consumption”, formulated by
Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) who underlined that consumers prefer paying for the
access to goods rather than for purchases (p.881). We can easily put collaborative
consumption under access-based consumption, yet under the subcategory of
“market-mediated accesses”. “Connected consumption” is an alternative and
reasonable notation Fitzmaurice and Schor (2015) introduced to emphasize the
“social and digital dimensions” of the sharing practice where people benefit from
being linked to strangers who provide access to goods and services (p.6).

In one of the most renowned studies on collaborative consumption,
Botsman and Rogers (2010) regarded the concept resting on four fundamental
principles: critical mass, idling capacity, belief in the commons and trust between
strangers. “Critical mass” captured the notion of having enough choice to make
the consumer content with available options. This means that there are enough
supply and demand in the marketplace to match peers. “Power of idling capacity”
lies in saving and “redistributing” the “unused potential” that can become a waste,
elsewhere it is needed (Botsman and Rogers, 2010, p.83-84). Benkler (2004) also
elaborated on this notion of “idle capacity” taking into account the net “positive
utility” of sharing. Distributing unused capacity of owned and “shareable” goods
to others is free “except for the transaction costs”, hence people would prefer this
surplus to be shared if there is positive utility net of the cost of sharing (p.312).
This net utility obviously needs to incorporate the risk of harm to the goods as
well as any costs of using this sharing platform.

The concept of a rising “belief in the Commons”, another key aspect

Botsman and Rogers investigated, hinted actually to an opposing turn of events
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compared to Hardin’s Tragedy of Commons (1968) argument that says there is
always a trade-off between individual interests versus the group’s and “freedom in
a commons brings ruin to all” (p.1244). Many commons type collaborative
networks have proven the contrary. Along with Botsman and Rogers (2010),
Ostrom’s (1990), Lessig’s (2002) as well as Stallman’s (2002), Siefkes’ (2008)
and Kelty’s (2008) works have praised a belief in “creative commons” structures

where individuals can actually self-govern, use and produce resources effectively.

1.1.3. Gift Economy

The conceptions about the gift economy and the possibility of a pure act of
gift-giving are still debated, drawing largely on works of Marion (1999, 2013),
Mauss (1990) and Derrida (1992, 1999). In one of the most original works on gift-
giving, Mauss (1990) dwelled on the “reciprocal” side of the gift in archaic
societies of Polynesia, Melanesia, and Native America, recognizing the function
of the gift as an “economic exchange”.

Within the two classical prevailing models of gift-giving, the one that
acknowledges giving gifts as a “sacrifice”, and the other as a “favor” (McAteer,
2012, p.66); the latter is the one that leads to an exchange Mauss talks about,
through a “bond of return”. Both models recognized gifts as ‘“gratuitous”;
however if a favor is done for someone without being obliged to, then it becomes
a gift, which ultimately brings the expectation that one day this person would
return the favor. Mauss described this cycle of returning the favor as “obligatory-
voluntary gift-exchanges” (p.19) and underlined that “to refuse to give or to fail to
invite, is—Ilike refusing to accept—the equivalent of a declaration of war; it is a
refusal of friendship and intercourse” (p.17). Mauss’ proposition indicated that
individuals would willingly conform to morality also as a result of their
motivation to maintain their “status” and honor, which can also be considered for
References in most of sharing economy platforms where users actually rise in
status on sharing through reviews. These exchanges constitute acts of compliance

with a social bond, a type of moral “contract” as Mauss described.
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Apart from the gift as favor or sacrifice, McAteer (2012) considered a
third kind of model for a gift that suggested the “communion” which also comes
close to this social bond, “where what is given is the gift of being-with-the-other”
(p.67). He thought that the challenge Derrida saw in the “obligation of return”
could be evaded through this conception, still leaving room for “reciprocity”,
contrary to the gift-as-sacrifice thinking. The communion comes to being as the
gift is naturally complemented by “reciprocal giving” whose “counter-gift” may
only be allowing someone the room for gift-giving. Marion demonstrated that in a
community gifts compelled people to notice the “personhood of the other and thus
to enter into a community”, not for the reason that gift is an act of kindness
forming a bond of reciprocity or (a “debt of gratitude™), “but because the gift is a
communion that required a recognition of the other as a distinct person both
capable of giving to me and receiving from me” (McAteer, p.67). Marrion in that
respect looked at a broader form of recipients in the exchange, while also
regarding this bond of gift-giving as creating a debt with it, but not necessarily to
the same person as this debt is rather owed to the “horizon of givenness, or
donation” as Harvey (2012) described: “a gift may be without a giver, without a
receiver or without anything given” (p. 11, 15).

Derrida (1992) looking at the reciprocity aspect of this giving back
explained how it is only a matter of time until the ones who receive a gift would
provide a present in return, and the time between the two reiterates the necessity.
He concluded that a pure form of gift-giving cannot exist normatively in a society
and identified this reciprocal debt as a challenge to the notion of gift, and
promoted a “non-calculating mode” (Harvey, 2012). Yet, on the other hand, a
pure act of gift giving out of disinterested, pure benevolence or altruism without
seeking a return is unattainable for him, too (McAteer, p.60). According to
Derrida when two parties that can be identified as “donor” and ‘“donee”
deliberately enter into an intended gift exchange of an “identifiable object/gift”,
that interchange automatically cancels out because the purity and the disinterested

act of gift-giving were not present (Harvey, p.11).
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Kearney (2012) in a different and comprehensive approach depicted three
models of gift-giving, (i) economic model, where the notions of credit and debit
creation come in, (i) deconstructive model, where the idealized pure gift is
involved, (iii) hermeneutical model, which falls between the two. Kearney’s own
work fell into the third category that aimed to build a bridge between the first two
models, a middle point between the “purely conditional” and the “unconditional
gift”.

Such a hermeneutics of the gift acknowledges a certain
reconnaissance, a certain reciprocity, a certain recognition. I do not think
the gift and the givee have to disappear for the event of a gift to occur, as
they do for Derrida and Marion. But in the receiving and the giving of the
gift, there is more than money involved, there is more than a mercantile
exchange, there is more than a power leverage. My interest is in that
excess, that which is more than pure exchange but still involves a
relationship ~ of  recognition  between  giver and  receiver
(Kearney&Severson, p.79).

This view is also in line with Ramal’s (2012) position who defended that
there should be a wide spectrum covering multiple ways of gift-giving and
“generosity”. He elaborated on the variety of gift giving and generosity forms in
different contexts, some lead to “free” and some to “not-free” forms in exchange-
based economies (p. 200). Even generosity can carry multiple intentions which
may or may not include reciprocity, hence for both the gift and generosity one
single paradigm should not be enforced (p. 210).

According to Wittel (2013), the underlying basis of a gift economy, whose
traces can also be found in digital commons, is not a social “contract” that
endorses a morally grounded “solidarity” (325), but one that gives plenty of room
for “asymmetry”: “these gifts, very much like works of art and very much like
blood donations, are gifts to abstract communities. Ultimately they are gifts to
humanity” (p. 325).

When we come to differentiating “gifting” and sharing, Nicholas John

(2017) provided a good relation. He positioned the former with “distribution of
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goods, even if they are immaterial goods” and associated the latter with both
gifting and “a form of communication” that engaged with “honesty, openness,
authenticity”. Hence sharing becomes a broader concept than gifting: “To say that
someone is sharing is to suggest that they are giving something of themselves.
More than gifting does, it implies caring, perhaps even altruism” (Jenkins, 2017).
This approach denoted ‘“sharing” as a notion that brings at least two parties
together in many instances at the same time for the use of the object or good that
is shared, whereas gifting may transfer the good without expecting the same good

to return to the giver or co-presence of the parties.

1.1.4. Collaborative production, crowdsourcing & Open Source

With collaborative consumption at the one end, there is also “collaborative
production” at the other which for a shared work process gathers the expertise of
diverse peers that may come from all parts of the world who would otherwise
remain disconnected. Producing for a common goal, also called “commons” in
many instances, commons-oriented peer production carries the critical feature of
“loosely connected individuals” cooperating with each other “without relying on
either market signals or managerial commands” (Benkler, 2006, p.60), which
some scholars like Bauwens et al. (2012) regarded like a revolution (p.20).

While collaborative production relies on a horizontal p2p development and
ownership of output, in crowdsourcing the owner and collector of the output
created by contributors is usually a company or a commercial entity. The pioneer
of the crowdsourcing term, Howe (2006) defined the concept as “the act of a
company or institution taking a function once performed by employees and
outsourcing it to an undefined (and generally large) network of people in the form
of an open call” (Crowdsourcing, White Paper version). This entailed an
implementation of “Open Source principles to fields outside of software”
(Crowdsourcing, Soundbyte version). Brabham (2013) talked of crowdsourcing
rightfully as a collaborative problem-solving, which is a top-down as well as

bottom-up managed open process, where the control or say overproduction
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remains both in the institution’s and in crowd’s hands (p.18). Famous examples of
crowdsourcing platforms can be counted as InnoCentive, NineSigma, Odesk,
TaskRabbit, Mechanical Turk, Peerby. This study in its comparative platform
analysis leaves crowdsourcing and collaborative production platforms out of its
scope for further research.

In most of the peer-to-peer and decentralized commons type of platforms
there lie the principles of an Open Source setting, where “production and
development of an offering are outsourced to potentially many people who are
given access to the offering’s source materials” (von Krogh and Spaeth, 2007). As
Jeff Howe (2006, Wired) put: “the open source software movement proved that a
network of passionate, geeky volunteers could write code just as well as the
highly paid developers at Microsoft or Sun Microsystems” (para.6). It is also
Open Source which gave way to the creation of a very comprehensive online
encyclopedia like Wikipedia (to be briefly discussed in Section ) that will always
stay in progress and will never be complete because of the effort of catching up
with the world that constantly brings new occurrences and new information.

Grams (2010) made a wuseful comparison of Open Source and
Crowdsourcing. In the former, a typical project may run with many contributors
as well as many beneficiaries whereas in the latter one there are still many
contributors yet only a few beneficiaries. As also Bauwens (2012) elaborated, in
the “Open Source methodology” most of the input can be still put to use and also
advanced while in crowdsourcing a significant amount of input may remain

wasted.

1.1.5. Collaborative funding: Crowdfunding

Along with crowdsourcing that mostly gathers non-monetary time
investment and knowledge-based peer efforts in a project; a version that collects
monetary contributions from the “crowd” again in form of an open call also
became possible. “Crowdfunding” in that respect forms a collaborative funding

model in which peers use new media to pull together financing from other peers to
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materialize projects or to finance their companies, whose range may vary from
artistic to scholarly to commercial and technological ideas or products. As
Brabham (2013) summarized with small contributions the “creation of a specific
product or the investment in a specific business idea” gets supported (p.37). Here,
the control over production as well as distribution is kept in project owner’s
hands. Kickstarter and Indiegogo have been the most renowned crowdfunding
examples that are based on rewards, which are the main focus of this study
(Section 4.1). Sites such as Zopa, Crowdcube, and Causes are examples of
lending-, equity-, donation-based crowdfunding platforms respectively. A rather
new form is provided by membership-based crowdfunding platform, Patreon also
reviewed in Section 4.2. Among types of crowdfunding, this study particularly left
donation-based crowdfunding out of the scope as it stands out on its own as a
subject for a separate research due to vast literature and different considerations in
charitable giving and sharing.

Ordanini, Micelli, Pizzetti, and Parasuraman (2011) described the concept
of crowdfunding as “a collective effort by people who network and pool their
money together, usually via the internet, in order to invest in and support efforts
initiated by other people or organizations” (p.443). This description falls short of
capturing the decision-making process properly because the funding decisions are
usually met individually without a “together”-ness per se, except only a herd
behavior that may occur because of “critical mass” that already supported a
project in question.

The problem-solving aspect of crowdsourcing is also relevant for
crowdfunding but this time instead of collecting time and creative inputs of peers,
it mobilizes and assembles their small monetary contributions and addresses the
financing problem in conventional financing that the funds not reaching the ones
who need it the most. The filling of this gap is formed through these online
sharing platforms which make it possible for individual consumers to pool
“monetary resources to support and sustain new projects initiated by others”

(Ordanini et al., 2011).
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Botsman and Rogers’ (2010) notion of idle capacity in collaborative
consumption can be applied to crowdfunding, too: unused investment capacity of
individuals is put in use for funding a micro-project, which could not be funded
otherwise. In traditional finance (interchangeably used with “conventional
finance” denoting the usual financing methods that involves financial institutions)
banks usually require an operating business and a track record, while Venture
Capitals and Angel Investors, the typical investors of rather early stage companies
are very selective and not accessible for funding every new business and idea.
Artistic endeavors which have become a popular target of crowdfunding
campaigns cannot easily find support, too through conventional financing
methods. Crowdfunding builds the necessary means to resolve this mismatch for
start-ups, small businesses or artistic projects by redistributing crowd’s idle minor

funds into useful contributions for ideas lacking funding.

1.2.DRIVERS OF THE SHARING ECONOMY

An inclination to share and give through an “economic exchange” is not
new as shown in reviews of the gift economy. However, what has given rise to
sharing economy in contemporary times seems to be multifold. Botsman and
Rogers (2010) considered these under four key drivers: (i) a renewed belief in the
importance of community, (ii) surge of peer-to-peer social networks and real-time
technologies, (iii1) rising environmental concerns, (iv) a global recession “that has
fundamentally shocked consumer behaviors”.

This indeed is a good summary of the potential factors that induce
individuals to enter into sharing practices with even strangers. Yet this basis lacks
a certain essential character of this particular time that may be influential in
making sharing economy a material aspect of our lives. Zooming into the first two
grounds mentioned by these scholars; a renewed belief in the importance of
community and a surge of p2p social networks; there is a need to grasp that
beneath these there are more fundamental social drivers in play that form the basis

of these forces, especially the second one. The internet becomes the facilitator and
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kind of a marketplace where needs are met with resources. Yet, the internet’s
capabilities have not come into being on their own but as a consequence of
interplay of peoples’ social and economic motivations that led to collective spaces
for socializing and sharing on a different dimension than the traditional daily life
allowed.

The internet clearly created a space —where also sharing economy
flourished — that intended to empower the individual beyond the power centers of
“organized capitalism” which as Horkheimer (1974) argued puts “personal
initiative” into ever smaller conventional boxes relative to “plans of those in
authority”: participation “remains at best a hobby, a leisure-time trifle” (p.94).
With the rise of new media tools and the internet, however, breaking the old
conventional ties and processes, and coming out of the dictated boxes with more
autonomy and grounds for participation to meet certain demands in alternative
ways have become possible. As elaborated in the next section, the participatory
nature of the Internet as Jenkins (2006) considered, showed how small
contributions can matter in various spheres of life. The risk in the sharing
economy universe is however that the sharing economy platforms as they expand
their user communities and revenues, attracting also new capital from financial
investors, could fall into the same growth rhetoric of a typical capitalist
“corporation” —whose hints are elaborated in Section 3.2.2. (p.84).

In light of these, we can briefly summarize certain key motivations for the
development of the sharing economy model that is regarded vital. It serves a
rising need to create alternative means of exchange between peers for objects or
services in demand which are either not met through the conventional market or
preferred as a more socially fulfilling substitute. Sharing with peers not only
facilitates the meeting of basic needs in a rather horizontal and decentralized
manner but also goes in line with breaking the mold of consumerism towards
collaborative resource-sharing. In doing that, micro-entrepreneurship, as well as
peer-to-peer collaborative creation, is empowered, while leading to the re-
formation of “community” and social cohesion as well as addressing certain key

concerns of our times such as sustainability and “environmental constraints”.
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There is also a view (Sietke, 2008) that this model may contribute to the
narrowing of the “widening gap between the rich and the poor”. In that regard,
peer production is also regarded as the more ethical alternative than the market
production in that it creates equality of access (Stallman 2002, Siefkes 2008).

Simmel’s (1978) work can also be of help in picturing the nodes of the
sharing economy, where we can envisage economic objects as situated in the
space between “pure desire” and “immediate enjoyment”. The distance between
the object and the person who desires can be overcome through the “economic
exchange” that is founded on not “only in exchanging values but in the exchange
of values” (p.80). The “distance” in this sense is now easily covered through the
tools of the internet and the peers along with what they offer for sharing, be it
their homes, their knowledge or collaborative efforts in form of crowd funds can
meet on a common ground. A transaction occurs usually based on a given price by
the supplier of an object or service which only leads to the exchange if the price is
accepted by the one who desires the object. Hence, for this distance, which
Simmel described, to be overcome, the value has to be matched reciprocally. For
that matching to take place there is the need for a common ground, which
becomes the “platform” bringing strangers together.

The resulting sharing economy exchange rises on a platform usually
through a “paid service” between two peers. However for this exchange to happen
through a network of individuals who do not know each other, the sharing
economy primarily rises on the Internet’s affordances that bring strangers into
close proximity with each other on an online platform. Compared with previously
“unknown” consumers that also take an abstract form within the “abstractness” of
money in Simmel’s approach, peers now can take into account other like-minded
individuals as subjects within the sharing economy. The ends of the exchange
become individuals one has to build opinion about and build a sufficient level of
trust to get into an exchange with. This exchange as it takes place through an
internet platform necessitates also trust to be formed vis-a-vis the exchange

platform, which will be further discussed in the next sections.
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1.3. THE INTERNET MAKES COLLABORATION FEASIBLE

From its earliest days on, the Internet has provided a space where strangers
felt motivated to interact, be it the chat rooms of mIRC or the music sharing
platform Napster, which can be considered as the first example of peer-to-peer
online sharing. With the sophistication of Web 2.0 and the rise of the tools for
creative and communicative purposes, peers started to find more means to create,
communicate and interact that intensified grounds for sharing.

As also discussed in Chapter 1, sharing and collaboration go hand in hand
in the so far constituted sharing economy literature. The tendency to associate
both terms closely is vivid with the widely used terminology of sharing economy
and collaborative consumption. This has a valid cause since collaboration lies in
the very core of the sharing activity. Peers that in many cases can be called
strangers collaborate on an exchange.

Looking more closely at the collaboration activity and how this is
facilitated by the Internet leads us to the participatory nature of the Internet. The
potential of new media in increasing opportunities for collaboration and
participation are many-fold, which blurs at times the boundaries between
producer, reader, player, author, user, or say interactors generically related with
content. The Internet and new media simplify sharing and collaboration beyond
the conventional type of mediums, which naturally creates a more participating
culture than in the traditional type of offline possibilities where the immediate
reaction is more limited. The ease of participation in itself, which is a technical
affordance of the Internet, dictates a culture that refrains less from initiating and
doing things online than offline, as the former looks as if it counts more and
creates more attention more rapidly. Jenkins (2006) talking about the rise of a
participatory culture highlighted that users feel that their partaking activities are
important:

a culture with relatively low barriers to artistic expression and civic

engagement, strong support for creating and sharing one’s creations, and

some type of informal mentorship whereby what is known by the most
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experienced is passed along to novices. A participatory culture is also one

in which members believe their contributions matter, and feel some degree

of social connection with one another (at the least they care what other

people think about what they have created) (p.3).

Brabham (2013) underlined Internet’s features of “speed”, “reach”,
“convergence”, “lower barriers to entry” and “interactivity” as forming a
“participatory culture online”. Lévy (1997) foresaw the “collective intelligence”
aspect that can arise when different nodes of know-how and expertise participate
cooperatively they can build a “knowledge culture” that can function like an
“invisible and intangible engine” involved in any type of circulation of goods and
objects. Jenkins (2006, Convergence Culture) also elaborated on Lévy’s
conceptions of the knowledge culture as a natural consequence of the diminishing
forms of “social community” as well as geographical bonds, and the “emerging”
versions of community ties that can be described through “voluntary, temporary,
and tactical affiliations, reaffirmed through common intellectual enterprises and
emotional investments” (p.27).

These characteristics of the participatory medium and the emerging
communities can be considered in conjunction with Murray’s (1997) map of four
essential properties of digital environments: “procedural, participatory, spatial and
encyclopedic” (p.71). Murray defined the “procedural quality” as the computer’s
“defining ability to execute a series of rules...rules of behavior” that designate
every process (p.71), which the users find attractive as they can themselves
“induce the behavior”. Digital environments behave under certain rules that are
“responsive” to the input. These responses are generated under a certain coded
execution which makes the computer interactive and “participatory” as well
(p.74). The “spatial” quality embraces the “navigable space” that is formed by the
“interactive process of navigation” (p.79-80). Murray put that “we recognize the
fruit of all of these developments in our conceptualization of the digital domain as
“cyberspace”, an environment with its own geography in which we experience a
change of documents on our screen as a visit to a distant site on a worldwide web”

(p-80). The capacity of the medium in storing a flow of data in an ever-accessible
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form to its users increases significantly when linked worldwide to a global web
and database, and this represents this “encyclopedic” quality: “It is as if the
modern version of the great library of Alexandria, which contained all the
knowledge of the ancient world, is about to rematerialize in the infinite expanses
of cyberspace” (p.84).

Murray’s description is still very relevant with surging means of various
interaction that are built not only between the user and the computer but also p2p
and peer-to-platform. The flow of information enabled now between the users-
system and users-users with wikis and social network sites are fully benefiting
from the procedural, participatory, spatial and encyclopedic features of the
computer and the Internet.

New collaborative modes like Wikis facilitated by new media, where
anybody can create content and edit the work of others, lead to an enormous
virtual library by users of the Internet, who are not literally writers or intellectuals
like what Diderot represented for 1’Encyclopedié¢ in the 18" century yet can
synthesize various kinds of information. As Murray (1997) put earlier “the
Internet functions as a giant bulletin board on which long-term story arcs can be
plotted” (p.85). This, of course, bears the risk of being overwhelmed by the
endless content through the encyclopedic nature of the medium —which is best
displayed in Wikipedia. The encyclopedic quality of the net, one of the four
essential properties of digital environments in Murray’s view, when it meets the
other two qualities, “procedural” and “participatory” explains to some extent why
the most effective large-scale collaborative attempts on the Internet are in Wiki
form.

New media enables not only collaborative spaces where users become like
participants of a combined creation but also SNS where a collection of images or
notes piles up through users’ sharing of posts on a personal basis without
individual posts necessarily cooperating or interacting with each other but this is
facilitated to a great extent, too. This is a type of sharing that grows on a

motivation to share one’s life and daily moments on these platforms where users
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seem to find both some photographic “artistic expression” and some social
connectedness as Jenkins mentioned above.

Nicholas John (Jenkins, 2017) also talked about this type of sharing that is
basically related with “digital participation” (Jenkins, Revisiting the Concept of
Sharing) by defining it as “digital activities” ranging from posting videos to
updating statutes that also qualify as “sharing”. John elaborated on these as a
“constitutive activity of social media” to highlight how it has become the keyword
for describing our online participation”.

Berry (2012) used a powerful expression for this kind of participation:
“documentary narcissism”. He also introduced the notion of “quantified self-
movement” that rises on our increasing use of digital and computational software,
codes and apps: “One of the most interesting aspects of these systems is that
humans in many cases become the vectors that both enable the data transfers and
carry the data that fuels the computational economy.”

With the resulting vectors of information in all kinds of directions, the
whole functioning of the Web 2.0 and the SNS get procedural and their impact
grows on each unit of participation and sharing. The SNS built on qualities of the
Internet make themselves participatory, spatial and encyclopedic too. The
responses are not only generated by the SNS, let’s call it the “system” together
with the infrastructure behind it, but also by the users who can share and post
facing a worldwide web of users. Not only we know how the Twitter system
reacts when we try to put a tweet longer than 140 characters, we also get to know
what kind of reactions the users in our web of reach demonstrate when we tweet
on a certain subject or in a certain format. Similar goes for Instagram, where users
learn what kind of posts create more reaction and even on what part of the day.

In sharing economy, the peers and the object or services they offer for
sharing turn into vectors of an economic exchange. The more sharing occurs, the
more it penetrates into all parts of our lives and sometimes on a disruptive scale.
A learning curve for every platform and its users takes place.

The impact that SNS and sharing platforms have on various dimensions of

our daily lives and the economy from advertisement to customer-behavior is an
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extensive topic that this study leaves out. Different segments of the sharing
economy platforms that are selected for this study of sharing economy incorporate
a sharing or collaboration act that evolve around an economic resource which
necessitates agents to find their counterparts enough trustworthy for collaboration.
For peers to interact with each other on such scale only are possible as the

mentioned qualities of the Internet make trust formation achievable.

1.4.0ONLY BECAUSE OF TRUST-BUILDING

All the technical affordances of the Internet that are mentioned in the
preceding chapter make participation and interaction of the users feasible and it is
largely these qualities that allow trust building between users and users-platforms.
However, these technical qualities would not suffice on their own to induce
engagement if there is lack of trust or lack of willingness to trust in one or all
relevant layers of the interaction process.

One of the most salient factors in the effectiveness of our present complex

organization is the willingness of one or more individuals in a social unit

to trust others. The efficiency, adjustment, and even survival of any social

group depend upon the presence or absence of such trust. (Rotter, 1967,

p.651).

As Rotter rightfully claimed for “any social group”, trust and willingness
to trust are key necessities for any sharing and exchange to take place, hence also
the backbone of sharing economy. The ability of participants of a social group to
trust other agents, including both the peers and collaborative platforms in
question; is the essential element to managing the complexity of a social setting.
Trust not only becomes a functional tool to navigate through the uncertainty of
life but also a notion constantly under threat showing only in future whether the
trust was warranted or not as well as may fluctuate as agents’ inclinations may
change which may risk the functioning of a social system. Trust in the
collaborative peer economy is a primary ingredient for the functioning of the

system in a sustainable fashion.
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The notion of trust has been approached in consumer and communication
studies as well as in psychology and sociology widely from numerous angles. In
earlier studies, relation to “confidence” has been at the forefront with emphasis on
“faith” that the actors of a social or commercial exchange would behave in a
desired way “rather than what is feared” (Deutsch, 1973, p.148) or that the other
party would return “expected gratifications” in a social exchange (Scanzoni,
1979). Rotter (1967) considered “trustworthiness” in “interpersonal trust” as “a
generalized expectancy held by an individual that the word, promise, or statement
of another individual can be relied on” (p.651).

Rempel, Holmes, and Zanna (1985) studying close relationships focused
on “predictability, dependability and (leap of) faith” where the first two may lead
to the third notion (p.96-97). Regarding “trust” as the anticipation of the
likelihood of certain happenings in line with Rotter’s (1980) and Scanzoni’s
(1979) views, Rempel et al. differentiated between trusting one’s actions and
one’s characters where the attention gradually moves from the first one into the
latter (p.97). Since the focus here is on interpersonal close relationships, this
perspective inherently highlights the repeating nature of interactions between
people where trust is earned through time although it may start with a leap of faith
initially. Similarly, the relation between users and a sharing platform should also
be regarded as of repeating nature of interactions that lead to a learning curve
where users — in a way revenue sharing agents — after an initial leap of faith step
progressively learn about and shift focus of trust from actions to “character” of a
sharing platform. So we can view a platform that is in the process of building and
assuming gradually a character on its own, too.

With a similar long-term view on trust relations, Morgan and Hunt (1994)
regarded “commitment” and trust as key elements for successful relationship
marketing. In their view, the essence of commitment and trust motivate for (i)
maintenance of relationship investments in cooperation with exchange parties, (ii)
resistance to attractive short-term alternatives “in favor of the expected long-term
benefits”, (iii) prudent approach to “potentially high-risk actions” based on a

conviction “that their partners will not act opportunistically” (p.22). Considering a
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close link between “confidence”, trust and commitment; the researchers structure
that “relationship termination costs and relationship benefits” shape commitment,
while “shared values” affect both commitment and trust whereas communication
and “opportunistic behavior” directly have an effect on trust (p.24).

In one of the first elaborations on trust in online settings, Hoffman, Novak,
and Peralta (1998) pointed out that consumers have “lack of trust” in Web
providers as they cannot control the use of their data. “Lack of disclosures” of
websites on this contributes to the problem (p.80-81). The scholars advocated for
a “balance of power” that carried enough “cooperative interaction” between the
online business and its customers (p.85). This incorporated a demand for
increased transparency and informative content by the site as well as protection of
privacy so that consumers trust web providers. Although there has been
considerable progress on site disclosures, after 20 years this finding can be still
applicable to a great extent. Disclosures and transparency of platforms will be
among the focus areas of this research in studying of platform trust.

In a similar research, Bhattacherjee (2002) recognized that companies
generating revenues through user transactions risk losing most “if they fail to
assess consumer trust in their services or engage in proactive trust-building
initiatives” (p. 236). Framing trust as a concept that can become a threat on its
own to the successful development of online exchanges, the scholar categorized
key dimensions influencing trust-building as “ability” (domain expertise),
“integrity” (reliability in delivering its obligations), and “benevolence” (trustee’s
measure of good practice) (p.212). This can be adopted for sharing economy
platforms too. In line with Rempel et al., this perspective would put trust
formation on a gradual and long-term view which would allow a sharing platform
to construct its nature which the users would also experience and evaluate mostly
on these three key aspects. Considering previous studies —which mostly
concentrated on faith, predictability, honesty, confidence, fairness, integrity,
openness usually in view of “interpersonal relations” — limited to capture online
encounters, Bhattacherjee emphasized the “breadth” and “complexity” of the

online construct (p.214) and approached trust as an “informal control mechanism”
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that reduces “friction” and “opportunistic behaviors” while eliminating over-
bureaucratic processes and inspiring future transactions, all of which contributed
to fostering of long-term relationships (p.212). Also, for sharing economy
platforms keeping sustainable relations with users require consistency in various
dimensions for continued user presence.

Much earlier it was Luhmann (1979) who addressed how technology
introduced new complexities and the role of trust in “reducing complexity” for
decision-making (p.15-16). Luhmann’s phenomenal work on trust has been in
many ways considered as the first and most comprehensive basis of a thorough
elaboration on trust (Seligman 1997, p.18; Taddeo 2009, p.3). Luhmann
underpinned that not all “dangers” can be eliminated but still should be
neutralized so that they do not disrupt action (p.24). Trust allows people “to act
despite irresolvable uncertainties” (p.25). Here, trust is largely considered like a
compass for navigating through “complexity” of life in view of endless options.
Trust enables people to take an action “as though there were only certain
possibilities in the future”, and the increase in trust leads to increase in
“possibilities for action” (Nissenbaum, 2003, p.138).

As such, trust becomes a prerequisite for cooperation and ‘“coordinated
action”, where with reduced complexity the potential for action despite
uncertainties becomes possible. Trust not only eases “cooperation and success
within civil and political society”, it also motivates people for taking actions,
“boldness, adventure, and creativity, and by enriching the scope of individuals’
relationships with others” (Nissenbaum, 2003, p.139). This view is similar to
Rotter’s and Arrow’s approaches who saw trust as an important lubricant of a
social system” (Arrow, 1974). Also cited by Nissenbaum, trust is regarded as a
“magic ingredient” among citizens “that help undergird political and civic
stability in multicultural societies” (Weinstock, 1999). This is also in line with
Seligman’s approach that regarded trust as the “basis of modern solidarity”
(Seligman, 1997, p. 73).

In facilitation of trust, Luhmann made use of a system approach in order to

solve the inaction puzzle that could arise from uncertainties. As Knodt (1995)
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outlined in the Foreward to Luhmann’s “Social Sytems”, Luhmann viewed
complexity as indicating an environment that pertains a certain degree of “lack of
information” which can only be reduced through the introduction of “less
complex systems than their environment” (p.xvii). The capability to diminish
complexity does not only run like a protection but also enables “the system to
build up internal complexity and thereby transform unorganized into organized
complexity” (p.xviii). In a world that is complex and constantly in flux,
predictable mechanisms empower participants to manage the complexity in a
rather orderly fashion.

Yet, while trust helps in mitigating the suspension that may arise due to
uncertainty, technological complexity that modifies ‘“unorganized” into
“organized complexity” does not remove the insecurity and further builds upon it.
As Luhmann argued this means a heightened level of need for trust and requires
delicate “mastery” with additional layers of trust-building. Luhmann (1979)
introduced, therefore “system trust”: “trust in the effectiveness of certain
opportunities for communication as a safety valve” and trust in the overall
execution of a system that led to “effectiveness of opportunities” (p.56). With this
approach, technology introduced new complexity on top of the existing
uncertainty of life, yet as trust is the compass for navigation in such an
environment, its importance and essence grow exponentially in this new and more
complex environment. According to Luhmann, crosschecking internal control
tools need to be integrated into the operating flow of the systems for proper
navigation which further contributes to the trustworthiness of a system: “trust in
the ability of systems to function includes trust in the ability of their internal
controls to function” (Luhmann, 1979, p.58).

Nissenbaum (2003) elaborated on “trust online” with a clear emphasis on
the choice of leaving out “the system approach” as articulated in “trust in the
networked, digital information systems themselves” from her discussion (p.137).
She preferred utilizing “confidence” in place of “trust in systems” —which may
fall in line with Giddens’ approach (p.38-43) — and regarded it as the essential
starting point for building “trust in the online world” (p.137). She also claimed
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that “through strong mechanisms of security and security-oriented practices”,
“trusted” or “trustworthy” systems can be built so that users can feel motivated to
trust each other and largely engender a climate of trust online” (p.135). Foreseeing
that such a “climate of trust” if successfully achieved on the Net, could “attract
information” and become lively with “interaction, transaction, and association”,
Nissenbaum successfully predicted that this would bring more investment and
“fuel participation” (p.140).

Conversely, if people do not trust interactions mediated electronically,

they will minimize them; they will be cautious and suspicious in their

dealings, they will not place information and creative works on the Web,
they will not engage in e-commerce, they will not indulge in MUDs,

MOQOs, e-lists, b-boards, listservs, chat rooms, buddy lists, electronic

banking, and more. A great resource will be wasted (p.140).

Nissenbaum’s list can be extended by all kinds of acts taking place on
sharing and collaboration platforms. With a far-sighted assessment, her
description of “conditions of trust” as “history and reputation, inferences based on
personal characteristics, relationships of mutuality and reciprocity, role
fulfillment, contextual factors” overlaps well with the main mechanisms used for
trust formation between peers in sharing economy platforms. “Reputations”
matter here: “where we have not built a history of direct interaction with others,
we may refer to the experiences of others who have; that is to say, we may be
influenced by their reputations” (p.141). This is where “References” and
“Recommendations” come into play, which is used by the collaborative
consumption platforms heavily. Nissenbaum referred to Pettit’s consideration of
qualities in the other person that can contribute to building trust in the other
person such as virtue, loyalty, prudence and a desire for the good opinion of
others” (Pettit, as cited by Nissenbaum, 2003, p.142). If Pettit’s perspective is
applied to the online world, someone chasing “good reputation” would
consistently focus on acts evoking “trust-responsiveness” or “trust-reliance”.

Likewise, some familiar features like the perception of “shared values” or

“similarity” may act like motivation for building trust (Seligman, 1997, p.69)
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arguing that familiarity relates to the “human bond” rooted in identity). This was
largely observed in a supplementary review of CS as part of this study (Section
5.1, p.231-259). Nissenbaum considered that trust motivated by familiarity and a
perception of shared values does not necessarily mean that a trustee would rely on
these features as causes of trustworthy acts but rather would build some beliefs
about the probable behavior of these “familiar” or “similar” people (p.142). “The
presence of common ends can stimulate trust. Such cases of mutual ends occur
when a person is “in the same boat” as another” (p.143).

Nissenbaum also viewed “contextual factors” such as publicity of
occurrences as influential in inducing trust-related judgments: “Publicity: a setting
in which betrayal and fidelity are routinely publicized is likely to be more
conducive to trust-reliance, and consequently trust, than a setting in which people
can effectively hide their deeds —especially their misdeeds” (p.144). An
atmosphere where trust affirming actions are rewarded and opposite ones are
punished can motivate people for the former practices. When “rewards and
punishment” are not systematically available, promulgation of norms through
other means can effectively shape behaviors and establish a climate of one sort or
another” (p.144). This perfectly applies to the self-correcting norms essential in
collaborative platforms like Commons, where peers edit and cooperate with each
other without a top-down authority necessarily dictating the rules.

Nissenbaum also underlined another necessary factor for a “trusting
climate” as “public policy” or a form of “trust insurance” that would put “safety
nets for those whose trust is betrayed”. Referring to “liability for credit card
fraud” as an example arrangement of the introduction of a motivating factor for
making people engage in credit card transactions (p.144), the scholar viewed
obstacles to trust online as “missing identities”, “missing personal
characteristics”, “inscrutable contexts” (p.144-145). As ‘“accountability” is
connected with “identity”, the scholar highlighted the motivational aspect of
providing personal details in evoking trust (p.145), which would also guide this

study’s exploration of sharing economy platforms.
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According to Nissenbaum security and idea of trust can be linked in three
categories: access control, transparency of identity, surveillance. As a result of
concentration on security, the “identity” has become suitably translucent for the
avoidance of fraudulent acts through built-in structures that Lessig identified as
“architectures of identification” (p.150).

Cryptographic techniques are deployed to authenticate users,
computers, and sources of information by means of digital signatures and
digital certificates working within a socially constructed systems of
Certification Authorities trusted third parties who vouch for the binding of
cryptographic keys to particular identities — persons and institutions
(p.151).

In view of all these dynamics related with heightened security for trust-
building, which can also carry potential links to cryptocurrencies, Nissenbaum
advocated the conservation of “the degrees of freedom” that trust requires with a
“progressive social vision of cyberspace”. In her view, this can be done while
building “safety nets to prevent catastrophic harms” as minimal protections’ along

with higher security “pockets” maintained with technical progress (p.163).

1.4.1. Trust in abstract systems: a bridge on the “uncertainty” flux

Luhmann’s approach to system trust can be viewed in many ways as
related to Giddens’ notion of expert systems and the trust “ ‘lay individuals’ place
upon them”. Giddens (1990) elaborated on how modernity separated “space” from
“place” through nurturing faceless commitments between physically remote
individuals. This takes place through what Giddens calls “disembedding”
mechanisms which reorganize “social relations” by removing and redistributing
them from their “local contexts of interaction” into indeterminate time and space
extent (p.21). The two main disembedding mechanisms used in the advancement
of modern social institutions are “symbolic tokens” and “expert systems” both of
which are r