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SUMMARY 
The collaborative economy (CE) is a new and, in many ways, upward-trending concept 
for tackling pressing problems related to overconsumption and unsustainable develop-
ment, but also for providing opportunities to regain lost social networks of neighbourly 
support within urban areas. Basically, it enables users of digital peer-to-peer platforms 
to engage in exchange relations in order to share, rent, borrow, and collaborate to meet 
material and immaterial needs.  

This study seeks to elucidate the potential that different types of collaborative economy 
platforms and their practices yield to generate social capital within neighbourhoods. So-
cial capital is a concept coined by, among others, Putnam and Pharr (2000, p. 19), de-
scribing the “[ …] connections among individuals – social networks and the norms of 
reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them.” Building upon existing literature 
on potential sources of social capital, a set of indicators was developed as part of this 
study in order to evaluate CE platforms’ practices to this end. 

The analysis of various CE platforms with this explorative, qualitative assessment reveals 
that CE platforms targeting sharing relations occurring on a regular basis tend to engage 
in practices that appear to increase social capital within neighbourhoods. This holds 
particularly true for platforms supporting exchanges of intangible goods and services. 
Their practices include a clear communication of shared values and norms of reciprocity 
and the encouragement of a supportive community identity. By contrast, asset sharing- 
or rent generation-based CE platforms focus on these aspects to a lesser degree and pri-
marily seek to increase trustworthiness between end users via technical features and 
platform functionality.  

This study also proposes reassessing the variables currently in common use to study the 
generation of social capital. As a result of reflection on the concept of social capital and 
its sources, some of the indicators used here to assess the platforms were redefined. For 
future research it is suggested to focus on the ways in which platforms create an in-
group-feeling in their end users and the ways in which platforms enable interaction be-
tween users. The study also proposes new variables for future research in this field, in-
cluding the leveraging of pre-existing social capital and the development of sharing 
skills. It is suggested that future research include these aspects when evaluating CE plat-
forms’ potential to generate social capital at the neighbourhood level as well as when 
studying the sources of social capital within CE platform networks. Based on these find-
ings, stakeholders in the collaborative economy are advised to follow practices that are 
likely to generate social capital within collaborative networks, with special attention to 
the newly-suggested aspects here.  
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INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
The “collaborative economy” (CE) as a concept has received increasing public attention 
and appeal over the last few years. Following the publication of Botsman and Rogers’ 
book “What’s mine is yours. How collaborative consumption is changing the way we 
live” (2011) and praise from news outlets such as British national newspaper The Guard-
ian’s “sharing economies are offering a sustainable alternative to mainstream econom-
ics” (Riley 2014), there has been a great deal of enthusiasm in the public and academic 
debate surrounding the ‘hip new’ concept.  

Given its acclaimed potential for economic, environmental, and social benefits to soci-
ety, CE has been considered a path toward sustainability. For the purpose of this re-
search CE is understood as a mode of collaborative exchange that helps people to fulfil 
material and immaterial needs via informal and often unconventional means. Often via 
web-based “platforms”, CE encompasses traditional forms of cooperation and collabo-
ration such as renting, lending, swapping, sharing, bartering, and gifting, particularly 
enabled via an electronic platform and on a peer-to-peer basis between end users. 
(Botsman 2015; Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen 2015).  

Users of online CE platforms offer their own idle assets and can access their peers’ idle 
assets. Instead of owning or purchasing goods or hiring out services, users share things 
like their household machines, usable space, or even meals or knowledge, such as home 
improvement or repair skills. These transactions sometimes involve monetary ex-
changes but are often also offered by users to one another free of charge, with the idea 
that those users may take advantage of another user’s goods or services in the future. A 
popular example of successful CE is the Dutch platform Peerby, where people can meet 
fellow sharing neighbours virtually and electronically place and review requests to bor-
row belongings.  

By emphasizing access over ownership, CE is thought to help reduce consumption and 
incentivize both the production of and consumption of more durable products. As such, 
it is seen as a disruptor of the currently unsustainable practices of overconsumption of 
less durable goods driving our current economies (Botsman and Rogers 2011). The au-
thors additionally argue that collaborative practices can promote more equitable access 
to resources as the price of accessing them goes down. This ability could be crucial as 
our world faces ever-growing population and a shrinking resource base (UN, 2014).  

Aside from CE’s potential economic and environmental benefits, it is also seen as a viable 
contributor to social sustainability as well. As Bryan Walsh (2011) stated in TIME maga-
zine,  
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“ … The real benefit of Collaborative Consumption turns out to be social. In an era when 
families are scattered and we may not know the people down the street, sharing things 
– even with strangers we’ve just met online – allows us to make meaningful connections” 

If trust among strangers correspondingly increases and norms of reciprocity and altru-
ism emerge, this could give way to solving collective action dilemmas, facilitating more 
community-based activities, and eventually creating stronger social networks in neigh-
bourhoods (Botsman and Rogers 2011). Proponents of CE also claim that the “Sharing 
Turn” induces new values of sharing and caring, which will lead to more sustainable 
lifestyles (Grassmuck 2012).  

Policy makers at various levels throughout the world have been adding CE to their agen-
das. The European Commission recently released a policy paper laying out the Commis-
sion’s approach to CE (EC 2016). The commission stressed CE’s potential to contribute 
to the EU’s sustainability agenda, in particular in transitioning towards a more circular 
economy, by supporting new values and practices of asset sharing.  

In times calling for large-scale societal transformations, understanding the basics of how 
people can live and prosper in accordance with the values they wish to live by is crucial 
(Schor, 2014). Urban development research suggests an increasing desire of citizens to 
reconnect with their local community (Albinsson and Perera 2012), and while overall 
life-satisfaction in the United States (for example) has consistently declined over the last 
40 years, consumption levels have constantly risen, with adverse environmental impacts 
rising by association (Jackson 2009). By contrast, research has shown that with regard 
to overall well-being and health, scores for overall life satisfaction appear not to depend 
on the amount of goods one consumes once a certain threshold is passed. Instead, hu-
man well-being seems to be much closer tied to interpersonal connections and meaning 
in life (Diener and Seligman 2004).  

CE could present a promising opportunity in this regard to achieve satisfactory lifestyles, 
while re-establishing and strengthening neighbourhood social networks, a possibility 
examined at the core of this research. The concept of social capital - understood as trust, 
social bonds, and shared norms and values - assists in framing this research focus. This 
research challenges certain notions that CE practices will become increasingly imper-
sonal and detached from values like sharing, altruism, and reciprocity (Bardhi and Eck-
hardt (2015). Despite the fact that this trend is observable in some market sectors, it is 
purported here that CE will reach its greatest potential as sustainable practice when it 
incorporates and values generation of social capital.  

Opinions about CE’s capacity to cause meaningful impact in local communities and gen-
erate social capital remain divided. Observers and scholars alike have noticed an exploi-
tation of CE’s economic potential for new sources of market revenue rather than for the 
common good (Levin and Wong 2016). The breadth of positive impacts proponents of 
CE stress is therefore ambiguous and still open for debate.  
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The following sub-sections outline the research gap present with regards to CE and its 
potential to generate social capital. Building on this outline, the research goals, question, 
and sub-questions are presented here – closing with a research process outline and a 
note on the relevance of this research.  

 

KNOWLEDGE GAP  
As outlined above, there is need for research into how an emergent phenomenon like 
CE can positively impact local communities most effectively (Schor 2014). Influences of 
the collaborative economy on the generation of social capital are not yet well-researched 
or understood (Schor 2014, Gordo, de Rivera, and Apesteguía 2016). Research thus far 
has focused on why CE platforms emerge and why people participate, or (for example) 
which conditions make participation in CE attractive to prospective users (Schor and 
Fitzmaurice 2015; Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen 2015; Lamberton and Rose 2012, 
Keetels 2012). An extensive review of recent literature conducted by the Joint Research 
Centre of the European Commission (Codagnone, Abadie, and Biagi 2016, p. 61) stressed 
that “[a] systematic follow-up [study] should expand the qualitative and quantitative 
evidence base on the presence and practices of the ‘sharing economy’ in Europe.”  More 
concretely, there is not yet sufficient evidence for which preconditions show the greatest 
likelihood of impact of CE in the social realm of sustainability. This is in part due to the 
fact that measuring the direct impacts of sharing practices is challenging because quan-
tifying and deducing impact is not always possible, the field is diverse, and CE practices 
are not very well-established yet (Demailly and Novel 2014; Keetels 2013; Lehtonen 2004; 
Rogers et al. 2011).  

Existing studies regarding CE’s impact on local communities have yielded ambiguous 
results. Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) explained (in their study of the social impact of a 
popular ride-sharing company) the platform’s potential to create new social experiences 
after which users might form meaningful, lasting relationships was quite low. Similar 
results were found in a study on a “time bank”1 conducted by Schor et al. (2016) similarly 
seeking to determine if involvement in the platform actually yielded meaningful new 
social contacts.  They found that practitioners of collaborative practices tended to en-
gage mostly with people they considered similar to themselves- a tendency which is said 
to impede loftier goals of far-reaching community benefits of the collaborative economy 
(Ikkala and Lampinen 2015).  

                                                

1 “time banks” are on- and offline platforms that allow members to offer and receive services, like running 
errands, housework, repair works, or legal support. The service provided is accounted for in the time 
needed. One hour of work entitles the service provider to receive an hour of work from another member. 
Time banks seek to value effort and work not in monetary terms but in terms of time spent. 
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This finding is to some extent supported by Parigi and State (2014), who researched the 
extent to which members of the hospitality platform couchsurfing2 acquired social cap-
ital by engaging on the platform. Their findings suggest that although loose connections 
of members increased, the fact that members relied on technology to meet each other 
seemed detrimental to the creation of meaningful relationships and close ties.   

Yet, as Schnur and Günter (2014) claim, the collaborative economy does have the poten-
tial to improve social networks. The authors claim that engaging in these practices en-
courages norms of reciprocity and sharing that are not only beneficial to the user 
community, but ensures CE platforms’ long-term success, which tends to be based on 
personal reputation, credibility, and a user group that favours said norms of reciprocity 
and trust (Grassmuck 2012). Seyfang and Longhurst (2013)propose that the platforms’ 
recognition and support of social capital enables users to collaborate and improve com-
munity welfare, safety, and democratic institutions. It is also said to enable and encour-
age functional social networks and a sense of belonging and identity of community 
members as well as diversity and exchange among those members (Forrest and Kearns 
2001). Trust in peers as well as the platform is a key factor that keeps people engaged on 
the platform and may even cause a spill-over effect on collaboration practices in other 
areas of daily life (Botsman and Rogers 2011). CE essentially relies on the presence of 
shared norms of trust and reciprocity among network members (Codagnone, Abadie, 
and Biagi 2016). Therefore, understanding the mechanisms by which CE platforms can 
create social capital is critical due to its potentially valuable contribution toward devel-
oping community in urban areas, and to ensure its long-term sustainability and ability 
to grow into mainstream culture (Schor 2014; Lampinen et al. 2015).  

Research on social capital has focused on traditional forms of societal interaction, such 
as clubs or associations (see e.g. Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1994; Pharr and Putnam 
2000). Recently with increased use of internet for social exchange purposes, research has 
also studied the rise of social capital in online communities (see e.g. Mathwick, Wiertz, 
and De Ruyter 2008; Chiu, Hsu, and Wang 2006). CE peer-to-peer platforms constitute 
a hybrid form of networks, connecting network members online, but enabling offline 
localised transactions and interaction (Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen 2015). For these 
reasons, an extensive literature review by the EU Joint Research Centre (Codagnone, 
Biagi and Abadie, 2016) indicated the need for further research into the mechanisms by 
which CE platforms generate trust and social capital in particular. Theory and empirical 
research on social capital has identified a broad and, often, vague and contradictory 
range of sources of social capital, which requires further refinement (Hooghe and Stolle 
2003).  As one of the most proliferated authors and researchers in the field of social 
capital, Putnam has often been accused of circularity in his reasoning (Portes 1998). The 

                                                

2 www.couchsurfing.com: An online platform that connects travelers looking for a place to stay with mem-
bers that offer a sleeping place in their apartment to travelers for free 
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critiques state that social capital is often treated as an outcome and an explanation in 
the same argument. The concept of social capital can therefore not only provide a theo-
retical lens to study CE platform practices, but CE practices can also inform further con-
ceptual development and research into sources of social capital within these hybrid 
communities.  

Summarizing, there is a research gap both in terms of scientific knowledge on CE plat-
form practices as well as the sources of social capital, for despite the vast use of social 
capital as an analytical tool, there remains a lack of studies elucidating precise sources 
of social capital and the reasons for its emergence (Hooghe and Stolle 2003).  

 

RESEARCH GOAL AND QUESTION 
Focusing on the emergent field of CE, the goal of this research is to evaluate the ways in 
which potential sources of social capital are created by CE platforms by tying the theo-
retical claims of sources of said capital to the platforms’ current practices, and to draw 
conclusions for the use of the concept of social capital and conditions under which social 
capital is generated in hybrid off/online peer-to-peer networks in a neighbourhood con-
text. The research’s goal is  explorative in nature, proposing and partially testing a frame-
work that could be useful for future research in the field of social capital within the 
collaborative economy. 

The resulting research sub-goals include the following:  

Clarifying which conditions as identified by the literature on social capital are likely to 
enable the generation of social capital, especially at the neighbourhood level.  

Analysing to what extent and how collaborative economy platforms create these con-
ditions and which new patterns of social capital generation emerge in their practices, 
thereby: 

Testing and validating the claims of the literature in practice, and identifying the impli-
cations of the CE platform practices for the concept of social capital and its sources, 
and based on this: 

Building the foundations for an assessment tool for CE platforms’ ability to create social 
capital that is rooted in scientific literature as well as CE platforms’ current practices. 
This should also feed into recommendations for stakeholders in the field of CE, such as 
policy makers, practitioners, and civil society, on how to improve their performance in 
creating social capital. 
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The main research question that results from the goals of this research is as follows:  

How and to what extent do different types of CE platforms provide favourable 
conditions for the generation of social capital on a neighbourhood level? 

The sub-questions guiding the research process are: 

1) Which characteristics define various collaborative economy platforms and what types 
of platforms emerge from this characterisation? 

2) Which aspects of organisations in general are conducive to the generation of social 
capital on a neighbourhood level, according to social capital theory and research? 

3) How and to what extent are the variables identified in 2) above put into practice by 
different types of peer-to-peer platforms? 

4) Taking the observations of platform practices and the specific context they operate in 
into consideration, how can the set of variables be improved to fit a CE context and serve 
future analysis of CE platforms’ potential to generate social capital on a neighbourhood 
level? 

5) How can practitioners improve their impact on the creation of social capital with re-
gards to their practices and goals, and how can this process be supported by policy-
making? 

 

RESEARCH OUTLINE 
In order to answer the research question as well as related sub-questions, this report is 
structured as follows:  

After shortly outlining the scientific and societal relevance of this research, the report 
moves on to chapter 2, providing background information on CE. This section concludes 
with presenting different approaches to building CE platform typologies and presents a 
CE platform typology, addressing sub-question 1). This typology serves as framework to 
structure the platforms under study. The following chapter addresses the theoretical 
foundation, by further defining the concept of social capital, as well as its relation to 
sustainable development at the neighbourhood level, and its relation to CE practices. 
The report proceeds to develop independent variables and corresponding indicators that 
social capital literature has identified as conducive to the creation of social capital, ad-
dressing sub-question 2). This is followed by a section outlining the methodological ap-
proach, the case selection, the data collection techniques, the operationalisation of 
indicators and the ways in which the data was analysed and conclusions were drawn. 
The empirical part of this research presents the results by comparing and evaluating 
selected CE platform types based on data from semi-structured interviews and qualita-
tive content analysis, to answer sub-question 3). This section concludes with a summary 
of the findings in the form of a cross table and scores (+,+/-,-). Then it is specified which 
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practices identified by social capital theory are found in the CE practice and whether 
new practices and positions can be found as well, feeding back into theory development, 
addressing sub-question 4). In addition, this section provides advice for practitioners, 
policy makers, and other stakeholder on how to improve a CE platform’s potential to 
generate social capital, to answer sub-question 5). The subsequent section puts forward 
a critical reflection of the research design and methodology and findings and gives sug-
gestions for further research. The final section gives concluding remarks.  

The figure I below clarifies the steps undertaken to answer the research question.  

 
FIGURE I RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 

 

SOCIAL AND SCIENTIFIC RELEVANCE 

The rise of the collaborative economy is predicted to a have a major impact on society 
(Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen 2015)and the phenomenon is expected to grow in size 
and importance over the next decades (The Economist 2013). The creation of social cap-
ital can have positive impacts on communities beyond their engagement in CE. Under-
standing how CE platforms improve their practices and foster the creation of 
cooperative norms on a neighbourhood level becomes crucial for practitioners, policy 
makers, and investors willing to support sharing platforms. A guideline of indicators and 
collection of success stories of social capital generation could therefore be useful for 
these types of initiatives.  

A tested guideline of indicators seems particularly important in times when govern-
ments seek to foster collaborative practices while improving community life and ena-
bling social sustainability. Research into the ways in which the collaborative economy 
affects the lives of people as well as its potential future effects and the underlying reasons 
gain increasing attention from political stakeholders. Very recently, the EC published a 
policy paper clearly pointing out the need for further inquiry (European Commission 
2016)and as a direct follow-up, local governments of major cities like Berlin, Amsterdam, 
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and the Hague are currently commissioning inquiries into how to enable or constrain 
the collaborative economy and how to understand its effects (City of Amsterdam 2014; 
PeerSharing 2016; iShare n.d.).  

From a scientific point of view, research on the sources of social capital is still sparse, 
despite its effects being well-studied (Hooghe and Stolle 2003). The collaborative econ-
omy therefore serves as an interesting example to study how different platforms make 
use of certain mechanisms supported by social capital theory and research. At the same 
time, the hybrid space between on- and offline interaction sets a new framework for 
studying the questions that research into social capital concerns. New social environ-
ments in which citizens take on the role of producer and consumer simultaneously are 
often (for now) beyond reach of governmental regulation and offer an insightful envi-
ronment to test and apply assumptions put forward by social capital literature (Schnur 
and Günter 2014). Findings in turn feed back into theory development and advice for 
future research, and thereby advance the scientific understanding of practices in this 
specific field. 

This research is carried out as part of a research internship at shareNL. As such, it con-
tributes to the knowledge base of this organisation and supports the advancement of 
connecting practitioners in the collaborative economy network with science and re-
search. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

COLLABORATIVE ECONOMY 
The concept of CE has been addressed in multiple realms of science, including econom-
ics (Cohen and Kietzmann 2014), sociology (Belk 2014a; Belk 2014b), and anthropology 
(Schor et al. 2016), and each employs a slightly different definition of the concept. Defi-
nitions of CE from these realms are summarized here before continuing with discussion 
of recent findings on people’s motivations to participate and a conceptual typology of 
CE practices.  

In the years following Botsman & Rogers (2011) publication there has been a lively public 
and academic debate about what exactly the sharing economy/collaborative consump-
tion/collaborative economy is. Hence, a number of variations in definitions have to 
come into daily use. For the purpose of this research, collaborative economy is under-
stood as the "[…] peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access 
to goods and services, coordinated through community-based online services" (Hamari, 
Sjöklint, and Ukkonen 2015). Collaboration between individuals to make ends meet is 
not a new practice in society, rather the degree to which it is now possible and occurring 
due to the possibilities of users to interact through ICT is what makes this phenomenon 
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a new development. The market share of economic activity classified as collaborative 
economy has grown rapidly over the last decade. Forbes magazine reported the collab-
orative economy to be among the fastest growing market sectors in the UK (Briggs 2016). 
With a rise in market share, many businesses are updating their model to be framed 
under the umbrella of the sharing economy, and some critics now fear that companies 
are “sharewashing” their products and business models to make them appear more so-
cially and environmentally friendly to prospective customers (Belk 2014, Troncoso 2014).   

A variety of tools can facilitate CE, though most commonly a website and/or smartphone 
or tablet application are seens as the tools with the greatest “reach” into everyday life. 
As of the writing of this article, market spaces including goods, space, transportation, 
energy, money, food, care, knowledge, and other services are all facilitated by one or 
more CE-based web exchanges or applications (ShareNL 2016). 

The organisations, their websites, and the corresponding tablet or phone applications 
that offer CE services are referred to as “platforms”. The term platform indicates a dif-
ference between these organisations and traditional companies. A platform is based on 
an active network of users that interact via the platform (multidirectional), as opposed 
to traditional ways of economic exchange, where consumers acquire goods or services 
from a company (unidirectional) (Gordo, de Rivera, and Apesteguía 2016). Some plat-
forms act as service providers that only facilitate peer-to-peer exchange, without the 
business itself or a third party involved in individual end user transactions. A good ex-
ample of this is peerby. Peerby allows users to post requests to users nearby for borrowing 
household items. The requests appear on users’ app interfaces as notifications, to which 
they can respond if they have and are willing to lend the requested item. Though the 
Peerby platform is the means of connecting the two users, Peerby as a business entity is 
not involved in the exchange (charging a fee, needing to review and approve the trans-
action, etc). Platforms that operate in this way are referred to as “peer-to-peer” plat-
forms. By contrast, if an intermediary (either the business entity that provides the 
platform, or a contracted 3rd party) facilitates the exchange, then often users do not ul-
timately interact face-to-face. This is seen for example in the service peerbyGO, where 
users borrow items from their neighbours for a pre-determined fee and the pick-up and 
delivery of the item back and forth between the two exchanging users is handled by a 3rd 
party service provider. These platforms are typically defined as “peer-to-business-to-
peer” (ShareNL 2015). In the example of users borrowing items they don’t have and lend-
ing items they have and are willing to share, it’s clear that CE platforms often involve 
users acting in both roles – the user and the provider of the good or service.  Hybrid 
roles of consumers and producers are a particular characteristic of CE markets that dif-
ferentiates them from more traditional markets. Therefore, when describing CE plat-
forms, the term “user” often entails providers and recipients alike. Peer-to-peer 
platforms will be the focus of this study, since interaction between two users directly is 
crucial if any sort of social capital is to be generated.  
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The reasons for people to engage the CE are diverse.  The initial motivation is often to 
save money or to earn an extra income (Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen 2015; Ikkala and 
Lampinen 2015). Ikkala and Lampinen (2015) found in their study of hospitality with the 
platform Airbnb3 (a peer-to-business-to peer platform where users rent out their living 
space to other users they approve) that although people usually join peer-to-peer hospi-
tality networks for financial benefit, the longer they remained active users, the more the 
important social aspects of offering their apartments became:  

“Money was often the initial driver of getting started with hosting, but over time 
the social factors tended to gain in importance, even for some hosts who earlier 
had not been interested in the sociability that network hospitality can entail. 
(Ikkala & Lampinen, 2015, no p.)“  

According to Botsman (2015), beyond saving time and money, people feel an increasing 
desire to belong to a community and form part of a network that provides them with 
greater meaning. This is supported by market research exploring the needs of collabo-
rative platform users. Studies have revealed a desire for a more sociable collaborative 
economy and that users participate not only for convenience or saving money but also 
as a way to socialize (Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen 2015).  Financial crises are also 
believed to accelerate the evolvement of CE as an answer to financial hardships and 
shrunken job markets (Schor 2014). However, motivations tend to differ depending on 
the kind of collaborative practice people engage in. While short term rental of living 
space to travellers is most certainly motivated by financial incentives, offering a couch 
to travellers for free is possibly focused on the sociability and hospitability aspects of 
sharing (Belk 2014a).  

 

COLLABORATIVE ECONOMY PLATFORM TYPOLOGY 
The challenge for research at this point is not only to further refine the definition of the 
concept of CE, but also to structure the various organisational models currently existing 
and understand how they differ in their practices and societal impacts (Botsman 2015, 
Schor 2014). In order to answer sub-question one, Which characteristics define various 
collaborative economy platforms and what types of platforms emerge from this character-
isation?, a typology of collaborative economy platforms will be outlined here that will 
shed light on the diverse goals, backgrounds, and income models of platforms to facili-
tate selection of a representative range of platform types in the proceedings of the re-
search. This typology will ultimately yield four archetypical groups in which platforms 
can be categorized. These archetypes should be understood as categorizing platforms 

                                                

3A platform through which users offer their homes to other users for and at nightly rates often lower than that of 
local hotels. 
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that may fall within a continuum for a given set of criteria, rather than as perfect, mu-
tually exclusive matches, since reality does not reflect theoretical concepts perfectly (Co-
hen and Muñoz 2015). Various typologies to distinguish the diverse set of currently 
existing CE business and governance models have been suggested by practitioners as 
well as scholars and will be outlined here as well.  

Taking governance model, type of exchange, and market sector into account, Cohen and 
Muñoz (Cohen 2016)  have developed a sophisticated typology (see figure II below). They 
first distinguish the governance model of a platform (such as if it is corporate, collabo-
rative, or cooperative), then consider the role of technology, transaction type, the busi-
ness approach (for-profit or not-for profit), and the platform type into account. The 
compass is mainly designed to assist businesses and policy makers in understanding the 
many permutations of platform types that may exist.  

 

 
FIGURE II SHARING BUSINESS MODEL COMPASS 

Botsman and Rogers (2011) proposed a typology based on the kinds of exchange as well. 
However, the authors form broader categories and focus on the ways in which a product 
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or service is used and passed on. As a result, they suggest three types of CE exchange 
modes: product service systems (PSS), meaning a system in which users can offer prod-
ucts to rent out or to lend. This type is focused on the use of idle gods and assets; which 
members of a CE platform are willing to borrow or rent to other users. This can range 
from tools to cars to clothes. The second type are redistributions markets (RM), where 
used goods get a second life, this can be understood as traditional second hand markets. 
Also this type entails monetary transactions as well as gift giving. Thirdly collaborative 
lifestyles (CL) make up a type in this distinction. The term refers to sharing practices 
that include intangible goods such as knowledge and skills, the used of space, the pro-
vision of help and care, or shared experiences. The example of time banks, as mentioned 
above is a good illustration of a collaborative lifestyle platform. Members of a time bank 
to exchange service valued by the time spent providing a service.  

Researching CE’s contribution to sustainable production and consumption systems, Co-
hen and Muñoz (2015) developed a typology to distinguish different practices of sharing. 
The authors suggest two dimensions to be key when distinguishing sharing platforms: 
“production vs. consumption” focus, and “public vs. private benefit” business model.  

A couple of key factors emerge from this literature review: Many typologies refer to the 
kinds of goods or services in question or the market sectors that are covered by a plat-
form. Here, however, the types of exchanges that a platform facilitates (product service 
systems, redistributions markets, collaborative lifestyles; Botsman and Rogers 2011) are 
evaluated for typology as well. This degree of distinction in classification allows one to 
consider the different CE platform types more specifically, and is necessary given the 
premise that it may not be simply which market sector, but more specifically which types 
of exchange between users that have implications for generating social capital. While 
product service systems (PSS) have a slightly more functional touch and focus on mate-
rial goods, collaborative lifestyle platforms might better encourage sociability amongst 
users.  

The platform provider’s business model and governance model also seem to play a cru-
cial role in distinguishing different platform types (Cohen and Muñoz 2015, Cohen 2016). 
From a social capital perspective, the value orientation of a platform might be key. Value 
orientation is expressed in the greater goal a CE platform provider pursues, which may 
also have greater implications for the business model as a whole. Whether a platform 
operates for profit or not-for-profit is also essential and similarly could have implications 
for the overall goals and practices of the organisation and the kinds of norms it promotes 
amongst its users. The business model often also has implications for the governance 
structure of the platform as shown by the distinctions between corporate, collaborative, 
and cooperative models as suggested by Cohen (2016). To simplify the typology, this 
dimension will be simplified here to merely for-profit vs. not-for-profit. While for-profit 
comprises a traditional legal structure such as the Dutch BV, not-for-profit describes 
platforms that operate as a social enterprise or have the legal denotation as a foundation.  
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What results from the above distinctions are two dimensions that structure the typology 
used in the proceedings of this research. To visualize this, the typology is represented as 
a three by two matrix, by which one axis distinguishes for-profit vs. not-for-profit organ-
isations, and the other axis distinguishes product service systems (PSS), collaborative 
lifestyles (CL), and redistribution markets (RM). This typology represents a schematic 
understanding of potential CE platform types. Ideally, for every type, there are one or 
more platforms to represent these characteristics. Pragmatically however, some forms 
are much more prevalent than others. In practice, there is a lack of redistribution market 
platforms. Famous online platforms in the Netherlands are marktplaats 4  and 
gratisaftehalen5. One offline example found is the Utrecht based shop weggeefwinkel, 
which gives second hand clothing and items for free, based on material donations. The 
purpose of this study is to deepen the understanding of the generation of social capital 
in the collaborative economy realm, but redistribution markets often do not offer the 
possibilities of user interaction, a key feature of social capital. This is not to say that the 
creation of social capital within redistributive markets is impossible, but it is assumed 
to be relatively harder to achieve. This combined with a lack in redistributive platforms 
led to the restriction of the research to PSS and CL platforms. The section on case selec-
tion (see chapter Case Selection) discusses more in-depth which platforms of which 
types were selected for the study and how. The table I below presents the four types of 
platforms distinguishable according to this typology.  

 
TABLE I CE PLATFORM TYPOLOGY 

 

PSS for-profit 

 

CL for-profit 

 

PSS not-for-profit 

 

CL not-for-profit 

 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
This section presents a summary of claims in the literature on social capital in relation 
to sustainable development, neighbourhoods, the collaborative economy, and social 
capital’s potential adverse effects as well. In order to answer sub-question two, Which 
                                                

4 https://www.marktplaats.nl: A website where users can sell used products to other users, usually for a 
low price 

5 www.gratisaftehalen.nl where users list items they intend to dispose of or destroy and other users can respond 
to request they can have the item instead  
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aspects of organisations in general are conducive to the generation of social capital on a 
neighbourhood level, according to social capital theory and research?, the concept of so-
cial capital and its theoretical foundations are then explained in greater detail and a 
literature study elaborates on the key variables defined in the literature likely to influ-
ence the generation of social capital. These are used in the empirical section as the the-
oretical basis for indicators that guide the analysis of platform practices.  

 

 

SOCIAL CAPITAL AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 
Three spheres are traditionally distinguished within the framework of sustainable de-
velopment and are mutually supportive and should ideally be addressed by every policy 
aimed at sustainable development. These spheres are economic, environmental, and so-
cial sustainability. Dale and Newman (2010) propose to understand the three pillars in 
terms of a series of imperatives. Sustainable development in the view of the authors is 
the  

“ […] process of reconciliation of three imperatives: (i) the ecological imperative to live 
within global bio- physical carrying capacity and maintain biodiversity; (ii) the social 
imperative to ensure the development of democratic systems of governance that can 
effectively propagate and sustain the values that people wish to live by; and (iii) the 
economic imperative to ensure that basic needs are met worldwide.“ (Dale and Newman 
2010, p. 6).  

Equal access to resources is stressed as fundamental to the implementation of sustaina-
ble development policies (Dale and Newman 2010). Dale and Onyx  (2010) criticize that 
a great deal of effort has been spent studying the economic aspects of development but 
without taking adverse impacts in the social and environmental spheres into account. 
According to the authors, sustainable development always needs to be studied as a ho-
listic concept paying heed to all three dimensions.  

In the context of this study, the term ‘social capital’ is used as to assess the potential of 
CE for sustainable community development. That approach obviously leaves direct en-
vironmental impacts aside which are key to sustainable development. Without entering 
the discussion too deeply, there are studies that suggest links between social capital 
within rural communities and sustainable resource management and disaster manage-
ment (Dale and Newman 2010; Dale and Onyx 2010; Pretty 2003). In their discussion of 
social capital’s link to sustainable development, Dale and Onyx (2010) also stress the 
interrelatedness of all three spheres, rendering conceptual distinctions arbitrary for real 
life applications.  

Dale and Onyx (2010) put forth the argument that functional social networks are the 
foundation for successful sustainable development policies. According to the authors, 
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implementation of policies that tackle intangible problems such as climate change often 
times requires an inclusionary network of understanding of and dialogue around the 
policies among constituents. Any political or private effort to build this sort of network 
can play a crucial first step in enhancing trust and collaboration within society.  

Similarly, Dempsey et al. (2011) argue that for there to be any form of economic activity 
and collective action, citizens need a stable social environment. This point is supported 
by Pharr and Putnam’s (2000) claim that societies characterized as ‘rich’ in social capital 
tend to be more productive and more efficient. The authors attribute this to three main 
characteristics of social capital: 1) many problems in everyday life show characteristics 
of collective action dilemmas, where individuals would be better off if everyone cooper-
ated. Yet in lack of assurance that everyone will contribute their share, individuals are 
better off behaving selfishly. Social capital can help overcome these dilemmas of collec-
tive action. 2) social capital enables communities to develop in a rewarding and positive 
manner and can generate greater wealth. Ostrom (2007) has shown that if communities 
are to prosper they need social capital in addition to financial and human capital. Social 
capital carries the potential to create a trustful atmosphere among community mem-
bers, which increases economic activity and a propensity to collaboratively solve prob-
lems within that community (Wilson 1997). 3) the presence of social capital enables 
individuals to perceive their fate as enmeshed with that of their peers. This idea is es-
sential in regards to sustainable development and is related to the point raised by Dale 
and Onyx (2010) that social capital improves people’s understanding of intangible large-
scale developments. Therefore, Wilson (1997) argues that the generation of social capital 
needs to be at the core of development policies. 

Besides these large, overarching effects, a wide array of studies assembled by Pharr and 
Putnam (2000) reveal benefits of social capital on many aspects of people’s lives, includ-
ing education, safe neighbourhoods, economic prosperity, health and happiness, and 
democracy. According to the authors, the presence and utilization of social capital in 
communities leads to more civic engagement and political participation, resulting in 
higher trust among constituents in democratic institutions. The authors understand be-
ing engaged in civil society not only as a generator of social capital but also as a conse-
quence of its presence (Pharr and Putnam 2000). In their study on activity of democratic 
institutions in Italy, Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti (1994) found that communal pros-
perity and civic virtue depend to a great extent on the social capital that communities 
possess. Furthermore, a high degree of social capital, measured as club membership, was 
shown to correlate with overall happiness (Glaeser 2001). Trust within communities was 
positively correlated with lower corruption rates, while high rates of social capital 
showed links to better health (Glaeser 2001). Lehtonen (2004) suggests positive impacts 
of social capital on community resilience, meaning the ability of a community to absorb 
shocks and adapt to changes in the environment.  Participation in neighbourhood- or 
city-level planning efforts also becomes more feasible when civic virtues are more salient 
in citizens‘ minds, as shown in a study (Selman 2001) that reviewed various community 
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projects for sustainable spatial planning and their respective levels of social capital, 
measured using standardized surveys. 

In their study on the benefits of time banks in the UK, Seyfang and Longhurst (2013) also 
show how an increase in social capital within communities can decrease social exclusion 
of disadvantaged groups, such as the elderly. An increase in social capital enabled these 
groups to build relations with other groups and individuals, a potential benefit consid-
ered key to sustainable development practices (Magis 2010).  

The generation of social capital has received attention in the political arena as a means 
to foster sustainable development as well. The Worldbank (n.d.) claims that “[s]ocial 
capital […] can improve project effectiveness and sustainability by building the commu-
nity’s capacity to work together to address their common needs, fostering greater inclu-
sion and cohesion, and increasing transparency and accountability.”, demonstrating the 
organisation’s commitment to incorporating the value of social capital generation in its 
sustainable development policies. 

 

SOCIAL CAPITAL AND THE NEIGHBOURHOOD 
Social capital is by definition a localized phenomenon, and its occurrence and recur-
rence are much more likely within tightly-knit and geographically-confined networks. 
Neighbourhoods are a good representation of such a context. Since the focus of this 
study is the neighbourhood level, it is necessary to define the term “neighbourhood”. 
Schnur and Günter (2014) define the neighbourhood in a socio-geographic way as the 
“central locus of daily life”, which is embedded in specific, socially-constructed practices. 
They see it a personal sphere of reference whose interpersonal overlap usually coincides 
with the geographic scope of a residential area. According to the authors, social capital, 
the notion of neighbourhoods, and the collaborative economy all find this locus within 
micro-level interactions. Potentials for conflict resolution and collective action are more 
likely to occur on a small, geographical, network-based scale. It therefore seems appro-
priate for this research to focus on the neighbourhood when studying potential for social 
capital generation.  

Forrest and Kearns (2001) conceptualise social capital on the neighbourhood level as 
part of community social cohesion. According to the authors, the presence of social cap-
ital within neighbourhoods is reflected in a “ […] high degree of social interaction within 
communities and families; civic engagement and associational activity;  [and] easy res-
olution of collective action problems” (2001, p. 2129).  

If CE can in fact enable the generation of social capital within neighbourhoods, it could 
be similarly assumed that CE practices can serve to increase trust, strengthen neigh-
bourhood networks, and facilitate collective action within neighbourhoods. Community 
members could engage and collaborate beyond a shared drill and organise at the neigh-
bourhood level to improve overall well-being (Schnur and Günter, 2014).  
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SOCIAL CAPITAL AND COLLABORATIVE ECONOMY 

This section will explore where and how the concept of social capital is enmeshed with 
the concept and domain of CE peer-to-peer platforms. One distinctive feature of CE is 
that it is web-based or web-enabled. In their analysis of the the decline of social capital 
in the United States, Pharr and Putnam (2000) also discuss the potential impacts of the, 
then emerging, internet-based communicative possibilities. Traditionally, research on 
social capital generation has focused on offline situations such as clubs, neighbourhood 
organisations, or civil society. It constitutes a highly-localized phenomenon and is there-
fore an appropriate lens to study the neighbourhood. With the explosive rise of the in-
ternet for personal life, however, more research about online communities began 
emerging well (Williams 2006; Wasko and Faraj 2005; Hampton 2003, and Chiu, Hsu, 
and Wang 2006).  

Pharr and Putnam (2000) express scepticism as to whether the internet could actually 
be a means to generate social capital. They acknowledge that it would probably, at a 
minimum, not inhibit generation, and may possibly even strengthen already existing 
relationships. More recent studies about internet-based activities’ impact on the in-
crease or decrease of social capital point more in the direction of an overall increasing 
impact, in particular when it comes to weak ties and highly specialised, single-issue 
online environments (Mathwick, Wiertz, and De Ruyter 2008; Chiu, Hsu, and Wang 
2006). This leads to the conclusion that web-based or web-enabled platforms can on one 
hand reinforce existing social capital as well as lead to the creation of new streams under 
certain circumstances.  

Collaborative economy platforms often blend the strengths of both the pre-internet, in-
person, “offline” model described above and the new, post-internet, “online” model. On 
one hand, they operate online, enabling interaction between strangers with a specific 
goal. On the other hand, the interactions they enable are often highly localized and per-
sonalized, and frequently begin online but ultimately result in genuine, face-to-face per-
sonal interaction. New social and psychological phenomena meandering between 
increased exposure of “the person” on the internet and the increasing ability to interact 
online under anonymity, as well as the fact that these platforms are integrating private 
spheres with professional spheres and enable new modes of (economic) collaboration, 
necessitates new analytical tools for research. Thus far, studies exploring the impact of 
the collaborative economy on social capital generation have been few and far between 
(Codagnone, Abadie and Biagi 2016). Parigi et al.’s  (Parigi et al. 2014) findings in their 
study of the platform couchsurfing however support the above argument that there is 
ambiguity in social capital generation when analysing platforms with a hybrid form of 
off- and online network building. 
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SOCIAL CAPITAL AND ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Despite the abovementioned positive effects of social capital on communities, social 
capital is neither intrinsically beneficial or detrimental to communities of its own ac-
count, but the ends to which it is applied can be (Portes 1998). Despite the range of 
benefits of social capital on individual well-being, financial opportunities, and commu-
nitarian collective action, there are some potential downsides to the generation of social 
capital. Internal negative effects can stem from overly imposing norms of reciprocity, 
forcing group members to comply with norms they do not adhere to. Externally, mem-
bers of a group with high internal social capital may turn against non-members. A classic 
example of this is the KuKluxKlan in the United States, an association with arguably a 
great deal of social capital because of the degree to which clan members meet, support, 
and protect each other, but who were ultimately widely-accepted by non-clan members 
as divisive, harmful, and exclusionary (Portes 1998). These types of downsides can either 
affect community members themselves or external groups and individuals. Therefore, 
Forrest and Kearns (2001) call for sensitivity to the various forms social capital can take 
on when applying it in scientific analysis.  

 

SOCIAL CAPITAL IN THEORY 
Social capital is a term coined by, among others, Bourdieu (2011 (1986)), Coleman (1988) 
and by Putnam et al in their widely-cited studies on the functioning of democratic insti-
tutions in Italy and their relationships with social capital (Putnam, Leonardi, and Nan-
etti 1994), as well as in the study “Bowling alone” on the loss of social networks in the 
United States (Pharr and Putnam 2000). As Pharr and Putnam (2000) suggest, the con-
cept has been invented and applied in multiple ways over the course of the last century. 
Hence, there are numerous definitions of social capital. Pharr and Putnam themselves 
(2000, p. 19) define social capital as the “[…] connections among individuals – social net-
works and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them”. Accord-
ing to Pharr and Putnam (2000) this form of capital enables groups of people from 
communities to entire nations to function smoothly and to prosper – it makes groups’ 
and individuals’ lives more productive. With a slight shift in focus, Fukuyama (2001, p. 
7) understands social capital as an “[…] instantiated informal norm that promotes co-
operation between two or more individuals.“ For the purpose of this research, social 
capital is understood in Pharr and Putnam’s sense. 

What emerges from both definitions, however, is the guiding inquiry of studies on social 
capital: How does one conceptually grasp the (material and immaterial) benefits that 
arise from social networks? Coleman (1988) criticizes classic economic theory’s inability 
to account for these benefits. The underlying problem, as identified by Coleman (1988) 
and other authors (e.g. Ostrom 2007) is the rational choice assumption of classic eco-
nomic theory. The assumption that actors direct their efforts solely to material benefit 
maximization and marginal cost minimization is unable to paint an accurate picture of 
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reality. According to Ostrom (2007), rational actors also consider norms and rules guid-
ing social interactions, the outcomes of which are embedded in a history of collabora-
tion, trust-building efforts, and network ties.  

Therefore, Maloney, Smith, and Stoker (2000) understand social capital as a resource 
that facilitates collaboration and collective action in circumstances where they seem ra-
ther unlikely from a rational, individualistic point of view. Social capital then describes 
the capacity of an individual or a group to draw material and immaterial resources and 
benefits from other individuals or groups, based on the relation between the actors (see 
e.g. Portes 1998). It is a form of capital that is not owned by a single person, but which 
is inherent to relations between people or groups, and can facilitate collaborative activ-
ities or serve to overcome problems of collective action (Pharr and Putnam 2000; Malo-
ney, Smith, and Stoker 2000; Fukuyama 2001). 

Similar to more traditional forms of capital, social capital is seen a stock of capital that 
can be enriched or impoverished depending on how it is used. Usually, an investment 
in social capital, meaning an investment in interpersonal relations and networks, will 
lead to enrichment of the social capital inherent in these relations (Ostrom, 2007). It 
forms the basis for trust and is thus an essential feature of ongoing collaboration and an 
accelerator for the generation of more social capital. High levels of trust are conducive 
for future interaction and collaboration, which in turn increases the generation of social 
capital (Lehtonen 2004). This self-reinforcing characteristic of social capital was also 
shown to spill over to other parts of civic life, facilitating collaboration and collective 
action beyond the boundaries of singular networks or organisations (Pharr and Putnam 
2000). 

Ostrom (2007) distinguishes three building blocks of social capital that are important 
for understanding its effects on community life and its role as an accelerator of collabo-
rative activity: (1) trustworthiness, (2) formal and informal rules or institutions, and (3) 
networks. Despite the distinction of three buildings blocks, social capital has to be un-
derstood as a dynamic system where each block is interrelated and both positive and 
negative feedback loops exist.  

In the following section each of these three building blocks will be further examined and 
variables that make up each block outlined. Special attention is paid to variables that 
relate to the neighbourhood context, as defined in the Social Capital and the Neighbour-
hood section above. The variables found to enhance the building blocks of social capital 
are summed up in tables per building block. The tables also entail indicators correspond-
ing to the variables, as identified in the literature. 

 

TRUSTWORTHINESS 
The first building block, framed originally as “generalized trust” by Putnam, Leonardi, 
and Nanetti (1994), Ostrom (2007) proposes to alter the focus of this category from trust 
itself towards the precondition for trust, which is trustworthiness. “Generalized trust” 
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describes the common attitude within a community as to how trustworthy other mem-
bers and outsiders are.  

Trustworthiness is important to assess at two levels: the ‘macro’ level, and the ‘micro’ 
level. The macro, or organisational level, entails the perceived organisational trust pro-
vided by an entity or network. The micro, or individual level, entails the the trustwor-
thiness of network members, otherwise referred to as ‘peer trust’.   

A general expectation of trustworthy behaviour is assumed to result in more risky inter-
actions among members; simply put, it can lead to interactions in which there is more 
at stake for all parties (Siegrist, Cvetkovich, and Roth 2000). Trustworthiness is therefore 
assumed to form the basis for interaction in a social network and is a crucial factor to 
consider when evaluating potential for social capital. Perception of trustworthiness fol-
lowed by interaction among network members could lead to the creation of trust, which 
in turn enhances and accelerates future interaction and cooperation amongst network 
members (Ostrom 2007).  

 

SOURCES OF TRUSTWORTHINESS 
Organisational trust (or ‘macro-level’ trust), is created by a range of factors. Returning 
focus to CE platforms, factors such as end users’ perception of the quality of service and 
its ability to enable or force users to act trustworthily may be important variables for a 
platform to be considered ‘trustworthy’. Perceived competence in its field and the gen-
eral reputation a platform already enjoys has been found to increase its perceived trust-
worthiness (Siegrist, Cvetkovich, and Roth 2000). Depending on the service a platform 
offers, security mechanisms and data protection measures provided by the platform can 
increase the perceived likelihood on the user side that no damage will be done to per-
sonal belongings. In terms of reliability, platforms can also make use of smart payment 
systems that guarantee both providers and receivers security of financial transactions 
(Gordo, de Rivera, and Apesteguía 2016).  

In order to enhance peer trust (or ‘micro-level’ trust), the trustworthiness of platform 
members - platforms can provide for monitoring mechanisms and knowledge transmis-
sion mechanisms. Knowledge transmission and reputational systems are enabled by 
what Coleman (1988) termed as network closure, which means that members of a net-
work interacting with a third member can afterwards exchange information about this 
third member, independently of this member’s interference (such as how closely that 
third member adhered to the policies and guidelines for behaviour set forth by the plat-
form, or whether the user would work with that third person again).  

The reputations of other members within social networks has been found to provide key 
information regarding their perceived level of trustworthiness within the network, as 
found by Keetels (2012) in their research of which institutional factors enhance trust 
among potential users of CE platforms. Some aspects found to contribute to trustwor-
thiness in an online platform setting include verification mechanisms to check user 
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identities, insurance mechanisms, high information disclosure about the other partici-
pants, and strong cooperative norms. The user information provides trustworthiness for 
third users who have not yet entered exchange relations with that user. Information 
disclosure is likewise an incentive for members to act trustworthily if they wish to build 
a good reputation and increase their likelihood of future relations with other members. 
Ahn, Esarey, and Scholz (2009) have shown that individuals tend to share reputational 
information and are likelier to trust this information in decentralized, informal networks 
than through centralized institutions. Translated to CE platforms, this could be facili-
tated by offering the option to voluntarily provide user information, through e.g. vouch-
ing systems, online profiles, and reputation mechanisms like rating systems (Li Xiong 
and Ling Liu 2004).  

Regularly repeated interaction with participants can also lead to a higher likelihood of 
network participants to act trustworthily (Cheshire, Gerbasi, and Cook 2010; Fukuyama 
2001). Two studies on “time banks” (a system by which users share their time to help 
other users with projects and in turn can ‘spend’ that indebted time pulling other users 
into projects of their own) and their potential for the generation of social capital have 
shown that the highest degree of trustworthiness is achieved through frequent face-to-
face interaction (Schor, 2015; Seyfang and Smith 2002). This is supported by a study con-
ducted by Rogers et al. (2011) in which the authors concluded that neighbourhood walk-
ability enhances face-to-face contact among neighbours and can lead to an increase in 
social capital. The focus on the neighbourhood dimension is of particular importance in 
the realm of this study and is therefore included in the indicator for creating peer trust.  
Table II below summarizes all the variables resulting from this literature study. 

 
TABLE II SUMMARY SOURCES OF TRUSTWORTHINESS 

Variables Indicators Literature 

Organisational Trust Perceived organisation competence 
and reputation 

Security and safety mechanisms 

Keetels (2012), Siegrist et 
al. (2000), Gordo, de Ri-
vera, and Apesteguía 
(2016) 

Peer Trust Knowledge transmission mecha-
nisms 

Community-based user reputation 

User information and verification  

Repeated on- and offline user inter-
action within neighbourhoods 

Li Xiong and Ling Liu 
(2004), Gordo, de Rivera, 
and Apesteguía (2016), 
Coleman (1988), Chesh-
ire, Gerbasi, and Cook 
(2010), Fukuyama (2001), 
Schor (2015), Seyfang and 
Smith (2002), Rogers et 
al. (2011) 
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WORKING INSTITUTIONS 
In the context of this research, formal and informal institutions (shortened here to 
‘working institutions’), the second building block, are defined broadly as „prescriptions 
that specify what actions (or outcomes) are required, prohibited, or permitted, and the 
sanctions authorized if the rules are not followed“ (Ostrom 2007, p. 9). They can shape 
network members’ behaviour through sanctioning and rewarding mechanisms and 
might enable self-governance and conflict resolution. Norms, working rules, and under-
lying values are all elements in this building block of social capital. They are key for 
enabling cooperation. Working institutions can benefit communities and neighbour-
hoodsincrease a community’s ability to solve collective action dilemmas ranging from 
the use of public spaces to providing community-based childcare (Ostrom, 2007). 

Scholars include norms of reciprocity, voluntarism, and social trust in certain institu-
tions as key aspects for the generation of social capital within their community 
(Mathwick et al 2008). The norm ‘reciprocity’ has the potential to shape social interac-
tions in such a way that beneficiaries of an action are expected to and indeed will return 
favours, either directly or to some other member of the community (Woolcock and Na-
rayan 2000). ‘Voluntarism’ as a norm can lead to altruistic and supportive behaviour, 
and  ‘social trust’ in key institutions has been found to enable rich community life by 
increasing the perceived potential benefits and diminishing perceived potential risks of 
collaboration (Siegrist, Cvetkovich, and Roth 2000). These norms each contribute to 
“pro-social behaviour”, defined by Penner et al (2005, p. 366) as a „[…] broad category of 
acts that are defined by some significant segment of society and/or one’s social group as 
generally beneficial to other people”.  

 

SOURCES OF WORKING INSTITUTIONS 
The functioning of institutions, norms, values, and rules is said to critically depend on 
how the rules are devised and implemented, as well as on the common understanding 
of them (Ostrom 2007). Translated to the context of CE, there are several levels at which 
working institutions can be facilitated by a platform. The design and functionalities can 
influence the way in which norms, rules and institutions are devised, and the perceived 
and communicated identity of a platform can play a key role in conveying its norms and 
values to its users and influencing their behaviour in exchange relations.   

Design and functionality aspects of a platform entail mechanisms by which rules, norms, 
and values are devised and applied in user interactions. They can enable certain forms 
of behaviour and can sanction others (Gordo, de Rivera, and Apesteguía 2016). Self-gov-
erned networks are said to be more effective in building and upholding such rules-in-
use, as they are well known and accepted by network members (Ostrom 2007). A certain 
sense of ownership or participation in rule making processes is seen as conducive to 
cooperative norms and behaviour. This can happen formally or informally by giving us-
ers the opportunity to develop their own rules-in-use. Feedback-based rewards for pro-
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social behaviour and sanctions for undesirable behaviour can also be built into the plat-
form design. Devising ‘shared’ rules-in-use where users play a role in establishing work-
ing institutions requires frequent user interaction, thus providing the functionality for 
platform members to easily and frequently interact is a crucial aspect in this regard. 

Research has shown that pro-social behaviour mostly emerges from socially internalized 
norms that reward reciprocal, cooperative behaviour (Eckhardt and Bardhi 2015). De-
spite many CE platforms’ relative anonymity, these norms can be mimicked by the plat-
form. Studying online file sharing networks, Strahlevitz (2003) found that reciprocal, 
cooperative behaviour amongst users could be achieved by clearly showing users that 
other users are cooperating as well. By seeing other users cooperating and acting altru-
istically, norms that reinforce ongoing cooperation are established (Strahilevitz 2003). 
Additionally, Schor et al (2016) found that the most inclusionary CE platforms have an 
institutionalized mechanism to overcome dissimilarities among users, which helps the 
platform appear ‘accessible’ to newcomers, such as welcome packages or meetings with 
more experienced members 

Platforms often establish known and accepted norms of reciprocity, voluntarism, and 
social trust through a written code of conduct as well as the platform’s written and prac-
ticed stance on their impact on society. In a study on members’ willingness to contribute 
knowledge to online communities (Chiu, Hsu, and Wang 2006) researchers found a plat-
form employing a shared language of pro-social behaviour increased user knowledge 
contribution. Habibi et al (2016) distinguish platforms along the lines of “sharing” versus 
“exchange” characteristics. They assume that supporting “real sharing” increases the 
platform’s impact on its user propensity develop cooperative norms. While some plat-
forms tend towards enabling sharing, others facilitate what the authors identify closer 
to traditional monetary “exchange”. Aspects that describe real sharing can be drawn 
from Belk’s (2014a) work on sharing, and include “social bonds”, “joint ownership”, “so-
cial reproduction”,  and “[little] money importance” (Habibi, Kim, and Laroche 2016, no 
p.). The OCU study (Gordo, de Rivera, and Apesteguía 2016) also found that absence of 
monetary exchanges was conducive to the creation of cooperative norms. In their 2001 
study, Forrest and Kearns found that a certain sense of belonging or identity  helps sup-
port the establishment of working institutions and that creating a sense of belonging 
strengthened social capital in neighbourhoods. A closed, personalized platform seems 
therefore more likely to create this “in-group-feeling”. The “in-group-feeling” is also 
closely linked to the identity and  vision communicated by a platform, which can pro-
mote a set of shared values (Siegrist, Cvetkovich, and Roth 2000; Chiu, Hsu, and Wang 
2006). Devising shared norms and an identity is an iterative process, whereby each in-
teraction reinforces a certain set of rules and norms. Therefore, community-building 
activities and shared experiences can also result in a set of working rules, norms and 
institutions (Ostrom 2007). 
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Finally, organisational trust and peer trust are keys factors that enable the above-men-
tioned mechanisms of self-governance and the establishment of norms and values that 
favour pro-social behaviour. 

 
TABLE III SUMMARY SOURCES OF WORKING INSTITUTIONS 

Variables  Indicators Literature 

Design and Functional-
ity 

Options for users to create and apply 
working rules 

Built-in rewards and sanctions  

Mechanisms that make platform ser-
vices accessible to newcomers 

Platform design that favours reciproc-
ity and altruistic behaviour  

Options for user interaction 

Strahlevitz (2003)  

Ostrom (2007) 

Gordo, de Rivera, and 
Apesteguía (2016) 

(Siegrist, Cvetkovich, and 
Roth 2000). 

 

Platform Identity Written and practiced stance on pro-
social behaviour/ support of “real” 
sharing  

“In-group-feeling”/platform identity 

Degree of private sphere and personal-
ization 

Shared experiences 

Eckhardt and Bardhi 
(2015); Gordo, de Rivera, 
and Apesteguía (2016); 
Habibi et al. (2016) 

Siegrist, Cvetkovich, and 
Roth (2000); Forrest and 
Kearns (2001); Chiu, Hsu, 
and Wang (2006) 

 

 

NETWORKS 
Networks, the third building block, are seen as the structural and essential component 
of social capital. In many ways they are the result of the kinds of institutions and the 
level of trust that a community has established (Hooghe and Stolle 2003). Networks also 
describe the geographical scale of social capital. Scholars of social capital distinguish 
‘close’ networks as having strong, bonding ties among members, from ‘loose’ or ‘open’ 
networks, where so-called bridging ties are eminent. Bonding ties are relations with 
close relatives and friends, while bridging ties are connections with less known or more 
distant individuals and communities. Bridging ties occur horizontally, in between com-
munities or groups, and vertically between a community and upper tier organisations, 
such as government, businesses, etc. (Dale and Newman 2010). Whereas bonding ties 
are considered important for developing a sense of community, well-being, and safety; 
bridging ties may improve a network’s information sharing, diversity, and economic pro-
spects (Williams 2006). This observation is supported by Dale and Newman (2010), who 
studied the social capital that formed in a community in Vancouver, Canada, after its 
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members formed an organisation that provided support to socially disadvantaged mem-
bers of the community. The authors argue that diversity of contacts among groups and 
institutions, thus bridging ties, increased the communities’ prosperity and development.   

In addition, Pharr and Putnam’s work (2000) has defined different characteristics of 
bridging and bonding ties. While bridging ties are said to widen one’s horizon and es-
tablish diffuse norms of reciprocity by making contact with new people, interacting in 
heterogeneous groups, and forming a sense of broader community. Bonding ties may 
increase inward-focused solidarity, emotional support for group members, and offer ac-
cess to scarce or valuable resources. A well-integrated network of bridging and bonding 
ties allows for information and knowledge to flow more easily, which in turn contributes 
to the network’s or community’s ability to engage in collective action, while promoting 
both trustworthiness and institutions as well (Woolcock and Narayan 2000). In the con-
text of this research, ‘networks’ will be framed as neighbourhood networks. 

 

SOURCES OF NETWORKS 
Neighbourhood networks are a key building block with regards to the research question. 
None of the abovementioned variables can effectively foster social capital on a neigh-
bourhood level without local networks. Networks, especially those with bonding ties, 
occur within the vicinity of one’s home and form part of a larger community. The kinds 
of networks that are formed as a result of CE practices naturally also depend on the other 
two building blocks of social capital – trustworthiness and working institutions form an 
environment that is more or less conducive to the formation of networks. The aspect of 
face-to-face interaction has been found to strengthen existing ties in neighbourhoods 
and create new ones (Fukuyama 2001). Rogers et al (2011) have shown that walkability of 
neighbourhoods increases face-to-face interaction, which in turn suggests an increase 
in bridging ties within a neighbourhood. The authors of the OCU study (Gordo, de Ri-
vera, and Apesteguía 2016) list a couple of preconditions for CE platforms to build net-
works in local communities, including the development or promotion of localized 
interactions and connections and stimulating on- and offline interactions amongst 
members of one’s neighbourhood. These aspects have been included however in either 
the Working Institutions or Trustworthiness sections and are therefore not duplicated 
as variables conducive to network formation. 

Two additional variables are key in addition to the above-mentioned characteristics of 
networks, namely place attachment and the network members. ‘Place attachment’ or 
‘rootedness’ was found to facilitate the establishment of bridging and bonding ties 
within neighbourhoods (Cheshire et al, 2010). This can take the shape of place-specific 
attributes in design, pictures, and language employed.  In addition to place-related var-
iables, the network members are a key variable. A study of various forms of local eco-
nomic collaboration (such as a “time bank” and a “makerspace”) by Schor et al (2016) 
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found that effective matching of members for collaborative activity increases the likeli-
hood for participants to continue their relationship and form bonds. Effective matches 
are more likely to occur with a higher diversity of members, which requires a high num-
ber of users within a certain locality (user density). Efforts by platforms to break into 
and integrate all kinds of user groups, including economically or otherwise disadvan-
taged groups, increases diversity and the likelihood for effective matches, according to 
the study’s authors (Schor et al, 2016). Since neighbourhoods usually constitute a more 
diverse setting than, for example, sport clubs, a focus on user diversity within a small 
geographical scale can be considered key to generating social capital within neighbour-
hoods. 
TABLE IV SUMMARY SOURCES OF NETWORKS 

Variables Indicators Literature 

Place attachment Local rootedness 

Local attributes 

Cheshire et al. (2010) 

Network members Member diversity 

Member density 

Schor et al. (2016) 

 
 
IMPEDING FACTORS 
With regards to this wide array of factors that could foster the creation of social capital 
within neighbourhoods, various studies about CE (Lampinen et al. 2015; Ikkala and 
Lampinen 2015; Schor et al. 2016; Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012) have also shown that certain 
mechanisms can actually preclude individuals and groups from participating and, thus, 
generating social capital (Pharr and Putnam 2000). This section will explore potential 
impediments to the generation of social capital. 

Social capital, as discussed above, can result from the formation of bridging and bonding 
ties. While bonding ties are important to an individual’s capacity to form close friend-
ship or family relations, they can also work as an exclusionary mechanism. This is the 
case when inward group bonding leads to outward hostility and exclusion of those who 
are not perceived as part of the group. Instead of fostering the generation of social capital 
on a neighbourhood level, sometimes only certain individuals are able to benefit from 
closely-knit networks. Schor et al. (2016) found this to be the case at a local food swap 
as well as a local time bank. Within the food swap, distinguishing practices by members 
such as referring to certain members by the term “foodies” led to the exclusion of those 
who could not contribute this kind of food or who had no knowledge of what is consid-
ered by the members as “real” food, albeit the food swap’s goal to broaden the public’s 
access to “good” or “real” food.  
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Research has also shown that discriminatory practices occur on CE platforms where us-
ers have to insert a profile picture or operate under their real name to increase credibil-
ity. This opens avenues for conscious and unconscious discriminatory practices, 
including the fact that, on average, people with pictures or names that hint a racial mi-
nority earn less money for the same service and are less likely to be accepted as exchange 
partners on hospitality platforms (Edelman, Luca, and Svirsky 2015; Edelman and Luca 
2014). In addition, a study by Lampinen et al. (2015) found that people in challenging life 
situations, such as single parents, who would benefit most from collaborative services 
for childcarehave less time and energy to participate. This can lead to a self-selection 
within CE of wealthier members who do not rely on the practice in their day-to-day life.  

Aside from exclusion from CE practices, other factors have been found to impede po-
tential users from access to the means by which they would potentially engage in CE. 
These include any obstacles hindering citizens from making use of smart devices or the 
internet, both of which CE’s functioning relies on. These obstacles may include low de-
vice literacy, little time or ability to learn, low ‘user friendliness’ (which may particularly 
affects the elderly), or not having the financial means to purchase said devices or services 
(Chadwick 2006; Holgersson and Karlsson 2014).  

All these aspects need to be taken into consideration when studying the practices and 
the potential of a platform to generate social capital. It may be difficult to draw a line 
between when a platform is identity forming, which can be understood as conducive to 
generating social capital, versus creating a hostile environment for outsiders, which may 
lead to strong inward identification and bonding ties.  

 

CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
The sections above illustrated the theoretical basis of the study by first illustrating the 
sustainable development effects of social capital, its relation to neighbourhoods, and the 
collaborative economy. The concept of social capital was broken down into three build-
ing blocks – trustworthiness, working institutions, and neighbourhood networks – and 
their contribution to the creation of social capital on a neighbourhood level. Finally, 
variables influencing each building block were extracted from empirical and theoretical 
literature on social capital and impeding factors were discussed briefly.  

To clarify the theoretical claims underlying the following research process, the causal 
model (figure III) below shows the assumed relations between CE platforms’ practices, 
social capital creation and potential outcomes. The practices of CE platforms are the 
subject of this empirical study.  

 

 

 



	 34 

 

 

 
FIGURE III CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

 

 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The goal of this research is to analyse how the different types of CE platforms enable the 
generation of social capital at the neighbourhood level and simultaneously test and val-
idate claims in the literature about sources of social capital in the context of CE. This 
section will outline the empirical approach to answer this research question. First the 
case selection strategy will be outlined and the cases under study presented. Subse-
quently, the variables extracted from the literature will be operationalised to render 
them measurable. Data collection methods will then be illustrated, before closing with 
an outline of the data analysis strategies and a brief discussion of shortcomings in the 
analytical approach.  
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CASE SELECTION 

A ‘case’ in the realm of this study is understood as one CE platform. The typology built 
in the section CE platform typology defined four different types of CE platforms (PSS for-
profit, PSS not-for-profit, CL for-profit, CL not-for-profit). In order to be able to compare 
types of CE platforms, a representative number of cases of each type is necessary. The 
scope of the research and its explorative nature did not allow for a high number of cases; 
therefore 8 platforms were selected from a larger pool of Dutch CE platforms (see table 
xx below). The sample selection does not perfectly represent each platform type, with 
only one PSS not-for-profit platform compared to three CL for-profit platforms. This 
study relies mostly on interview data (see data collection), and therefore depended on 
platforms’ willingness to participate in the study. Time and resource constraints of many 
platforms restricted the study to the eight platforms selected. The empirical part of this 
research is exploratory in nature, and although this number and selection of cases is by 
no means wholly representative, it is solid enough to give insight into potential direc-
tions for future research. The table V below lists all platforms studied in their respective 
platform type.  

TABLE V CE PLATFORMS UNDER STUDY 

 PSS  CL 

For-profit  Barqo 

Snappcar 

Tuinshare 

Konnektid 

Nextdoor  

 

Not-for-profit HeelNederlandDeelt 

  

 

Thuisafgehaald 

WeHelpen 

 

 

OPERATIONALIZATION  
In order to analyse the CE platforms’ practices, the indicators used and that were devel-
oped based on the literature are operationalized in the table VI below. The operational-
ization is adapted to a CE context, including a focus on the neighbourhood, and in parts 
based on the work conducted by the OCU (Gordo, de Rivera, and Apesteguía 2016). The 
operationalization includes a scoring matrix of + (very good), +/- (neutral, ambiguous) 
and – (poor), in order to assess each platform type with respect to each indicator and 
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thereby to obtain a clear picture on which platform type among the platforms under 
study shows the greatest likelihood to provide for the generation of social capital at the 
neighbourhood level. This set of operationalized indicators will be used in the analysis, 
therefore the data sources needed for each indicator are mentioned as well. The indica-
tors and their operationalization presented in the table below are the result of an in-
depth literature study and then validated by experts in the field. The validation session 
was conducted with Amsterdam-based collaborative economy consulting start-up 
ShareNL (Pieter van de Glind) and an independent researcher (Nicole Stofberg, UvA). 
 

TABLE VI INDICATOR OPERATIONALIZATION 

Trustworthiness 

Indicator - +/- + 

Organisational trust 

Perceived platform 
competence and repu-
tation 

The platforms do not as-
sign high value to user 
communication and ser-
vice, based on the plat-
forms’ own assessment, 
and web content analysis. 

The platforms do not 
promote a specific repu-
tation, and the means are 
limited (news, social me-
dia, labels, connections 
to third parties), the so-
cial capital-related values 
they focus on when doing 
so are limited based on 
the platforms own ac-
count. 

The platforms assign 
value to user communi-
cation and service, 
based on the platforms’ 
own assessment, and 
web content analysis. 

The platforms promote 
a specific reputation, by 
various means (news, 
social media, labels, 
connections to third 
parties), there are some 
social capital-related 
values they focus on 
when doing so, based 
on the platforms own 
account. 

The platforms assign 
high value to user com-
munication, presence, 
and good service, based 
on the platforms’ own 
assessment, and web 
content analysis. 

The platforms promote 
their reputation, by 
very diverse means 
(news, social media, la-
bels, connections to 
third parties), there are 
many social capital-re-
lated values they focus 
on when doing so, 
based on the platforms 
own account. 

Security and safety 
mechanisms  

Deposit and insurance 
mechanisms are not 
available. Safe payment 
environments do not ex-
ist  (based on interview 
data and web content). 

Deposit and Insurance 
mechanisms are availa-
ble. Safe payment envi-
ronments, if applicable, 
exist, but are generally 
not used or do not play 
an important role. 
Mechanisms are rather 
formalized (based on 
interview data and web 
content). 

Deposit and Insurance 
mechanisms are availa-
ble. Safe payment envi-
ronments, if applicable, 
can be formalized and 
enforced by platform or 
done informally 
through practices like 
leaving an ID card in 
exchange for a bor-
rowed item (based on 
interview data and web 
content). 
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Peer trust 

Knowledge transmis-
sion mechanisms 

 

There are no ways or very 
limited ways for users to 
formally or informally ex-
change information or to 
get information via the 
platform. 

Some of the following 
options are available to 
users and they are occa-
sionally used:  

Discussion forums, chat 
functions, pin walls, 
blogs, videos, groups 

A variety of the follow-
ing options are availa-
ble to users and are 
frequently used to ex-
change knowledge 
about the platform and 
it services, showing ref-
erence to the local con-
text, such as 
neighbourhoods: 

Discussion forums, chat 
functions, pin walls, 
blogs, videos, groups 

Community-based user 
reputation 

 

No or very limited mech-
anisms exist to allow us-
ers to rate or leave a 
review for other users 
based on their transac-
tion, through points or 
written reviews, accessi-
ble to future users. 

An unsophisticated   
mechanism exists to al-
low users to rate or re-
view other users based 
on their transaction, 
through points or writ-
ten reviews, accessible 
to future users. The 
character of reviews is 
rather functional (based 
on interviews and web 
content).  

A well-functioning 
mechanism exists to al-
low users to rate and 
leave a review for other 
users based on their 
transaction, through 
points or written re-
views, accessible to fu-
ture users. The 
character of reviews is 
highly personal (based 
on interviews and web 
content). 

User information and 
verification  

 

There is no way of identi-
fying if a user is real. Pro-
files, if they exist, contain 
little to no relevant infor-
mation  

One of the following 
options is available to 
verify user authenticity, 
but use is not required: 

Vouchers given out by a 
platform, confirming a 
user is real, based on an 
address or a small fi-
nancial transaction, 
other means of user 
identification. 

User profiles which pro-
vide information about 
the user, such as a self  
description, former ac-
tivity on the platform, 
and a profile picture. 

Many of the following 
options are available to 
verify user authenticity, 
and use of them is ex-
pected:  

Vouchers given out by a 
platform, confirming a 
user is real, based on an 
address or a small fi-
nancial transaction, 
other means of user 
identification. 

User profiles which pro-
vide information about 
the user, such as a self 
description, former ac-
tivity on the platform, 
and a profile picture 
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Repeated on- and of-
fline user interaction 

Users rarely interact with 
the same person twice. 
Face-to-face contact is 
minimal. The platform 
does not actively encour-
age this aspect. 

Users sometimes meet 
again or multiple times.  
There is an option for 
face-to-face contact.  
The platform slightly 
encourages this and 
perceives it as a positive 
side effect. 

Users usually meet 
more than once. There 
are local events like 
meet-ups available for 
user to attend. These 
activities are focused on 
the local level. This as-
pect is highly encour-
aged by the platform.  

 

Working Institutions 

Indicator - +/- + 

Design and Functionality 

Options for users to cre-
ate and apply working 
rules 

 

Rules regarding the use 
of the platform are not 
informed by member 
feedback. Member 
communication about a 
set of rules-in-use is 
poor and knowledge 
and application of said 
rules by members is low 
or non-existent. The 
platforms barely value 
this aspect (based on 
interview data).  

Rules regarding the use 
of the platform are in-
formed to some extent 
by member feedback. 
Member communica-
tion about a set of 
rules-in-use is present. 
The platforms value 
this aspect (based on 
interview data).  

Rules regarding the use 
of the platform are in-
formed by member 
feedback. Member 
communication about a 
set of rules-in-use is 
present and well-known 
and applied by mem-
bers. The platforms 
value this aspect highly 
(based on interview 
data).  

Built-in rewards and 
sanctions  

Non-cooperative behav-
iour and disregard for 
the rules is sanctioned 
to a minimal extent & 
cooperative behaviour 
is not rewarded (based 
on web content and in-
terview data). 

Non-cooperative behav-
iour and disregard for 
the rules is often sanc-
tioned & cooperative 
behaviour is rewarded, 
but mostly by plat-
form/centralized insti-
tution (based on web 
content and interview 
data). 

Non-cooperative behav-
iour and disregard for 
the rules is consistently 
sanctioned & coopera-
tive behaviour is re-
warded, mostly by 
decentralized means 
such as other users or 
the community (based 
on web content and in-
terview data). 

Platform design that fa-
vours reciprocity, coop-
eration and altruistic 
behaviour  

Reciprocal/altruistic/ 
cooperative behaviour 
of members is not com-
monly occurring or no-
ticed by other members 
(based on interview 
data and web content).   

Users can anticipate 
other users’ recipro-
cal/altruistic or cooper-
ative behaviour to some 
extent (based on inter-
view data and web con-
tent).  

 

Reciprocal/altruistic/ 
cooperative behaviour 
of members is fre-
quently occurring and 
presented as the behav-
ioural norm of the plat-
form, for example 
through telling “success 
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stories” (based on inter-
view data and web con-
tent).  

Mechanisms that make 
platform services acces-
sible to newcomers 

Outsiders are not very 
welcome, the platform 
has a “cliquey” feel to 
its network (based on 
interview data and web 
content).  

New users are just as 
welcome as regular us-
ers. There is no specific 
mechanism of inclu-
sion. There is no spe-
cific geographic focus 
(based on interview 
data and web content).  

Newcomers and espe-
cially those with diffi-
culties accessing the 
platform are given 
means to integrate into 
the platform and use it 
easily. The platform is 
focused on users within 
the same neighbour-
hoods (based on inter-
view data and web 
content).   

Options for user interac-
tion 

The service minimizes 
user on- and offline in-
teraction(based on in-
terview data and web 
content). 

There are options avail-
able to support user in-
teraction to the extent 
it is necessary to enter 
exchange relations 
(based on interview 
data and web content). 

The platform function-
ally supports and also 
encourages users to in-
teract with one another, 
beyond the scope of the 
platform’s services 
(based on interview 
data and web content). 

Platform Identity 

Platform’s written and 
practiced stance on pro-
social behaviour and 
“real” sharing 

 

The tone and expecta-
tion set by the platform 
regarding its users’ be-
haviour in ratings, rep-
utation schemes and 
profile requirements 
does not stress norms 
of reciprocity, coopera-
tion, and trust - neither 
in written content nor 
in practice and user 
communication (based 
on interview data and 
web content). 

The tone and expecta-
tion set by platforms re-
garding its users’ 
behaviour in ratings, 
reputation schemes, or 
profile requirements 
stresses norms of reci-
procity, cooperation, 
and trust to a limited 
extent. The content dis-
played by platforms and 
communicated to users 
promotes “real” sharing 
to some extent, cover-
ing some of the follow-
ing attributes: “social 
bonds”, “joint owner-
ship”, “social reproduc-
tion”,  “[little] money 
importance” (based on 
interview data and web 
content). 

The tone and expecta-
tion set by a platform 
regarding its users’ be-
haviour in ratings, rep-
utation schemes and 
profile requirements 
highly values norms of 
reciprocity, coopera-
tion, and trust . The 
content displayed by 
platforms and commu-
nicated to users pro-
motes “real” sharing, 
covering the following 
attributes: “social 
bonds”, “joint owner-
ship”, “social reproduc-
tion”,  “[little] money 
importance” (based on 
interview data and web 
content). 
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“In-group-feeling”/plat-
form identity 

 

The platform does not 
support a sense of com-
munity (based on inter-
view data and web 
content).  

The platform refers to 
its users as a commu-
nity, for example 
through the use of “we” 
language, or words such 
as “family”, “commu-
nity”, “home”, and tar-
gets group-specific 
language (based on in-
terview data and web 
content).  

The platform actively 
promotes a sense of 
community among its 
users through  use of 
“we” language, or words 
such as “family”, “com-
munity”, “home”, and 
target group-specific 
language (based on in-
terview data and web 
content).  

Shared experiences 

 

There are no formal or 
informal shared experi-
ences available or pro-
moted via the website 
and platform communi-
cation. This aspect is 
not valued by the plat-
form.  

The character and na-
ture of the service pro-
vided by the platform 
creates shared experi-
ences, such as attend-
ing events or offering 
classes to members.  

The service and plat-
form actively encourage 
shared experiences 
among its members. 
Those experiences take 
place beyond the prac-
tical purpose of the 
platform, e.g. neigh-
bourhood markets, 
events organised by the 
platform or its users.  
The platform facilitate 
and value this aspect.  

Degree of personaliza-
tion 

The platform and its us-
ers are not portrayed as 
very personal. Commu-
nication is rather im-
personal (based on 
interview data and web 
content analysis). 

The platform and its us-
ers are portrayed as 
personal, real-life char-
acters. Communication 
is rather personal 
(based on interview 
data and web content 
analysis). 

The platform and its us-
ers portray a very per-
sonal, real-life 
character, as in photo-
graphs, videos, or the 
like. Communication is 
very personal (based on 
interview data and web 
content analysis). 

 

Neighbourhood Networks 

Indicator - +/- + 

Place attachment 

Local rootedness 

 

The platform is not 
based in a specific lo-
cality and does not in-
clude the local context. 
The platformis not lo-
cally accessible through 
an office-  or other kind 

The platform is based 
in a specific locality and 
includes but does not 
focus on the local con-
text and specific neigh-
bourhoods. The 
platforms are not acces-
sible through an office 
or other kind of 

The platform is based in 
a specific locality and 
includes the local con-
text through maps, as 
well as a focus on spe-
cific neighbourhoods. 
The platform is locally 
accessible through an 
office or some other 
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of space (based on in-
terview data and web 
content analysis). 

space(based on inter-
view data and web con-
tent analysis). 

kind of space (based on 
interview data and web 
content analysis). 

Local attributes Attributes on the web-
site do not include the 
local context(based on 
interview data and web 
content analysis). 

Some attributes on the 
website include the lo-
cal context, such as lan-
guage, traits, signs 
(based on interview 
data and web content 
analysis). 

Many attributes on the 
website and in user 
communication refer to 
the local context, such 
as language, traits, 
signs. The platform 
identifies with specific 
localities (based on in-
terview data and web 
content analysis). 

Network Members 

User diversity Diversity in age, educa-
tion, financial situation, 
and ethnicity is not val-
ued by the platform 
(based on interviews 
and web content). 

Diversity in age, educa-
tion, financial situation, 
and ethnicity is valued 
to some extent by the 
platform (based on in-
terviews and web con-
tent). 

Users are very diverse 
in age, education, fi-
nancial situation, and 
ethnicity. This is highly 
valued by the platform 
(based on interviews 
and web content). 

User density User density in plat-
form’s area of focus and 
possibly beyond does 
not play a role as iden-
tified by the platform 
itself. 

User density in plat-
form’s area of focus and 
possibly beyond does 
play a role to some ex-
tent, as identified by 
the platform itself. 

User density in plat-
form’s area of focus, in 
particular neighbour-
hoods, and possibly be-
yond does play an 
important role, as iden-
tified by the platform 
itself. 

 

 

 

DATA COLLECTION 
The methods used for the case studies are qualitative. Therefore, two strategies of data 
collection were employed: semi-structured interviews, and web content review.  

To gain deeper knowledge about platforms’ practices and their underlying norms and 
stances on social capital, semi-structured interviews with platform owners or employees 
were conducted, with one interview per platform. The interviews were structured 
around the indicator framework developed, but deviated slightly depending on the 
background of the interviewee and their responses. The majority of interviews were be-
tween 30 and 45 min and were recorded and later transcribed. Appendix I provides the 
interview guidelines, appendix II all interview transcripts. Interviewees were selected by 
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contacting a variety of Dutch CE platforms formally via e-mail or informally via personal 
contacts. The ShareNL network served as primary source of contacts for interviews.  

The second source of data is the web content and utilities provided by the platform. This 
includes the design and functionality of the platform as well as their written content and 
their general communication to users. This source of data gave additional insights into 
the platforms’ positions on the indicators. To limit scope and make web content com-
parable, the ‘about’ section was used as website content. Appendix III provides a list of 
links to the respective sections used. To gain access to all functions available on a plat-
form, the researcher made a user account on each platform under study and, where pos-
sible, ran a trial transaction (monetary transactions excluded).  

The empirical data is primarily self-reported and in the form of interviews. The self-
reported data certainly bears the risk of platforms overestimating their impact and their 
concern with social capital generation in neighbourhoods. The choice to rely only on 
the above-mentioned data sources was made in order to keep the data collection and 
analysis within the scope of the research. However, further analysis should take third 
sources into consideration as well. These could include samples of users of CE platforms, 
as well as information from news, social media, and other channels.  

 

DATA ANALYSIS 

The collected data was analysed in two ways. First, nvivo software was used to analyse 
the interviews and web content. Second, the platform’s applications were analysed based 
on the indicators’ operationalization.  

Techniques Nvivo is a qualitative data analysis software that allows one to code written 
content with the help of analytical categories in order to connect various sources of data 
and develop new analytical categories. The reasons for using this software are that it 
allows the researcher to mark (“code”) fragments of written content as a certain category 
(“node”) and sub-category (“sub-nodes”), and thus to analyse the extent to which plat-
forms put indicators into practice. This assists in testing and validating existing theoret-
ical categories and concepts based on new data and reformulating existing claims and 
further developing them. The building blocks of social capital were created as “nodes” 
and their respective indicators were created as “sub-nodes”. The written content (inter-
views and “about” sections) was analysed with the help of the nodes. Statements that, 
according to the indicators’ operationalization, fit a specific indicator were coded under 
the “sub-node” that corresponded to that indicator.  

The coding process in Nvivo allowed for analysis of the written web and interview con-
tent. In addition to this content, the researcher also performed a qualitative content and 
functionality analysis of the platforms’ websites. This process focused on those indica-
tors that concern technicalities of the platform itself. For example, “options for user in-
teraction” could entail a chat function, a discussion forum, or a ‘pin wall’ on the 
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platform’s website. Specifics as to whether an indicator was analysed in this way are 
included in the operationalization of the indicator. 

Evaluation The results of the data analysis are presented in two ways. The first section 
summarizes the findings per platform type and variable in words (sections Trustworthi-
ness, Working Institutions, Networks). In this section a score is first assigned for each 
indicator. Then, a final cross table presents the scores for each indicator for each plat-
form type (see Summary). The data analysis is followed by a reflection on the indicators 
used, an introduction of new potential indicators, and the development of an altered set 
of indicators.  

Using Nvivo, certain patterns of social capital generation strategies and the value as-
signed to social capital indicators began to emerge. All ‘sub- nodes’/indicators belonging 
to one variable were first selected in Nvivo. The coding process was oriented around the 
operationalization of the indicators as presented in table VI above. The screenshot (fig-
ure IV) below illustrates this process. It shows the sub-node “platform’s written and 
practice stance on pro-social behaviour and ‘real’ sharing”, and all corresponding state-
ments from a single platform’s interview or web content that were coded under this 
node. 

 

 
FIGURE IV NVIVO SCREENSHOT 

 

The analytical process was interpretative and is outlined in detail in the Results section. 
All assumptions regarding the practices and underlying values and notions of a platform 
or platform type are based on statements in the interviews, their web content, and their 
application’s functionalities. The analysis is based on the way in which indicators were 
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operationalized in above (see table xx).  Specific attention was paid to the importance 
assigned to specific “nodes” (or indicators) by the interviewees or that emerged during 
review of the platform’s design. Since the goal of the research is to compare platform 
types, the scores are used as a means of rendering the types comparable. All results were 
first summarized per platform type, then per indicator. To make platform types compa-
rable, then contrast their practices, the major aspects for each platform type and each 
indicator are presented in a cross table, including the score assigned (+, +/-, -). A final 
section summarizes the main findings.  

In order to reflect critically on the sources of social capital as put forward in the litera-
ture, their use in the realm of CE platforms, and the set of indicators in use, the interre-
lations between indicators (as ‘sub-nodes’ in Nvivo) was checked (see Theoretical 
Implications). In the process of coding with pre-formulated ‘sub-nodes’, interrelations 
between some of the indicators were uncovered. Statements of interviewees that applied 
to multiple sub-nodes were coded under all possible nodes that fit the statement. ‘Matrix 
coding’ in Nvivo helps outline the amount of times one node overlaps with another. This 
feature generates a cross table with the amount of times one node’s coding overlaps with 
another node’s coding.  In order to visualize the connections and amount of overlap 
between different nodes, the network visualization software gephi was used. The graph 
generated in gephi shows links between two nodes if they overlapped according to the 
matrix coding cross table. The linking lines’ thickness indicates how often one node 
overlapped with another. To visualize the use of different nodes, the amount of times 
one node was used in the coding process is visualized by its size. Finally, the nodes for 
which factual and thematic overlap was found are discussed, as well as potential reasons 
for overlap, and suggestions are made on how to integrate overlapping indicators into a 
new indicator.  

The goal was also to account for emergent (new) patterns of practice to define or rede-
fine key variables of social capital generation in the CE realm. In the process of coding, 
new analytical categories (“nodes”) were created and all corresponding content coded 
under the new nodes. The outcomes of this process are presented in the same manner 
as the integration of existing indicators. New categories, the potential reasons for their 
existence, and the potential to formulate them as indicators for future research are dis-
cussed.  

In order to reassess the platform typology used to select the cases, the divergence within 
platforms of one type is addressed based on the research findings, and suggestions for 
new analytical types are made. Finally, the results are summarized in the form of rec-
ommendations to policy makers to inform their support of socially feasible and desirable 
CE practices, as well as to practitioners that wish to improve their performance in gen-
erating social capital or simply to engage more members on their platform.  

Using qualitative methods of study and small sample sizes bears the risk of lack of ac-
countability on the side of the researcher regarding the conclusions drawn from the 
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data. To provide for clear and transparent reasoning, the use of data and the conclusions 
drawn from it are reflected and depicted critically at each step of research. Descriptions 
of the relevant data sources provide additional accountability and robustness. Finally, 
the explorative nature of the empirical section should be underlined. The empirical 
foundation is not sound enough to allow for generalizable conclusions. It does, however, 
give insights into a new field of applying concepts of social capital to CE platforms.   

RESULTS 
In order to answer sub-question 3 How and to what extent are the variables identified put into 
practice by different types of peer-to-peer platforms? this chapter first presents all cases (CE 
platforms) under study, then presents the findings for each type of platform, each indi-
cator, and the scores assigned. The results and scores are then presented and summa-
rized in a cross table. Emergent new aspects and reflections on the categories and their 
application in future research are subsequently presented before closing with recom-
mendations to stakeholders, practitioners, and policy makers. 

CASE BACKGROUND 
Barqo is a peer-to-peer boat rental platform that was founded in 2014 in Amsterdam. 
The concept is to connect boat owners to people who like to sail or navigate boats. The 
boat owners name and collect their fee for boat rentals, a share of which has to be paid 
to the platform. The platform covers boat rental as well as insurance and “break down” 
service. This platform focuses on leisure time activities rather than daily needs. As such, 
this platform is a for-profit PSS platform, enabling material collaboration between plat-
form users. 

 

Snappcar is a platform that enables peer-to-peer car sharing. Users can register their 
own car and offer it for a daily price. Other users can get make contact with the car 
owner to request a car rental. The terms of the rental are negotiated between the two 
parties and drop-off as well as pick-up happens between the car owner and the platform 
user. The platform charges a percentage of the price car owners earn by renting out their 
car.  Snappcar provides an insurance and has some additional requirements in place for 
renters as well as owners to provide safe transactions. With these characteristics, 
snappcar is a for-profit PSS platform, with the restriction that it clearly aims at higher 
societal impact than monetary profit and was recently declared a b-corps (an organisa-
tion that pursues societal goals in addition to generating profit).  

 

HeelNederlandDeelt is a newly established (2015) sharing platform that seeks to in-
clude all different types of CE practices, such as sharing, lending, bartering and offering 
services, for a fee or for free. The goal of the platform is to encourage local activities in 
the Netherlands beyond usual hubs of the CE, such as Amsterdam, Rotterdam and 
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Utrecht. Therefore, the main platform launched sub-platforms that cover a certain re-
gion or city. The platform operates as not-for-profit, and since it mostly enables the 
sharing or lending of goods, it is qualified as a PSS type of platform.  

 

Nextdoor is a platform that offers inhabitants of neighbourhoods to interact with each 
other, to self-organise neighbourhood security, to share devices, share advice, or to 
meet-up with neighbours. The application offers the possibility to publish posts on the 
neighbourhood’s interface, which is confined for inhabitants of a specific neighbour-
hood. The users have to use their real name and prove their residence within that neigh-
bourhood. Because of its multiple use cases, this platform is qualified as a collaborative 
lifestyle platform. It enables multiple ways of self-organisation that include sharing of 
assets, but explicitly encourages users go beyond that. Although the platform does not 
generate an income in the Netherlands yet, it is planning to develop a business and in-
come model. Therefore, it qualifies as for-profit platform. 

Konnektid is a platform that offers knowledge exchange and learning among its mem-
bers. Users can offer to teach in their own fields of expertise, as well as find other mem-
bers to teach them skills in their fields of interest. As such, the platform is a collaborative 
lifestyle type of platform, facilitating the sharing and exchange of the intangible goods 
skills and knowledge. The platform is demand-driven, meaning that if a member wishes 
to learn a specific skill, she posts a request to platform members within proximity. The 
platform also offers the option for professional teachers to register classes and charge 
for them. Professionals are accepted based on an official qualification or diploma. The 
platform operates as a for-profit platform, with income generated from advertisements 
that the professional teachers place on the website.  

 

Tuinshare is a garden-sharing and renting platform, founded in 2015. It is still in pro-
gress and does not have many users yet. It allows people that own a garden to share parts 
of it or the entire garden with people who would like to engage in gardening. It is also 
based on a pay-for-use principle, where garden owners can charge garden users for a 
year of garden sharing. However, the platform does not charge a margin of the transac-
tion cost.  Long term plans currently intend to move towards a revenue model though 
it is currently free. Because a payment model is their goal, it is classified here as a for-
profit platform. Since the sharing of space – a garden – falls more under intangible goods, 
this platform is also part of the collaborative lifestyle platforms.  

 

Thuisafgehaald is a peer-to-peer platform that was founded in 2012. It targets people 
who wish to cook for or pick up a meal from their neighbours. Home cooks can create a 
profile and offer dishes, either on an “offer” or “on-demand” basis. Users of the platform 
can see offers in their neighbourhood and get in contact with the home cooks if they 
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want a certain meal, then pick it up from the cooks directly. The costs that cooks ask for 
their meals usually only cover the costs of ingredients and preparation. Since 2014, bi-
jzonder thuisafgehaald was founded as a branch, in particular for those people that are 
in need of regularly prepared meals and unable to pick them up by themselves. Home 
cooks that contribute to bijzonder thuisafgehaald commit to a regular schedule of cook-
ing, such as once a week and delivering their meal to the person in need. With this ser-
vice, the platform hopes to establish informal networks of care and neighbourly support. 
The platform was founded as a foundation and is partially supported by donations. In 
addition, the platform also experiments with other income models, such as charges for 
advertisements. Therefore, it is categorized as not-for-profit. With sharing meals being 
on the verge of a PSS and a rather intangible good, the platform nonetheless is catego-
rized as a collaborative lifestyle platform.  

 

WeHelpen is a platform aimed at facilitating help and care among neighbours and 
within communities. The help that it aims to generate is targeted at people for whom 
difficult life situations currently restrict their ability to cover day-to-day tasks– a kind of 
non-commercial care. It enables strangers to offer their help and ask for help with spe-
cific tasks. It also offers services for existing social (care) networks to organise them-
selves via the platform by means of organisational tools and information sharing. The 
service is organised as a cooperative and supported by various partners, including foun-
dations and health care sector organisations. It is thus a not-for-profit operating within 
the collaborative lifestyle realm.  

 

TRUSTWORTHINESS 

ORGANISATIONAL TRUST 
Organisational trust was evaluated by means of the indicators “perceived platform com-
petence and reputation”, and “security and safety mechanisms”.  

 

PSS For-profit Platforms Two platforms were included under this platform type: 
Snappcar and Barqo. Their reputation was clearly a matter of concern for both platforms. 
Both framed their recent growth in terms of media attention generated through the 
platform that then resulted in higher user numbers. The language employed to describe 
this was descriptive of their attitude towards media attention, because, as one respond-
ent points out “…people were really buying this new solution!” They also outlined their 
focus on creating a reputation by publishing the platform’s societal impact and reasons 
for people to use it. Both interview partners stated that they are dedicated to improving 
their service, which they identified as a key driver of higher user activity. As one inter-
view partner put it “people get more familiar with a platform that actually works all the 
time and improves and I think that’s it”. However, the interviewees referred to quality 
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and reputation mostly in the sense of marketing and promoting their platform to a broad 
range of users. The major source both platforms were aiming to tap into was word of 
mouth, thus using existing social capital to leverage a higher user base, which could, 
according to them, be built on a good reputation. Both platforms emphasized respon-
siveness, presence, and personalization of the user service as important aspects of their 
work. One of the platforms took community feedback as a particular means to improve 
service. They claim to call users in cases of bad feedback and attempt to maintain a per-
sonal relationship with users. As a baseline for this category, the patience and personal 
style of communication with users seemed to be key. Reputation among this type of 
platform is thus used to establish a certain need and familiarity with the specific service. 

Both platform security and safety mechanisms received a high degree of emphasis and 
importance during interviews as well as on the platform’s websites. One respondent 
identified the fact that security mechanisms like insurances exist as the crucial reason 
for users to trust the platform in the first place. Furthermore, since both platforms work 
in the area of highly valuable items (personal cars and boats), both emphasized “break 
down” service as a key aspect that increases trust in the platform among their users. In 
addition, safe payment environments were mentioned as a factor for trustworthiness as 
well. Both platforms achieve this by requiring users bring forms of identification to pre-
sent during the exchange of keys. They also ensure payment happens via the web site to 
in turn assure users they will receive payment for renting out their asset.   

 

CL For-Profit Platforms This type includes the platforms tuinshare, konnektid and 
nextdoor. For collaborative lifestyle platforms that work for profit, organisational trust 
proved to be a key element their success as well. All three interviewees stressed their 
platform’s reputation as key variable for creating trustworthiness. The platform reputa-
tion was often linked to higher values, ideals, and platform likeability. As pointed out by 
one interviewee, “[…] at that time a lot of enthusiasts joined, just people that liked the 
story, the vision and were like, ‘that’s cool, we wanna do that’”. All interviewees referred 
to their reputation and competence as a key factor in reaching what they perceived as a 
‘tipping point’ in user numbers, as well a means to making “word of mouth” a viable 
strategy for increasing their user base. The quality of website, app, and related function-
alities was also stressed by one interviewee as a determining factor that creates trust in 
the platform. In terms of user service, two interviewees alluded to the importance of 
responsiveness and personal contact a sign of competence. They perceived themselves 
and their user service mostly in a mediator function to ensure that users feel taken care 
of and respected. This was also underlined by one interviewee, stating that users need 
to feel they know the people behind a platform to perceive that they are “[…] just a team 
of 8 – 10 young people, and [they] couldn’t have done it without [their users]” Overall, 
the interviews suggest that reputation for this type of platform is a means to activate 
potential users, by creating a certain set of values and attributes they associate with this 
respective service, such as likeability, personality, and sociability. 
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Security and safety mechanisms played somewhat of a lesser role for this type of plat-
form, which can be partially explained by the kinds of services they are offering. Intan-
gible goods do not bear the risk of being broken and fraud is harder to commit. None of 
the interviewees mentioned a special mechanism, however the platform’s websites show 
that this aspect is not entirely trivial. They do refer to ways in which both provider and 
recipient of a certain service or space can create a safe operating space. These factors, 
however, are beyond the platforms’ sphere of influence and need to be negotiated be-
tween users.  

 

PSS Not-for-Profit Platform The platform that falls under this category is heelneder-
landdeelt. This platform similarly stated that media attention was the primary path to 
developing their reputation. In their communication to members they also particularly 
stressed their values as a not-for-profit platform that does not facilitate commercial ad-
vertisements. They emphasize the fact that they enable sharing in all senses of the word, 
including lending, borrowing, and renting out private possessions and space. To provide 
security and safety mechanisms they offer a tool that serves as safety fund, into which 
members contribute and in case of damage, withdraw. Insurance for larger items is also 
available.  

 

CL Not-for-profit Platforms This type includes thuisafgehaald and wehelpen. The rep-
utation and values these platforms represent were highlighted by respondants as key 
success factors and trust enhancers. When asked about the success of his platform thuis-
afgehaald, one interviewee stated, “people are convinced it’s good, they know there is a 
need for it.” On their website, thuisafgehaald transmits this image by stating, “we are 
entrepreneurs who aim at improving the world. We take a professional approach, but 
our social objective is of chief importance.” Both platforms mentioned receiving early 
media attention supporting their promotion of trustworthiness as a key source for draw-
ing in potential users.  

Both interviewees highlighted the need to provide an inviting environment for users so 
that they feel empowered to ask for help or support. This resonates with users having 
concerns about platforms’ competence and how to establish the image of competence. 
One interviewee phrased this challenge as such: “It is really complex to create a setting 
where people feel comfortable to ask for help and also to deliver help where both parties 
feel at ease.” Both platforms thus also advise their users as to how to optimally use the 
service for their needs.  

Another particular aspect of this type of platform is the extent of cooperation with third 
parties to create trustworthiness. Both state that collaborations between them and other 
care providers helped them to create a trustworthy environment for their users.  
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Regarding security and safety mechanisms, one interviewee stressed the need to scan 
the platform for members with bad intentions as well as the need to provide members 
with the knowledge necessary to maintain a safe environment when interacting with 
other members.  

 

PEER TRUST 
The categories of peer trust were “knowledge transmission mechanisms”, “community 
based user reputation”, “user information and verification”, and “repeated on- and of-
fline user interaction”. 

 

PSS For-profit Platforms The above categories play a large role according to these plat-
forms’ interviewees which reflects on the platform’s websites as well – particularly in the 
functionalities they offer to their users to verify their identity and leave a rating for other 
users. One interviewee pointed out, with regards to knowledge transmission mecha-
nisms, that user knowledge is very important to other users and should thus be facili-
tated by the platform for on- and offline meet-ups: “But that answer given by someone 
else is more valuable and probably also more trustworthy than if I would say, you have 
to do it this way.” Both interview partners mentioned review systems as a key mecha-
nism to create trust among users and especially to create an incentive to abide by the 
rules. Especially in the realm of product service systems, the interview data suggests an 
importance of user verification mechanisms, such as a voucher that identifies them as 
who they are or a picture of the asset they’re renting out (e.g. boat, or car). Furthermore, 
both interviewees indicated that they keep personal contact with users, which increased 
their certainty of the users’ authenticity and thus individual trustworthiness. Peer trust-
worthiness also mattered in terms of trusting users’ skills since they’re being trusted to 
be able to steer a boat or drive a car. These aspects were covered as well by the verifica-
tion mechanisms, such as requiring a driver’s licence or equivalent. However, neither 
interviewee particularly emphasized repeated on- an offline interaction. Only when 
asked did they indicate that users tend to establish more stable collaborative relations 
with certain users after having a good exchange experience with them.  

 

CL For-profit Platforms Knowledge transmission mechanisms were mentioned by 
these platforms as a way to exchange particular information like recommendations or 
tips regarding the specific activity in the domain of the platform. One platform envisions 
providing functionality in the future in the form of a forum where knowledge and ex-
pertise on certain topics, as well as spaces could be exchanged. Another interviewee 
stressed the fact that there were closed neighbourhood online groups within the plat-
form where members exchanged recommendations and tips around practical issues. 
Community-based user reputation played a crucial role in this regard. All platforms have 
or envision some form of user-based rating system, including written text by one user 
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about another user engaging in an exchange relation. Verification mechanisms play an 
important role for konnektid, where professional teachers need to provide proof of their 
qualifications before being able to offer their services on the platform. Similarly, 
nextdoor members need to be verified and provide their full name before they are able 
to enter the platform – a feature that they identified by the interviewee as crucial to 
creating trust. In that sense, the platform actually confines the scope of the neighbour-
hood concept because only verified residents of a confined neighbourhood are allowed 
to create a profile, and they only have access to the profiles of members within their 
neighbourhood. All platforms offered the possibility to create user profiles with infor-
mation about the user and a profile picture. When asked about personal interactions as 
a means to create trust among users, interview data suggested these small informal fac-
tors play a large role. As one respondent described, “First people need to know each 
other in a casual way, then they build trust. Doing simple little things together helps 
[…]”. This was echoed by the other two respondents’ view on repeated interactions, sug-
gesting that usually good experiences among users extrapolate their levels of trust and 
trustworthy behaviour. 

 

PSS Not-for-profit Platform On this platform, members can exchange knowledge 
within closed groups of individuals that already know each other, which builds on exist-
ing trust. In addition, this platform facilitates user reviews that are publicly available to 
other users, though at the time of the interview use of this feature was not wide-spread 
yet.  

 

CL Not-for-profit Platforms When asked about knowledge transmission mechanisms, 
one interviewee often referred to the platform’s two Facebook sites. One is maintained 
strictly for online communication and a second is a closed group for members – a space 
where members actively engage in knowledge exchanges about platform-related topics 
and more. This, according to her, also serves as a “self-help tool” where members can 
solve problems and questions themselves. The interviewee from wehelpen envisioned a 
similar mechanism, stressing that different user groups need different kinds of infor-
mation. The platform thus aims at creating circles in which users can exchange infor-
mation and knowledge among each other. In addition, user verification mechanisms are 
in place to some extent, but more on a personalized, informal level. The platform ad-
ministrators do know some of their most active users personally and make an effort to 
stay in touch with them. Thuisafgehaald, as an example, showcases their most popular 
cooks and in this way reaffirms their cooks’ trustworthiness. Review systems also play 
an important role on this platform, where users can leave ratings in the form of written 
reviews. The platform encourages users to formulate reviews in a positive manner.  
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Both platform interviewees state that repeat interactions among their users do occur 
and are highly appreciated and encouraged due to the bonds of trust that result from 
repeated positive experiences. Both platforms provide their users with anecdotes of 
other users that have grown closer through the use of the platform.  

 

SUMMARY TRUSTWORTHINESS 
To summarize this section, a few key points are noteworthy. First, PSS platforms use 
different mechanisms to create trust than CL platforms, regardless of their profit orien-
tation. Formalized mechanisms, such as verification, insurance, and safe payment sys-
tems play a large role for these platforms, while CL platforms appear to rely more on 
personal interaction as a means of verification and their platform’s reputation and the 
values they present to their users as a means to appear trustworthy. For all platforms 
named above a personal touch in user services seemed key, as well as their perceived 
competence in their field of work.  

WORKING INSTITUTIONS 
This building block of social capital consists of the design and functionality provided by 
a platform most likely to create working institutions and the aspects that contribute to 
what was above termed as “platform identity”. 

 

DESIGN AND FUNCTIONALITY 
The design and functionality aspect of working institutions entails the categories “op-
tions for users to create and apply working rules”, “built-in rewards and sanctions”, “plat-
form design that favours reciprocity and altruistic behaviour”, “options for user 
interaction”, and “mechanisms that make platform services accessible to newcomers”. 

 

PSS For-profit Platforms On this type of platform, the technical means allowing mem-
bers to create and apply their own working rules are rather limited since interactions are 
clearly regulated by the platform, such as the payment process or the handoffs of assets 
between users. This practice in some instances goes as far as attempting to restrict mem-
bers from communicating about ways to circumvent the rules of the platform, for exam-
ple to avoid platform transaction fees. This is understandable from the platforms’ point 
of view as they would like to earn money from the transactions that they facilitate. It 
was however pointed out in one interview that members sometimes create their own 
“code-of-conduct”, in which they thank the owner of the rented product in non-mone-
tary ways, by giving a gift or taking the car to a car wash before returning it. One inter-
viewee felt that their platform was under constant review by their members, whose 
feedback serves to improve the service and create new tools. Also the review system was 
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mentioned as a “self-filtering process” in which members of the community created the 
rule-in-use of leaving clear, and transparent reviews to “weed out the bad guys”.  

In addition, they indicated that sanctions for rule violations do not apply immediately; 
rather the platform’s user service tries to engage with those users that do not act accord-
ing to the platform rules and remind them of the rules in place. Only continuous rule 
violation is punished, often by platform exclusion. Both platforms reward successful 
owners in multiple ways for renting out their car or boat. They often make personal 
contact with these users and showcase them on their website to tell their story to other 
members. One platform also runs a loyalty program in which active and successful own-
ers are rewarded by giving them a prominent spot on the website, in turn making them 
more likely to be selected by renters. In the case of both platforms, these reward systems 
are linked to the goal of keeping owners active, since the platform relies on their assets.  

The communication channels available to users also facilitate the creation and applica-
tion of rules-in-use by members. While barqo only provides a chat system that restricted 
the exchange of contact data to avoid payments outside of the platform, snappcar seeks 
to facilitate communication online via forums and offline via member meet-ups.  

In terms of design that favours reciprocity, cooperation, and altruistic behaviour, both 
platforms showcase successful stories of collaboration between their members. As these 
examples are limited to interactions taking place on the platform, it is debatable how 
much pro-social behaviour these showcases actually encourage.  

In terms of integrating newcomers, neither platform possesses a dedicated mechanism 
other than enabling their users to invite friends to the platform via e-mail or Facebook. 
One interviewee pointed out that they support new members during their first interac-
tions, often via personal contact.  

Design and functionality that encourage reciprocity, cooperation, and altruistic behav-
iour are not a prominent element of this type of platform, although basic aspects such 
as the development of rules-in-use by users that go beyond monetary interactions do 
exist, and the platforms do showcase successful collaboration and good experiences.  

 

CL For-Profit Platforms One platform, nextdoor, stands out when it comes to provid-
ing options for users to create and apply working rules. The platform does not have a 
strict “code-of-conduct”. Instead it is the user’s responsibility to create and apply rules-
in-use in their own user environment, for example in group discussions. Unwanted top-
ics or comments can be flagged and community moderators can delete them or com-
municate with specific users to delete their posts. All platforms heavily rely on user 
feedback; one platform in particular, konnektid, was developed in cooperation with their 
users. The feedback is continuously incorporated into all platforms’ functionalities. One 
interviewee also referred to informal rules of appreciation, where members give gifts or 
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offer favours, like sharing skills and knowledge, in return for the interaction. Sanctions 
are applied on all platforms in a rather informal manner, such as on nextdoor where 
members themselves weed out unwanted behaviour, but similarly on konnektid and 
tuinshare, where review systems allow sanctioning undesirable behaviour. Moreover, 
these platforms see themselves as mediators in conflict situations. Reward mechanisms 
are in place on all platforms: On nextdoor members can “like” posts or interactions; 
konnektid showcases successful interactions and allows members to rate each other; on 
tuinshare these systems are not as established, however rating and showcasing is ex-
pected to grow in the future. In addition, konnektid is planning to reward successful and 
popular lay teachers to offer their lessons as professionals, thus charging money, simply 
based on merit and without needing an official qualification. The interviewees all un-
derlined the importance of showcasing good examples of pro-social behaviour by pre-
senting successful interactions among members on the website and telling stories about 
interactions in the form of blogs and Facebook posts.  

A range of mechanisms is available for users to interact on the platforms of this type. All 
interviewees identified member interaction as a key factor for their success and an op-
tion that is used and encouraged by the platforms themselves. To name a few examples, 
members can become “friends” with other members and communicate via chat, and on 
nextdoor specifically, discussion groups were available as well. Nextdoor also enables 
users to connect with the platform and respond to other users solely via email. All plat-
forms also provide virtual maps that indicate other users’ location and interests, which 
helps facilitate interactions for first-time users.  

Mechanisms that integrate newcomers on the platform were available as well and were 
referenced in the interview as a means to increase diversity on the platform. The plat-
forms provide means to invite friends as new users, and nextdoor also encourages this 
by challenging its members to find new contacts within their neighbourhood in a short 
time span. All platforms point out contact with other institutions as key means to in-
crease their user base and reach people not likely to engage an online platform, such as 
the elderly.  

In summary, design and functionality on this type of platform can promote pro-social 
behaviour while still mostly allowing members to develop their own rules-in-use.  

 

PSS Not-for-Profit Platform This platform claimed it supported virtually any kind of 
sharing or collaborating. According to the interviewee, this broad range of exchange re-
lations results in a broad range of rules-in-use developed by users.  Because existing 
social groups, like sport teams, can create their own closed group on the platform, to the 
platform actively encourages the development of members’ own working rules. Sanc-
tions in the case of rule violation are applied on an informal level by communicating 
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with the user and reaching an understanding of the inappropriateness of their behav-
iour, such as in a case where the user uses the platform as a place to post advertisements 
for their own private business. Ranking and review systems are also available as a means 
for members to sanction other members. In terms of rewards, the platform is envisioning 
a system where members can earn points for sharing on the platform that could then be 
used as a virtual currency for new interactions. In addition, they challenge neighbour-
hoods to become “best sharing neighbourhoods”, which then would be rewarded with a 
neighbourhood party. User interaction is possible in closed groups and chat rooms but 
the platform organises offline meet-ups as well, often for new neighbourhoods or com-
munities that enter the platform. These meet-ups or events are also used as mechanisms 
to integrate new users on the platform. Functionality of inviting friends via e-mail and 
Facebook is also provided to make the platform accessible to newcomers. The platform 
design also encourages reciprocity, cooperation and altruistic behaviour by showcasing 
members’ positive experiences with the sharing on the platform and their reasons to do 
so. 

 

CL Not-for-profit Platforms These platforms had options for users to apply rules-in-
use but in a much more informal way. Although user feedback on the service is used by 
both platforms consistently, most rules-in-use, according to the interviewees, develop 
as a result of user interactions. This goes hand in hand with sanctions applied in user-
to-user interactions. As one interviewee put is, “[…] if you put macaroni and cheese for 
20€ neighbours will complain about it and email the cook to say, your mac and cheese 
is a little bit expensive.” Thus, on this platform, undesirable behaviour is mostly self-
filtered by other members. On the platform side sanctions in the form of banning mem-
bers become appropriate whenever user safety is at stake. This is mostly applicable in 
the case of wehelpen, where the interviewee stressed the importance of excluding mem-
bers from the platform that attempted to use it for undesirable purposes. On the other 
hand, rewards are available as well. The thuisafgehaald interview partner stated that 
their platform regularly thanks the most popular cooks via e-mail or postcards and pre-
sents their story on the platform. Moreover, members can get badges for all different 
activities they engaged in. Members can reward home cooks with a good review, in 
which the focus is quite personal by nature of the structure of the review form provided: 
“We don’t have a ranking with stars or numbers, so it’s very personal”. And on wehelpen, 
members can create so-called “presents” for other members where they offer very spe-
cific activities, like going for a walk, or cooking together as a sign of appreciation or 
gratitude.  

Both platforms strongly focus on platform design that favours reciprocity and coopera-
tion by encouraging members to leave decent reviews and to thank other members for 
the experience, even if they personally did’t like the food for example, or by encouraging 
members to look out for new possibilities to help. Stories of successful interactions that 
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encourage new members to engage in helping others or providing food are showcased 
on both platforms. This was emphasized as an important means to bring the general 
message across: “[W]e are setting great examples on how people are helping one an-
other, so we are talking about that […]”. 

In terms of options for user interaction, this again was stressed by both interviewees as 
a crucial aspect to their platform. In both cases members can engage online, via the 
platform and Facebook, and the platforms encourage them to do so. Thuisafgehaald also 
facilitates the organisation of offline events and publishes them to all members in the 
vicinity of said event. In addition, wehelpen’s use-case is inherently based on offline in-
teraction, therefore the platform offers an array of tips and guidelines for interacting 
with other (unfamiliar) members. The platform also encourages users to always reply to 
other user’s requests, and assists members looking for help in formulating their requests 
and overcoming social barriers.  

The design and functionality of both platforms of this type are clearly oriented towards 
cooperation and reciprocity, which can be in part explained by the nature of the service 
they facilitate. Both interviewees stress the importance of the design aspects for their 
platform and their application by users.  

 

PLATFORM IDENTITY 
The platform identity touches upon more intangible values, practices, and interactions 
put forward by the platform and heavily relies on the evaluation of interview data. The 
categories for this section are “Platform’s written and practiced stance on pro-social be-
haviour and ‘real’ sharing”, “In-group-feeling/platform identity”, “Shared experiences”, 
and the “degree of private sphere and personalization”. 

 

PSS For-profit Platforms The platforms’ practiced and written stance on “real sharing” 
was by far the most prevalently used category in the analysis. Both platforms stated on 
their websites that they believe in sharing assets and the multiple benefits sharing con-
fers on users and society as a whole, as exemplified in platform barqo’s statement during 
their interview: “We believe that ‘sharing’ is what makes this world go round, and the 
best way to go around the world is by sailing, together!”  

However, in the interviews the respondents from barqo mostly referred to efficiency and 
practicality aspects of “sharing”, or rather peer-to-peer renting. In contrast, the snappcar 
interviewee alluded to the platform’s stance on pro-social behaviour as a key aspect of 
their organisation and their member communication: “We want to have an impact in 
the world and the impact is on the social sort of agenda, so that there is more connec-
tivity in neighbourhoods and all that.” He also emphasized that they as platform need 
to take the lead in encouraging pro-social behaviour, for example through personally 
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thanking active members or giving gifts when renting a car themselves. Their goal is to 
trigger a public discourse that questions general assumptions about car ownership and 
status, which is pursued by publishing blog articles around this topic. Yet, “real” sharing 
is rather weeded out than encouraged, since there is an obligation to ask money for one’s 
assets, and to pay transaction fees.  

Both platforms employ a user-specific language on their website that implies belonging 
to a specific group. This can assist in creating “in-group-feeling” and identification with 
the platform. On barqo this takes the form of sailing-specific vocabulary, which was also 
underlined in the interview, stating that members love sailing and join the platform be-
cause of a personal connection to the sport.  

Aside from referring to the snappcar community, the snappcar website is not as specific 
and focuses more on the cost efficiency aspect of car sharing. However during the inter-
view, it became evident that users generally appreciate a certain level of identification 
with the member community, as the interviewee stated: “that’s the feedback we get, like, 
I don’t know what happens, but people who use your platform are just really nice!” 
Shared experiences are encouraged by barqo’s website, by stating that over the platform 
members can find sailing partners and sail together. The snappcar interviewee gave 
some anecdotes of shared experiences, where renters and owners of cars would have a 
drink after returning the car, they are however not actively encouraged, facilitated, or 
showcased on the website.  User profiles on neither website are very personalized, but 
they do offer users the possibility to include a picture and a self-description.  

In sum, identification with the platform and the promotion of values of real sharing and 
pro-social behaviour is present on both platforms of this type and welcomed by the in-
terviewees, but to a limited extent and not as prominently promoted as practicality as-
pect of the platform. 

 

CL For-profit Platforms The practices and values guiding this type of platforms’ inter-
actions were in line with “real” sharing but particularly focused on pro-social behaviour. 
On their website, konnektid states that “All we ask in return [for taking a lesson] is that 
you share your skills with our community so people can learn from you too!”, which 
clearly taps into norms of reciprocity. During the interview, nextdoor framed their stance 
on the matter the following way: “[…] everybody wants to have a neighbourly neighbour-
hood. And it’s such a basic need, and it’s not going to go away with digitalization or 
globalization.” And the interview partner from konnektid framed their main mission as 
“[…] we are all about making connections people between people to help each other”. 
She also underlined that their own practices within the company align with these values 
and that they try to embody this motto as a business. These aspects were to a lesser 
extent present on the tuinshare platform. Except for tuinshare, the other two platforms 
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enable free-of-charge interactions among their members, which aligns with a notion of 
“real” sharing.   

The statements listed above also resonate with the sense of community and group feel-
ing that these platforms seek to cultivate among their members. The kind of language 
the platforms used in their communication with their users was mentioned as a tool to 
create this sense of community: “Obviously, we think personalized language is im-
portant! We are trying to build a community, so I expect the other to treat me like a 
person!” The websites of these platforms reflected their goal of creating an “in-group-
feeling” by employing community-oriented language that suggests a person-to-person 
relationship with the platform itself. Identification with the product/service that was 
offered by the platform was also stressed by one interviewee as a key factorin generating 
an in-group-feeling.  

Along with in-group-feeling also go shared experiences among members. These were 
defined as the core idea of the platform by nextdoor. Similarly, the other two interview-
ees pointed to shared experiences as something that they would like to facilitate among 
their members, also as a way to create a vibrant community. Regarding personalization, 
nextdoor and konnektid differ considerably from tuinshare in that they offer and encour-
age high levels of personalization of profiles. In addition, nextdoor preserves members’ 
private sphere by only making user profiles available to members of the neighbourhood. 
As alluded to above, personalized communication is of high importance to all interview-
ees. As one interviewee put it: “I know that people really like the fact that there is a 
person responding to them.” 

In summary, platforms of this type vary in the extent to which they emphasize and cul-
tivate user identification with the platform and its services, though it became evident 
that the pro-social behaviour plays a prominent and important role in the platforms’ 
practices and overall goals. 

 

PSS Not-for-profit Platform This platform’s interviewee believed firmly in promoting 
all kinds of sharing, including altruistically-motivated activities but also renting in ex-
change for money. This is underlined by the statement “the sharing economy is all about 
connection, cooperation, and collaborating”. The platform seeks to cultivate an in-
group-feeling by organising offline events and gatherings that create cohesion among 
its members, which simultaneously represent shared experiences. The ‘personalization’ 
aspect is present as the interviewee demonstrated her high regard for the value of per-
sonal communication with users. Additionally, closed neighbourhood groups are avail-
able to users. However, user profiles vary greatly in their degree of personalization and 
the language on the websites does not explicitly create a personal tone.   
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CL Not-for-Profit Platforms This type of platform most clearly demonstrated their 
stance in support of “real” sharing and pro-social behaviour, which matched the general 
identity that these platforms try to embody for their users. This can be illustrated by one 
interviewee’s statement on the platform’s values and goals: “[W]e need to organise care 
ourselves. So you need more people around you to help. So we think neighbours can 
help especially if they can cook very well.” And further stating that “[…] another value is 
we really like that people are getting to know each other in their own neighbourhoods, 
because in cities for example it can be very anonymous to live somewhere and not know 
your neighbours”. These general statements resonated throughout the interviewand de-
picted a clear picture of the platform’s pro-social values. Similar findings hold true for 
the interview with wehelpen, during which the interviewee stated that “we believe that 
everybody is willing to do something for somebody else and everybody needs help from 
somebody else at a certain point in their lives.” This is to some extent self-evident, due 
to their goal of increasing and facilitating neighbourly care among people. 

The sense of community and in-group-feeling that both platforms promote is similarly 
strong. This became evident in the interviews when one interviewee stated “We love 
great food, lots of people love to cook, the values are not coming from that”.  This indi-
cates users enjoy an in-group feeling based on identification with the interest in cooking 
and eating good food. At wehelpen, the interviewee puts special emphasis on creating an 
in-group-feeling, stating that “we [wehelpen] really feel that we need to take people by 
the hand, not in a top down way where we tell others what’s good for them but by offer-
ing people a lot of possibilities” 

Similarly, thuisafgehaald presents itself on its website as a “community of food lovers”, 
shares a very personal story of the founder, and states, “We are overwhelmed by the 
enthusiastic responses and nice stories from cooks and foodies.” All of this potentially 
creates a warm sense of belonging for members. A similar picture is painted on the 
wehelpen platform, where users are addressed directly: “Help jij al mee?” These factors 
also contribute to a high degree of personalization within the platform, supported by 
features for creating detailed member profiles (use of which, however, is not required). 

Shared experiences seem to play an important role for both platforms. On thuisaf-
gehaald it is possible for members to organise food events and the platform even organ-
ises events of its own. This was reflected in the interview data by statements such as “we 
are really liking it that people have to be in the kitchen of the other person, and people 
talk a little bit”, and further, “in that way it’s connecting people more in person and make 
them eat together.” The aspect of shared experiences was underlined by the wehelpen 
interviewee as a means to create a more meaningful relationship, which then could re-
sult in more commitment on the side of the helping person.  
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SUMMARY WORKING INSTITUTIONS 
To sub-summarize the most important findings within the building block of working 
institutions, all platforms do value their members input and feedback, and acknowledge 
the establishment of certain rules-in-use. Yet there are some clear differences to be ob-
served between PSS platforms and CL platforms. The former has shown a lesser com-
mitment to informal practices of rule-setting including rewarding and sanctioning, and 
rewards within these platforms are mostly coordinated by the platforms themselves, 
through loyalty programs or promotion on the platform’s website. In contrast, CL plat-
forms showed a high commitment to the identity of the platform, manifested in their 
stance on pro-social behaviour and norms, as well as the kind of community they seek 
to create.  

 

 

NEIGHBOURHOOD NETWORKS 

The network building block of social capital entailed two dimensions: the “place” dimen-
sion, which describes the rootedness of a platform’s activity in neighbourly structures 
(“local rootedness”) and its identification with local traits (“local attributes”); and “us-
ers”, which describes the platforms stance on a dense and diverse user network (“user 
density” and “user diversity”). 

 

PLACE ATTACHMENT   
PSS for-Profit Platforms While barqo did not claim to focus on local rootedness and 
instead aimed for a more international scope, the interviewee nonetheless indicated that 
the platform relies on local attributes, like a love for sailing and boats, to be successful 
and integrate members. The interviewee from snappcar did not indicate any specific fo-
cus on local rootedness, but mentioned that neighbourly networks are more vibrant car 
sharing communities. The platform does not show any local attributes, although for on 
the Dutch national holiday “Kings’ Day” the “car sharing Kings” were nominated and 
portrayed with a crown on the websites. This shows a certain level of identification with 
locality specific attributes.  

 

CL for-Profit Platforms Two of these platforms (nextdoor, konnektid) strongly empha-
sized their focus on the neighbourhood level, with one stating “those are also market-
places that make sense to do locally, simply because the travel time is shorter, […] so you 
know where they live and that’s already a lot easier.” This interviewee (nextdoor) also 
stressed the value of trust and that it is often easier to establish in a neighbourhood 
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environment. Similarly, konnektid’s websites pronounces their mission as “We trans-
form your neighborhood into your university”, putting a clear emphasis on local 
knowledge as well. Turning neighbourhoods into vibrant communities was identified as 
a major goal by konnektid. With regards to local rootedness, the konnektid interviewee 
also alluded to their company’s own local rootedness, stating that “they (users) actually 
know where we’re located, they know what we look like, so I think that’s what people 
like”. Similarly, the interviewee from tuinshare claimed it’s interested in providing local 
food markets with the harvest from shared gardens and though that to integrate more 
into local communities. 

In terms of local attributes, the nextdoor interviewee pointed out the importance of this 
factor since their platform faced major difficulties and rejection from users for the fact 
that they are a U.S.-based company. The platform was consequently forced to reposition 
itself, actively adapt more to the local context, and communicate effectively about its 
mission with its users.  

 

PSS not-for-Profit Platform This platform showed a clear interest in rooting collabo-
rative activities in local communities in ways also beyond the “classic” centres of collab-
orative economy platforms. Therefore, they established local subgroups with the name 
of each specific community. This demonstrated a move towards local rootedness as well 
as local attributes and identification with the place, and their interviewee stated “what 
our vision is that sharing economy is all about local activities”. This is reinforced by the 
platform’s approach to find local community managers that can integrate neighbour-
hoods on the platform to make it accessible to communities in a localized way. The plat-
form also similarly works with local clubs and associations. 

 

CL not-for-Profit Platforms Both of these platforms operate at a national level, with 
thuisafgehaald also striving for international presence. However, rootedness in neigh-
bourhoods appears a focal point of their work. To illustrate this, the interviewee stated 
that “we really like it that people are growing their own network in their neighbour-
hood.” In addition, Thuisafgehaald has “projects” in various cities where they engage 
with home cooks directly and create closer bonds with the local community. Wehelpen 
is almost exclusively based in neighbourhood networks and thus inherently locally 
rooted. The interviewee also pointed out how the platform is supporting local interac-
tions and developing local networks by presenting its users a map of willing helpers in 
their neighbourhood.  

 

NETWORK MEMBERS 
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PSS for-Profit Platforms Both platforms expressed interest in finding ways in which 
they can increase their user base. Neither, however, mentioned a specific mechanism 
they’re employing to increase user density. The snappcar interviewee hinted at the fact 
that density of potential users at the neighbourhood level drops off slightly to signifi-
cantly in different areas beyond the Randstad centres of the Netherlands. And the barqo 
interviewee indicated that their user base still needs to increase tremendously. In terms 
of diversity, barqo did not appear particularly interested in diverse members and instead 
focuses on a very specific target group of higher educated, wealthy members. Snappcar 
indicated that there are improving their mechanisms to attract more car owners with a 
more diverse set of cars, for example, through a referral program. 

 

CL for-Profit Platforms The interviewee of nextdoor as well as konnektid pointed out 
that they enjoyed a large, early growth in users which after some time has stagnated. All 
three platforms are, naturally, interested in increasing their user base. Nextdoor and 
konnektid named a couple of mechanisms that increased user density in specific places, 
like referral programs or encouraging word of mouth. All three platforms seem to ap-
preciate user diversity as well, and konnektid is actively looking into other means of in-
tegrating different members in the platform, for example by attending offline events. 
Their respondent stated “We [konnektid] need a lot of people especially if you’re looking 
for a certain set of skills that is a little bit more unique.” the respondent from nextdoor 
also stressed diversity as a key success factor for achieving “perfect matches” on the plat-
form.   

 

PSS not-for-Profit Platform This platform works actively to broaden their user base 
by incorporating new cities in their platform over time. They appear thus more focused 
on generating a diverse user base rather than increasing density in active user commu-
nities.  

 

CL not-for-Profit Platforms Both platforms identified the need to increase user den-
sity, especially beyond the typical centres. In particular, the interviewee from wehelpen 
pointed out that they aim at a diverse user base that can provide help for people in di-
verse situations and with diverse needs. This is done by designing the platform accom-
modating for various needs and giving users a selection of options for the ways in which 
they can help. For thuisafgehaald, diversity was not such an evident need, however the 
interviewee mentioned that a higher diversity of home cooks and their offers increases 
the likelihood for users to find a good match. 
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SUMMARY NEIGHBOURHOOD NETWORKS 
In summary, it appears that all platforms are working hard to increase their user num-
bers. The growth mechanisms rely mostly on existing social networks, with some also 
moving beyond by integrating local stakeholders or making appearances at local events. 
Independently from platform type, the type of exchange seemed key in determining how 
invested platforms were in rooting locally. Platforms that rely on short distances and 
neighbourly cooperation are more active in this regard. In addition, if user diversity en-
hances the quality of the service, this becomes a focus point as well, which results in 
more offline activities and more diverse channels of communication to increase their 
user numbers and diversity.  

 

SUMMARY RESULTS 

In the analysis above the practices regarding factors that could generate social capital 
on a neighbourhood level illuminated several important elements. In reviewing their 
written content, design, and practices, it appears all platforms cover many of the varia-
bles under study. There were, however, some disparities regarding which variables were 
covered and how. The tables VII, VIII, and IX below outlines which platform type cov-
ered which variables and in which ways, and the score (+. +/-, -) is assigned. 

 

TABLE VII SUMMARY RESULTS TRUSTWORTHINESS 

Trustworthiness 

Organisational trust 
Perceived platform competence and reputation 

PSS For Profit 

Reputation based on 
media attention and 
perceived competence 
to trigger word of 
mouth 

“Bcorps” label as 
means to create repu-
tation (snappcar) 

Responsiveness, pres-
ence, personalization 
of user service  

 

 

 

CL For-Profit 

Reputation based on 
values, ideals, and plat-
form likeability 

Responsiveness of user 
service and personal 
contact, mediator role 
in user service  

Competence and web-
site quality as means to 
trigger word of mouth  

Creating a safe operat-
ing space and providing 
guidelines, reference to 
neighbourhood context 

PSS not-for-profit 

Media attention to cre-
ate reputation  

Stressing non-commer-
cial values in user con-
tact 

Tap into existing struc-
tures to use their trust-
worthiness, reference to 
neighbourhood context 

 

 

CL not-for-profit 

Reputation built on val-
ues, promoted on web-
site. 

Perceived competence 
through inviting online 
environment, reference 
to neighbourhood con-
text, mediator role in 
user service  

Cooperation with third 
parties.  

Creating a safe operat-
ing space and providing 
guidelines 

+/- + +/- + 
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Security and safety mechanisms 

Important role of 
safety mechanisms, in-
surance and break 
down service  

Safe payment environ-
ment  

Safe payment environ-
ment (konnektid), only 
applicable for profes-
sional users 

“Guarantee Fund” for re-
imbursements in case of 
damage 

Individual checks of 
platform for users with 
wrong intentions or 
platform misuse 
(wehelpen) 

+ +/- +/- - 

Peer trust 
Knowledge transmission mechanisms 

Forum for knowledge 
exchange envisioned, 
not put in practice 

 

Forums for knowledge 
exchange, platform in-
ternal closed groups and 
Facebook groups, refer-
ence to neighbourly ex-
change (nextdoor, 
konnektid) 

Closed groups of people 
that know each other, 
not used a lot in prac-
tice 

Closed Facebook groups 
and closed circles for in-
formation exchange 
available, reference to 
neighbourhood context 

+/- + +/- + 

Community based user reputation 

Rating systems with 
stars and written text, 
rather functional 

Ratings systems with 
stars and written text, 
degree of personaliza-
tion varies 

User reviews which are 
not used a lot in prac-
tice 

Focus on personalized 
feedback and reviews, 
badges for participation 
in activities 

+/- +/- - + 

User information and verification  

User profiles, focused 
on products  

User verification, also 
in terms of qualifica-
tion to use service 

Extensive user profiles 
encouraged  

Real identity verification 
(nextdoor), qualification 
check (konnektid) 

 

User profiles available, 
use and degree of infor-
mation varies 

Complete, personalized 
profiles available and 
encouraged 

Individual checks on 
website for users with 
bad intentions 
(wehelpen) 

+ + +/- + 

Repeated on- and offline user interaction 

Existing in practice, a 
one-off meet-up 
(snappcar) but no ma-
jor encouragement 

Existing in practice, en-
couraged in part 
(nextdoor) by character 
of the service 
(tuinshare) 

Not particularly encour-
aged but existing in 
practice 

Highly encouraged with 
various tools to create 
“help circles” 
(wehelpen), existing in 
practice (thuisaf-
gehaald) 

+/- +/- - + 

 

 



	 65 

TABLE VIII SUMMARY RESULTS WORKING INSTITUTIONS 

Working Institutions  

Design and Functionality 
Options for users to create and apply working rules 

Highly structured 
transaction environ-
ment, rule-in-use de-
velopment limited 

Anecdotal evidence for 
informal “code-of-con-
duct”  

Member feedback in-
corporated  

Few set rules, room for 
users to establish rules-
in-use 

User feedback key for 
product development 

Informal “code-of-con-
duct” to show apprecia-
tion 

 

Anecdotal evidence of 
broad range of rules-in-
use 

Rule-in-use develop-
ment possible  

Transaction environ-
ment open 

Inclusion of member 
feedback in platform 
rules 

 

+/- + +/- + 

Built-in rewards and sanctions 

Review system as self-
filtering and self-sanc-
tioning process  

Platform exclusion as 
last resort sanction 

Rewards for active 
members, including 
personal contact, dis-
play on website, loyalty 
programs 

User review-driven in-
formal sanctioning, 
platform exclusion as 
last resort  

Rewards in form of 
“likes” for interactions, 
prominently displaying 
success stories, “up-
grading” members 

Informal, user driven 
sanctions; platform ex-
clusion as last resort  

Planned point system, 
like a sharing currency 

Planned award to “best 
sharing neighbourhood” 

Platform exclusion as 
last resort measure  

Showcasing the amount 
of meals shared and as-
signing “badges” for par-
ticipating in activities 
(thuisafgehaald) 

Personal thank you 
notes to committed 
members 

Option for members to 
create “presents” for 
other members 
(wehelpen) 

+ + +/- + 

Platform design that favours reciprocity, cooperation and altruistic behaviour  

Encouragement of co-
operation by showcas-
ing user success stories 
and good experiences 

Members relations fo-
cused on monetary in-
teractions 

Encouragement 
through showing other 
members’ practices and 
experiences 

Showcasing of success-
ful cooperation among 
members 

Thanking and respond-
ing to other members 
highly encouraged  

Triggering creativity in 
offering help to others 
(wehelpen) 

Showcasing many ex-
amples of successful co-
operation  

+/- +/- +/- + 

Mechanisms that make platform accessible to newcomers  
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Options to invite (Face-
book) friends and e-
mail contacts 

Options to invite 
friends via e-mail or Fa-
cebook, gamification 
(nextdoor) 

Contact to other organi-
sations to reach poten-
tial new members 

Offline meet-ups Contact to third organi-
sations to reach new 
members 

Search for new mem-
bers via diverse means 
(online, offline events, 
printed press) 

+/- + +/- + 

Options for user interaction 

Chat function with re-
strictions 

Meet-up (one-off event) 
and forum for 
knowledge exchange 
planned 

Option to “become 
friends” on the plat-
form, chats, discussion 
groups, contact also via 
e-mail (nextdoor), 
neighbourhood maps 

Offline meet-ups  Highly-valued, chat, fo-
rum and discussion 
groups, closed Face-
book group, closed 
member circles 
(wehelpen) offline 
events 

Service based on user 
interaction: provision of 
tips and guidelines  

+/- + +/- + 

Platform Identity 

Platform’s written and practiced stance on pro-social behaviour and “real” sharing 

 

Written content pro-
nounces commitment 
to “sharing”; efficiency 
and practicality aspects 
similarly emphasized 

Triggering public dis-
course to question gen-
eral assumptions about 
ownership (snappcar) 

High money value, 
“real” sharing weeded 
out 

Clear support of pro-
social behaviour, ask-
ing members to “give 
back” 

Enabling free ex-
changes, encourage-
ment of reciprocity 

Various kinds of sharing 
and collaboration, mon-
etary and non-monetary 

“Real” sharing as core 
identity, by explicitly 
stating willingness to 
improve cooperative, 
neighbourhood net-
works, little to no 
money importance 

+/- + +/- + 

“In-group-feeling”/Platform identity 

User group specific 
language, reference to 
“community”  

 

Personalized, commu-
nity-oriented language 

Created through offline 
events and connections 
to existing social groups  

Personalized language  

Creating identification 
with service through 
stressing shared com-
mitment  

Community-focused, 
engaging language and 
personal stories 

Offering support to en-
gage with the platform 
on a personalized basis  
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+/- +/- +/- + 

Shared experiences  

Options for shared ex-
periences/activities 
(barqo), anecdotal evi-
dence for shared expe-
riences (snappcar) 

 

Shared experiences as 
core goal of platforms 

 Options to “create” 
events; events organised 
by platform 

Experiences seen as a 
way of creating mean-
ingful, lasting relations 

+/- + - + 

Degree of personalization of platform and users 

User profiles focused 
on assets to be shared 
and skills needed, per-
sonalization possible 

Personalized language 
use 

Employees introduced 
with name, picture and 
personal story 

Highly personalized 
profiles encouraged 

Disclosure of personal 
information only to per-
sonal network 
(nextdoor) or after get-
ting in contact with an-
other members 
(konnektid)  

Employees introduced 
with name, picture and 
personal story 

Member profiles with 
varying degree of per-
sonalization  

Personalized chat with 
employees of the plat-
form as pop-up window 
on the website 
(wehelpen) 

Personalized recom-
mendations (wehelpen) 

Personal stories of plat-
form owner and plat-
form users  

+/- + +/- + 

 

TABLE IX SUMMARY RESULTS NEIGHBOURHOOD NETWORKS 

Neighbourhood Networks 

Place Attachment 

Local rootedness 

Appreciation of active 
neighbourhoods, with-
out targeted action  

Explicit focus on the 
neighbourhood on web-
site communication  

Physical presence and 
reachability 

Use of neighbourhood 
maps 

Justification of different 
national background 
(nextdoor) 

Local subgroups  

Local community man-
agers 

Working with local or-
ganisations 

Focus on rooting in lo-
cal social structures and 
neighbourhoods  

City projects with physi-
cal presence 

Neighbourhood maps 

 

+/- + + + 

Local attributes 
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Use of local attributes 
and traditions 

 

Justification of different 
national background 
(nextdoor) 

Subgroups named after 
respective communities 

 

+ +/- + - 

Network Members 

User diversity 

Low interest, but work-
ing on more diverse 
product range 

Appreciation for diver-
sity  

Attending events to 
reach different poten-
tial users (konnektid) 

Diversity-oriented by in-
cluding more peripheral 
cities 

Diversity needed and en-
couraged in communica-
tion  

- +/- + + 

User density 

Focused on increasing 
members numbers 

Focused on increasing 
members numbers, par-
ticularly in confined 
neighbourhoods 
(nextdoor) 

Focused on increasing 
members numbers in 
peripheral areas 

Density beyond classical 
centres desirable  

+/- + + +/- 

 

The tables above indicate that all variables derived from the literature are at least to 
some extent present on CE platforms. This could substantiate the conclusion that CE 
platforms at least possess the potential to generate social capital on a neighbourhood 
level. The fact that all platforms under study refer to the need to build a vibrant com-
munity underlines this argument. Yet there are variations in the ways and the extent to 
which all variables are connected to the CE platforms under study.  

In regards to trustworthiness, both for-profit platforms scored relatively high in organi-
sational trustworthiness. In regards to peer trust, CL not-for-profit platforms scored ex-
cellent, followed by CL for-profit platforms, PSS for-profit-platforms, and lastly PSS not-
for-profit platforms. In regards to working institutions and the design and functionality 
aspects that foster social capital within neighbourhoods, both CL platforms scored well 
(not-for-profit, for-profit), followed by PSS for-profit platforms, and lastly PSS not-for-
profit platforms. The identity variable was also best covered by CL platforms (not-for-
profit, for-profit) again followed by PSS for-profit, and PSS not-for-profit.  

In order to generate social capital within neighbourhoods, physical proximity of users 
appears to be a precondition. However invested a platform is in creating an active user 
community, when focusing on a local level, it is crucial to determine whether or not a 
platform is invested in building a close community of users within proximity of each 
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other. When observing the scores, a mixed picture is revealed. The PSS not-for-profit 
platform (with its focus on peripheral local communities) scores highest in both place 
attachment and members. The CL for-profit platforms came in second in both catego-
ries. Also the PSS for-profit platforms rank second in place attachment, and third in 
network members. CL not-for profit platforms came in third in place attachment and 
tied for second for network members. The finding that otherwise high scoring CL plat-
forms score relatively low in this section is noteworthy given their apparent potential to 
generate social capital specifically at the neighbourhood level. There are however differ-
ences within types. 

Two different approaches to engage in a local context of platforms are observable: Plat-
forms either enjoy broad popularity and thus have a high amount of frequent users living 
in the same neighbourhood, or platforms explicitly seek to build communities around 
the structure of the neighbourhood. The former was found to be the case for snappcar, 
and (to some extent) thuisafgehaald. The latter was particularly true for nextdoor, 
wehelpen, and (to some extent) heelnederlandeelt. These last three platforms also scored 
high for their respective platform type in the categories of place attachment and network 
members. With regards to the research question and its focus on neighbourhood net-
works, the platforms that score high in the field of neighbourhood networks, while sim-
ultaneously providing for the other aspects conducive to social capital generation, are 
likely contributing towards social capital in the neighbourhoods their platform is used 
in. Regardless of platform type, the overall results suggest that this is particularly true 
for nextdoor and wehelpen, and to a lesser extent for thuisafgehaald and snappcar. This 
conclusion has to be treated with care, since the data is rather limited. Some platforms 
also scored high in many categories. It is thus not unlikely that those bear potential for 
social capital generation at the neighbourhood level as well.  

Platforms appeared to show variation in the extent to which they promoted “real” shar-
ing and pro-social behaviour, which seemed to be unrelated to whether or not they were 
for-profit. Instead, the PSS platforms under study focus more on (monetary) efficiency 
aspects of sharing, while CL platforms put a stronger emphasis on values such as reci-
procity, with some exceptions, (tuinshare (CL) and snappcar (PSS)). It appears that plat-
forms targeted at intangible goods and services (CL platforms) promote more intangible 
values and identification with pro-social behaviour. This might result from the fact that 
their success highly depends on members’ willingness to invest in the community, since 
their services usually require more time (cooking, helping, teaching) and more personal 
interactions than PSS platforms. Meanwhile PSS platforms tend to promote the objec-
tive trustworthiness of the platform, for example through providing insurances, member 
verification, and technical support.  

Personalization seems to play a crucial role in the process of creating trustworthiness 
for all platforms. A couple of platforms underlined the fact that they see themselves, the 
site administrators, as “being just one of their users”, thus not engaging in a top-down, 
hierarchical relationship but acting as mediator. This was particularly the case for 
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wehelpen, thuisafgehaald, konnektid, and snappcar. Personal contact with members 
plays an important role to most of the platforms in maintaining this sense of proximity 
to the platform itself. Along the same lines, physical presence of the platforms, either by 
an office, presence at local events, or even directly organising such events was men-
tioned as either happening already or planned in the future. In terms of place attach-
ment, the PSS not-for-profit platform heelnederlanddeelt stood out by creating local 
subgroups with local community managers. The only platform to adopt a similar ap-
proach was nextdoor. This is a particularly important point for the extent to which plat-
form activity influences the neighbourhood level.  

The extent to which platforms value and provide for shared experiences and regular user 
interaction varies as well. CL not-for-profit platforms focus particularly on this aspect as 
a way in which members have positive experiences and keep active on the platform, and 
CL for-profit platforms seem to see this aspect as their core mission as well. Meanwhile, 
PSS platforms seem to treat this aspect rather as a positive side effect (snappcar, barqo) 
or plan to improve this aspect (heelnederlanddeelt). 

This summary shows a slightly stronger potential for CL platforms, whether not-for-
profit or for-profit, to generate social capital within neighbourhoods. This is not to say 
that PSS platforms do not show any potential, particularly those not-for-profit platforms 
shown to be invested in neighbourhood networks. The anecdotal evidence from the in-
terviews also suggests that bridging ties do occur on the platforms (snappcar, in partic-
ular). PSS platforms could play an important role in familiarizing future users of CE 
platforms with the phenomenon as they provide convenient and trustworthy ways to 
lend, borrow, or rent (out) ones belongings. In particular those platforms that operate 
in day-to-day interactions (such as care, food, mobility) seem more prone to invest in 
social capital within neighbourhoods as compared to platforms with more particular 
target groups (sailing, gardening).  

 

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
To answer sub-question 4 How can the set of variables be improved to fit a CE context 
and serve future analysis of CE platforms’ potential to generate social capital on a neigh-
bourhood level?, this section is synthesizes the variables under study and adds newly 
developed indicators into one assessment tool that could be used in future research in 
the realm of social capital generation by CE platforms. Furthermore, the adequacy of the 
typology that served this research is discussed and new archetypes are suggested. 

Indicators Beyond the results found for specific building blocks of social capital and 
specific platform types, analysis indicated that some variables extracted from literature 
overlap in practice to a great extent but other times may even contradict each other. The 
visualization in the figure V below shows how strong the factual overlap between two 
“sub-nodes” is. Overlap in this case means the amount of times that content has been 
coded at both nodes. The connecting lines indicate whether a statement has been coded 
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at two or more sub-nodes simultaneously (For example: a statement coded under “re-
wards and sanctions” has also been coded under “Security mechanisms”, therefore the 
line connects the two). The thickness of the connecting lines indicates the amount of 
times statements have been coded under both connected sub-nodes (For example: mul-
tiple statements that have been coded at “Options for user interaction” have also been 
coded at “Knowledge transmission mechanisms”).  The size of the nodes indicates the 
amount of times a specific node was used in the coding process. The graph includes new 
sub-nodes that have been added during the research process, which will be explained in 
the section below.   

 

 
FIGURE V INDICATOR OVERLAP 

The graph shows that almost all indicators overlap with at least one other indicator at 
least once. It also indicates a stronger overlap between some indicators in particular. 
First and foremost, options for user interaction (an indicator of the design and function-
ality variable) has a high degree of overlap with other interaction-related indicators, es-
pecially repeated on- and offline interaction, knowledge transmission mechanisms and 
shared experiences. It seems evident that a platform that wishes for its members to en-
gage with each other offers options for users to interact on- and offline and to exchange 
knowledge. It is therefore suggested to combine these four indicators into a new ‘mem-
ber on- and offline interaction at neighbourhood level’ indicator to stress the notions of 
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neighbourhoods, and include technical and application features as well as possibilities 
to attend events and share experiences in the operationalization of the indicator. This 
resonates with Fukuyama’s (2001) claim that the most important aspect of social capital 
generation is face-to-face contact of network members.  

The platform’s ‘perceived reputation and competence’ is a somewhat ambiguous indica-
tor because, while good reputation certainly suggests trustworthiness, any platform or 
organisation would want to create a good reputation. When evaluating the capacity to 
generate social capital, this reputation should thus be linked with the pursuit and pro-
motion of the values associated with social capital. It is therefore suggested to alter the 
indicator to ‘perceived competence and reputation based on values associated with so-
cial capital’. Interestingly, a high overlap occurred between platforms’ stance on “real” 
sharing and pro-social behaviour and the platform’s ‘reputation’ indicator. This suggests 
that at least some of the platforms under study get their reputation in part from their 
positive stance on “real” sharing (overlap occurred for thuisafgehaald, konnektid, 
heelnederladdeelt, snappcar). 

Another indicator cluster that overlapped are the indicators referring to the local con-
text, local attributes, and local rootedness. Due to this overlap, the practicality of ana-
lyzing both indicators separately is questionable. It is therefore suggested to combine 
both aspects into one variable, ‘local rootedness’, and including local attributes in the 
operationalization of the indicator. 

Furthermore, the question of user density showed to be somewhat redundant during 
the research process as it is clear that all platforms would like to increase their user 
density in the places they operate. This factor would be more relevant to study in a dif-
ferent way, taking user numbers in relation to their dispersion into account for example. 
A high density would indicate higher potentials for generating social capital within 
neighbourhoods. This is under the condition that platforms would be willing to disclose 
their data on their user locations. However, user diversity and mechanisms to integrate 
newcomers are still a valuable variable to study since they both give insight into the 
platforms’ general orientation: either towards diversity and inclusiveness or towards ho-
mogeneity and exclusiveness. These indicators also show some overlap. From a social 
capital perspective, it is difficult to judge which of the two orientations is more likely to 
generate social capital. While Schor et al. (2016) claim that ‘good matches’ and thus in-
creases in social capital are more likely in diverse networks, other scholars of social cap-
ital (see e.g. Portes 1998, Pharr and Putnam 2000) have also pointed out that 
homogeneity within groups increases bonding ties. Among the platforms under study, 
some lean more towards homogeneity, while other embrace diversity. As the goal of this 
research is to analyze the neighbourhood level in particular, which is not a self-selected 
environment based on interest or values, the inclusion of diverse inhabitants should be 
more relevant. The two indicators could be integrated into one, ‘accessibility for a di-
verse range of members’. 
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Due to overlap in meaning as well as overlap in practice, the ‘personalization’ indicator 
could possibly be combined with the ‘“in-group-feeling”/platform identity’ indicator. 
Both indicators refer to the extent to which platform members can identify with the 
platform on a personal level and the ways in which this identification is desirable to the 
platforms. It is suggested here to simplify the indicator to ‘in-group-feeling’ to grasp 
these notions, and include personalization and personal language in the operationaliza-
tion of this indicator.  

Due to the factual overlaps between building blocks of social capital it is suggested to 
not analyse the indicators influencing each building block separately, but instead to look 
at the bigger picture and study the variables as an interconnected system. The notion of 
building blocks then mainly serves as a conceptual understanding of social capital but 
not as an analytical unit. 

In addition to the findings presented thus far, new aspects emerged from the data anal-
ysis which should be taken into consideration when evaluating other CE platforms or 
practices regarding their potential to create social capital. Platform types that demon-
strated commitment to generating social capital also indicated that they build their user 
base on existing social capital. The fact that word of mouth was mentioned as the num-
ber one marketing tool by multiple platforms stresses this point, but also with regards 
to user relations five respondents pointed out that they become more stable when em-
bedded in existing social capital, like neighbourhood groups, sport clubs, families etc. 
From this starting point CE platforms have the possibility to connect various existing 
networks and extend social capital beyond narrow circles. An analysis of social capital 
should thus take on a systemic perspective and analyze how existing social groups are 
connected to a larger network.  

All respondents mentioned the need to cultivate a certain culture, knowledge, habit, and 
skills level before users are inclined to engage in collaborative practices. Particularly in 
cases of care, nextdoor, thuisafgehaald, and wehelpen all mentioned the social barriers 
that exist for people to ask for help and support, despite the willingness of their users to 
provide help. Two respondents pointed out that their users are more inclined to use 
their CE platform because of past CE experience. Another respondent mentioned that 
their members claim to be more willing to engage in CE practices in general since they 
started using the platform (“collaboration spill-over”). This indicates that ‘cultivating 
sharing skills’ might be a valuable variable when analysing the extent to which a plat-
form could create social capital.  

The literature on social capital suggests that contributing to the establishment of rules-
in-use is an important factor to facilitate the generation of social capital, as this engages 
network members and creates a sense of ownership (Ostrom, 2007). What becomes ob-
vious from the results is that platforms go beyond this step and offer their members to 
co-define the platform’s identity, as exemplified by the snappcar interviewee, stating “we 
are a crowd ideated platform”. While community feedback is commonly used as a means 
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to improve the service of a platform, it also constitutes a way in which members become 
dedicated to the platform community (“dedication to community”). It might be fair to 
assume that this process influences social capital generation among members. A future 
analysis of this topic should thus include the variable ‘extent of identity co-creation’. In 
addition, five respondents indicated that their development relied on their own network 
of CE platforms and other service providers. It is thus valuable to take ‘inter-platform 
networks focused on local organisations into consideration to account for this and to 
stress the aspect of local interconnections. The table X below summarizes the new set 
of indicators, calling out the merged and the new indicators in italics, which should be 
tested and applied in future research in the field. 

 

TABLE X NEW SET OF INDICATORS 

New set of Indicators 

Perceived competence and reputation based on values asso-
ciated with social capital 

Social Capital 

Trustworthiness: Organi-
sational trust, peer trust 

Working institutions: de-
sign and functionality, 

identity 

Neighbourhood networks: 
place attachment, mem-

ber networks 

Security and safety mechanisms 

Community-based user reputation 

Member on and offline interaction at neighbourhood level 
(including repeated on- and offline user interaction, tech-
nical options for user interaction, shared experiences) 

User information and verification  

Local accessibility for a diverse range of members (including 
member diversity, accessibility to newcomers) 

Platform’s written and practiced stance on pro-social be-
haviour and “real” sharing 

Built-in rewards and sanctions  

“In-group-feeling” (including personalization, identity) 

Platform design that favours reciprocity, cooperation, and 
altruistic behaviour 

Local rootedness (including local attributes) 

Existing social capital 

Cultivating sharing skills 

Extent of identity co-creation (including options for user de-
vice working rules) 

Inter-platform networks focused on local organisations 
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Typology In terms of the typology used for this analysis, the PSS vs. CL distinction 
proved helpful, as discussed above. However, the results show little overlap between 
platforms of one type in the case of the for-profit and not-for-profit distinction. A dif-
ferentiation that seems much more helpful in this case is one between platforms spe-
cializing in day-to-day interactions vs more ‘occasional’ exchange relations. Platforms 
focused on very particular, specialised areas were generally less inclined to actively pro-
mote social capital creation (tuinshare, barqo). The particularity of a specific platform 
also has implications for their ability to create social capital on a neighbourhood level, 
since the service is only targeted at a specific group of people (sailors, gardeners). On 
the other hand, this might strengthen an in-group-feeling and thus inward solidarity. 
Platforms with a clear focus on daily needs, like thuisafgehaald, and to a lesser extent 
snappcar, were more invested in creating bonds among members and cultivating an ac-
tive community. For future typologies it is therefore suggested to take the product or 
service in terms of relevance to daily needs into consideration.  

 
PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
This section aims to answer sub-question 5 How can practitioners improve their impact 
on the creation of social capital with regards to their practices and goals, and how can this 
process be supported by policy-making? The suggestions for practitioners, policy makers 
and other stakeholders in the realm of the collaborative economy are based on the liter-
ature on social capital and the findings resulting from the empirical data. It has to be 
kept in mind that the empirical base is limited and conclusions drawn from it should be 
considered with care and with regards to the specific political, societal, and economic 
context.  

Engaging in practices that are likely to generate social capital was valued by all interview 
partners to varying degrees. This supports the starting premise that social capital bene-
fits CE platforms and accelerates collaborative practices. Any stakeholders wishing to 
push the economy more in the direction of access over ownership should keep this find-
ing in mind. The results also indicated that not all platforms were particularly invested 
in creating neighbourhood networks. This could be an area for improvement if stake-
holders wish to revive the local community and go beyond the creation of a vibrant 
online community. This can be done by engaging local coordinators, initiating local col-
laborative economy projects, and reserving subsections of the platform for local discus-
sions and within-neighbourhood organisation.  

Another main take-away in this regard is that PSS platforms operate differently than CL 
platforms. A platform seeking to establish product sharing among their members should 
build a reputation of trustworthiness; by providing good, personalized service and a 
solid safety back-up (insurance, safe payment environment), as well as by building a 
reputation of trustworthy service. These measures can however seem securitizing to po-
tential members of CL platforms. This type of platform could focus on creating a shared 
identity, by explicitly including them in the identity building process. 
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Options for users to interact face-to-face as well as to exchange knowledge have not only 
constantly been reported to increase trust and create positive experience among mem-
bers, they also constitute a key variable of social capital creation within neighbourhoods 
(Hooghe and Stolle, 2003). Therefore, any platform that wishes to engage new users and 
build a vibrant community should take this point into consideration. Depending on the 
service that a platform offers, this could be put into practice by organising local events, 
facilitating exchanges focused on the neighbourhood, or creating a physial space in ad-
dition to the website that neighbourhood inhabitants can identify with. Knowledge ex-
change about platform use seems to be a particularly important factor in that regard (see 
interview thuisafgehaald, snappcar). 

It also became evident from the interviews that the establishment of more stable rela-
tionships is somewhat of an undervalued asset in the platforms’ practices, with the ex-
ception of wehelpen. Despite all platforms’ proclaimed goal to establish a vibrant 
community and the observation that repeated interactions yield more positive experi-
ences, the platforms thus far have no specific mechanisms or communications targeted 
at repeated interactions and stable relations, a factor that CE platforms that wish to gen-
erate social capital should consider integrating or improving. 

Particularly for policy makers and governments that seek to support CE it is important 
to consider the systems of social capital that new CE projects could be embedded in, 
instead of creating entirely new structures. This facilitates trustworthiness and makes 
use of the positive feedback loops resulting from increased collaborative interaction. 
Since all CE platforms reported a need to develop sharing skills, this task could also be 
incorporated in public policy making. Policy could give incentives for citizens to increas-
ingly value access over ownership. One initiative of this kind is the Amsterdam munici-
pality’s aspirations to integrate access to CE platforms in the ‘stadspas’ (City of 
Amsterdam 2016). More generally, many collaborative economy platforms, and in par-
ticular their users, still operate in a legal grey zone because they generate revenue. This 
is a fact that has to be considered and addressed by policy makers. A stable legal situa-
tion, potentially including financial or other support to locally operating CE platforms, 
could enhance CE platforms’ long-term viability and improve their positive impact on 
neighbourhood social capital.  

In addition to this, policy makers at the local level should also seize the opportunity to 
increase diversity and user density within CE platforms and thereby increase their po-
tential to create social capital within neighbourhoods. This can be done by further en-
couraging partnerships of CE platforms with third parties or possibly government 
bodies. These third parties can include healthcare organisations, social security services, 
childcare facilities, educational facilities like schools and universities, and other welfare 
organisations.  
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DISCUSSION  

METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
A couple of limitations are inherent to the research design and data collection methods, 
some of which require further scientific inquiry.   

The way this research was organised presumes a certain impact that CE platforms might 
have on people’s daily lives. Yet, impact can only result under the condition that people 
actually engage in CE practices. While a platform can be good at providing certain pre-
conditions, the final impact lies within the ways in which members use the platform’s 
services. Future research should therefore determine the extent to which people could 
participate in CE in the future, and the conditions under which the likelihood or partic-
ipation increases. Potentially, platforms that generate social capital are also successful 
at engaging members on their platform.  

The empirical data substantiating the conclusions of this research is rather limited, and 
all general conclusions should thus be treated with care. However, even this small sam-
ple size (justified by the explorative nature of the research) validated existing variables 
and indicators in the realm of CE to some extent. Therefore, the newly developed set of 
indicators should be tested to determine each variable’s independent influence on a 
platform’s ability to generate social capital. This could be done with the help of platform 
user surveys inquiring specifically about the indicators developed and their impact on 
the platform members’ social networks.  

It is noteworthy that the variables under study all concern the internal modalities of a 
platform. It is likely that external factors are equally influential with regards to generat-
ing social capital. Possible external factors could be the actual overall popularity of a 
platform (here platform reputation was based on the platforms own account), which 
increases its user base and its use, but also the preconditions found in a specific com-
munity, such as existing social ties or an intrinsic affinity for sharing. Former research 
has shown that social capital is not only a result of CE but also a precondition, with early 
adopters being mostly young, well-educated, middle class citizens, possessing social 
capital already (Schor et al. 2016).  

This also touches upon a more general problem within the concept of social capital – 
circularity of reasoning (see e.g. Portes 1998). The circularity of social capital generation 
is again revealed in the findings that existing social ties and existing social capital are 
the best entry point for CE platforms to get foothold in a neighbourhood. It is also likely 
that citizens using a collaborative platform are more predisposed to interact with 
strangers and build new networks, which leads to self-selection among CE platform us-
ers. This could be particularly the case for more pronouncedly social platforms that at-
tract members more inclined to show pro-social behaviour. Notwithstanding these 
limitations, the CE platform can always function as an accelerator of these factors. In 
order to tackle the question of whether engaging in CE practices has an impact at all, 
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future research could conduct large-N studies about the actual impact of CE on levels of 
social capital, including a treatment and control group and controlling for potential ex-
planatory factors such age, health, gender, etc.  

Future research also needs to determine how much predetermined variables like the 
aforementioned influence social capital in a neighbourhood who in engages in CE. A 
comparative study between two neighbourhoods, one with high and one with low levels 
of social capital, and with a similar number of recent CE platform users, would be an 
appropriate setting to test the extent to which CE practices influence levels of social 
capital. A setting like this would however be rather difficult to find in reality.  

The sources of data used in this study could have biased the results as well. Platform 
owners might be susceptive to overestimating their platform’s investment in social as-
pects as well as their levels of success. As stated above, future research needs to address 
this caveat by conducting CE platform member surveys and determining actual levels of 
social capital among the user base.  

 

DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION OF EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
The empirical data was relatively limited, making general assumptions less valid. A more 
specific problem arose from the fact that some platforms were more experienced and 
had been on the market for longer than others. In all cases, the older platforms (thuis-
afgehaald, nextdoor, konnektid, snappcar, wehelpen) showed more dedication to gener-
ating social capital, regardless of the type of exchange they facilitated or their type of 
platform. This is an interesting finding in itself, because it could indicate that platforms 
with more experience have uncovered social capital generation as a means to increasing 
their platform’s reach.  

Another, rather interpretative assumption that could be made based on this research 
concerns the role of predetermined processes and rules. While all platforms have rules 
and codes of conduct to some extent, the extent to which processes are predetermined 
by the platform varies. We see for example nextdoor, which leaves a lot of space to its 
members, opposed to barqo, where the foreseen interactions are quite predetermined. 
The assumption goes that rules and processes that are less predefined combined with a 
clear platform stance on norms and values could lead to members being more compelled 
to engage with other users to negotiate these voids, which then could result in stronger 
bonds, feelings of belonging, and hence social capital. This assumption is backed by the 
literature on social capital as well (Ostrom 2007). A lack of “set-in-stone” rules should 
therefore not be seen as impeding social capital, but rather future research should in-
stead analyse it in combination with the norms and values that underpin a platform’s 
activities.  

It is tempting to interpret all findings in terms of social capital generation as this was 
the lens applied to the empirical data. However, the interviews also indicate that the 
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support of social capital generation in neighbourhoods could be a tactical marketing 
decision because dedication to the platform community naturally results in higher user 
satisfaction and a spread of word of mouth. Yet, some interviews (snappcar, barqo) also 
hint at the fact that members “learn to share” on other platforms and then turn to these 
services. This supports the assumption put forward in the beginning of this research, 
namely that the creation of social capital could also lead to a collaborative spill-over. 
The question that remains is hence whether the motivation to create social capital has 
to be philanthropic, or if a tactical choice can still lead to overall improved liveability of 
neighbourhoods, sociability, and the establishment of pro-social norms that in turn re-
sult in extended collaborative practices.  

 

CONCLUSION 
Unsustainable social developments such as people in urban areas feeling less connected 
to their neighbours necessitate creative solutions. The emergent phenomenon of collab-
orative economy promises an ability to tackle these challenges. Focusing on the social 
realm in particular, this study set out to determine and analyze the ways in which CE 
platforms contribute to the generation of social capital at the neighbourhood level.  It 
addressed the research question, how and to what extent different types of CE platforms 
provide favourable conditions for the generation of social capital on a neighbourhood 
level? In order to answer this question, this research was structured by a set of sub-
questions. 

 

Which characteristics define various collaborative economy platforms and what types of platforms 
emerge from this characterisation? 

CE platforms pursue differing goals in their operations. While some operate for-profit, 
other work as not-for-profits. In addition to this distinction, platforms target different 
kinds of collaboration. While some operate in the sector of product-service-systems, fa-
cilitating the exchange and use of goods, others provide for collaborative lifestyles, ena-
bling people to share time, knowledge, or space. These two dimensions served as types 
for the distinction of platforms. The empirical research has however shown that a dis-
tinction between for-profit and not-for-profit does not always lead to variation with re-
gards to the platform’s potential to provide for the conditions likely to generate social 
capital.  

 

Which aspects of organisations in general are conducive to the generation of social capital on a 
neighbourhood level, according to social capital theory and research? 
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Studies on sources of social capital as well as theoretical explanations served as concep-
tual framework for framing the empirical research. The key variables for generating so-
cial capital within neighbourhoods as identified by said bodies of literature served as 
analytical categories to evaluate a set of data, interviews with platforms and their web 
content. The practices of four different types of platforms, eight platforms in total, were 
then evaluated and scored on a scale (+, +/-, -) by the help of these categories.  

 

How and to what extent are the variables identified put into practice by different types of peer-to-
peer platforms? 

The analysis has shown that particularly those platforms with a stake in social relations 
and a clear goal of improving neighbourly networks cleverly combine means of offline 
social capital creation with online tools. Platforms that enable interaction with a mean-
ing for daily life show to be more invested in this aspect as well. The degree to which 
platforms focus on the neighbourhood level, and thus increase the likelihood of social 
capital generation at a local level however differed. Product service systems platforms 
make a point of creating a trustworthy online environment, where users can share or 
rent out their assets to trustworthy peers. Meanwhile, most of the collaborative lifestyle 
platforms under study intertwine a focus on face-to-face interaction between users with 
a platform identity that is inviting to new users and creates an in-group-feeling. Only 
some platforms stood out with a particular focus on the neighbourhood level.  

 

Taking the observations of platform practices and the specific context they operate in into 
consideration, how can the set of variables be improved to fit a CE context and serve future 
analysis of CE platforms’ potential to generate social capital on a neighbourhood level? 

The objective of this research was two-fold. Besides evaluating the practices of CE, it 
aimed at further developing the theoretical concept of social capital in the context of 
hybrid on/offline networks within neighbourhoods, with special attention to the sources 
of social capital. Some indications for concept development could be made and a new 
set of indicators for future CE platform evaluation was suggested. Mainly, it merged 
some of the indicators employed here due to practical and factual overlap and kept those 
that proved helpful in the analysis. Additionally, practices related to social capital gen-
eration as employed by the platforms under study were formulated as assessment indi-
cators. They include the use of existing local social capital, the development of sharing 
skills, the extent to which platform identity is co-created, and local inter-platform net-
works. It is suggested that future research applies these indicators when assessing CE 
platforms as well as when studying sources of social capital with CE platform neighbour-
hood networks.  

Looking at the bigger picture, the concept of social capital is often accused of a circular 
line of reasoning, and an inability to point to concrete reasons for the sources of its 
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emergence (Portes 1998, Hooghe and Stolle 2003). What the limited empirical evidence 
of this study suggests is that social capital never emerges from a void, since there are 
barely any blank spaces in society. Individuals are connected and will stay connected, 
the more interesting question for CE platforms is how to leverage this desire for connec-
tivity and how to tap into existing neighbourhood bonds and broaden networks. As for 
theory development on the sources of social capital, this also implies that scholars of 
social capital need to get to terms with the fact that it is inherently circular, a fact which 
cannot be argued or modelled away. Any inquiry into the sources of social capital or 
changes of levels of social capital thus needs to measure existing levels as a starting 
point. 

 

How can practitioners improve their impact on the creation of social capital with regards to their 
practices and goals, and how can this process be supported by policy-making? 

The study concludes that practitioners in the collaborative economy, owners of plat-
forms, should explore their potential to create stable relations at a neighbourhood level 
among their users, to increase local and physical presence and accessibility, to tap into 
existing networks, and to invest in creating a sense of community. Meanwhile, policy-
makers and other stakeholders should similarly promote cultural norms of sharing and 
support CE platforms’ local activities, in order to leverage the possibilities for CE prac-
tices to scale up, while improving their impact at the neighbourhood level.  

 

When new societal and technological developments emerge it is important not only to 
critically analyze them but also to adapt our existing analytical tools to do so. This study 
was a first step in that direction. Its results provided a refined notion of potential sources 
of social capital at the neighbourhood level and the extent to which hybrid on-/offline 
spaces like CE platforms provide for such. The newly developed set of key variables and 
indicators, based on the presented sources of data, needs to be tested on a larger scale 
and in particular used to test CE platforms’ actual effects on the micro level - the users - 
and on the macro level - the community or even society level. 

In 1979 Cedric Price (Price 1979) asked “Technology is always the answer. But what was 
the question?” The question this study addresses was - broadly phrased - how does one 
create good, liveable, connected neighbourhoods in times when traditional social net-
works have fallen apart (Putnam and Pharr 2000). Can “technology” provide an answer? 
Collaborative economy platforms are enabled by technology to provide their services to 
a broad spectrum of users. Yet, as this research has shown, a functional website and 
smart phone application is the mere skeleton of social interaction. Some CE platforms 
have filled this technological infrastructure with life that is promising for the future of 
quality urban life and prosperous neighbourhoods. 
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APPENDIX 
 

APPENDIX I INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 
What is your vision for your platform? 

 

How far do you think you’ve gotten? 

 

How has your platform grown over the last years, what are the patterns that you observe? 

 

So as community builder... What do you define as your identity? What can users identify 
with? And do they/to what extent do they? How important to you think this aspect is 
for a sharing platform? 

 

Why do people use your platform, and why do you think, more people should use it? 
What do people mostly use it for?  

 

What is the feedback you get from your users regarding the services you offer?  

 

What kind of values drive your platform? How do you communicate them? 

 

How do you ensure quality? And why do people trust your platform? Why do people 
trust each other? 

 

Where are most of your users living at the moment? Do you want to extend your geo-
graphical scope? Why? 

 

How do you target people to interact/ get engaged in your platform? 
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Do you observe an establishment of stable relations? 

 

Is there such thing as community meet-up where people can for example exchange 
knowledge? 

 

How diverse is your user population? What do you do to increase diversity? 

 

Do you have a specific target group? How do your address your target group(s)?  

 

How do you see your role/task in communities and cities?  

 

As user service, do you have a lot of work on your plate? 

 

How do you react if a member seems to misinterpret your rules/values, how do you weed 
out the bad guys?  

 

How do you apply sanctions? Are there any? If members are unhappy with another 
member, are there „informal kind of sanctions” that they apply? 

 

What is your experience with complaints? 

 

In conflict situations, what do you do to offer solutions, how do you approach people? 

 

And if people are really happy with someone, how do they reward this person? Do you 
for example show case success stories? I have found one already so that means some-
thing =) 

 

What is the kind of language that you prefer to use and establish among members? 
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Or, can members build their own circles/rules/is there a feedback mechanism? 

 

Do you encourage members to interact in a certain way? Have you observed that your 
users have established their own kind of „code of conduct“ or behavioural rules? Like, 
always giving back when they received something? 

 

Do you think that there is oversupply of certain classes/and higher demand of others?  

 

How do you view the use of money on your platform? 

 

Do you have experienced that users also show gratitude in other ways, o rare even „shy“ 
to pay money after an interpersonal relation? 

 

 

APPENDIX II INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS 
a. Interview Barqo 

Q: Can you tell me a little about Barqo and focus a little on the kind of community you envision 
for your platform? 

- We started with a pre-registration website and then we just plugged in with several me-
dia parties and just started building the website, so we started growing out of that atten-
tion, also in the team, but also in sign-ups, but we didn’t have the actual platform ready. 
So after that we noticed that there was good media attention and that people were really 
buying this new solution, so figured out we really got something here, so let’s go start 
build this thing! And then we went live 2014, so we had one month in the summer then, 
and after that we raised money, built a team from there, constantly improved the prod-
uct, but we are really busy with the insurance deal we just closed with the biggest insur-
ance company of the Netherlands.  

 

Q: How do you feel about the community you are building with your platform? Who are your 
users and what kind of community do you want to build?  

- We really want to build, well everybody wants to build a community where people are 
active as users, but we really want to.. well we have of course boat owners who really love 
sailing and people who love to sail but don’t own a boat but also people who actually 
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never thought of sailing before coming to our platform, so we really want to build an 
active community. It is of course a different community than for instance snappcar com-
munity that is really out of use and that people need a car for using it, but in terms of 
Barqo it’s way more to leisure! 

 

Q: How do you want your community to look like in 5 to 10 years?  

- We target our community well, mainly our community consists of people who are mid-
dle or higher educated and who live in urban environments, and you could say we are 
tax heavy. And our ideal community would be people, a large community especially of 
those people, and in terms of use it would be great if they not only rent out their boat to 
each other but also for instance international boats to each other and that’s what we see 
now and we are starting up a collaboration with a French peer-to-peer boat sharing plat-
form and we are going to have really look how those two communities are going to com-
bine. So it’s hard to say ideal, ideally it would be that community and of course you want 
an active community, that’s something we are really focusing right now, getting the ac-
ceptation rate and the response rate as high as possible because you can better have a 
100 active users than 10000 dead users, so we are really focused on activating them. 

 

Q: What has your experience been, what keeps users active?  

- You have of the users and the boat owners so you have to keep the boat owners active 
on the response rate so we give them a mitovation that’s something we’re now building 
on our platform, a reward program, so how often they have quick response and they do 
not try to fix payments outside of our platform, all those kinds of parameters. If they 
eventually come up with some really god points, we give them extra credits and their 
boat is more highlighted than other boats and that’s how we really try to motivate the 
boat owners. On the user side a lot of people think it’s really fun what we are doing so 
we also try to constantly keep them activated and motivated to actually put in their 
minds that renting boats is fun and is especially fun via peer-to-peer platforms. And we 
foresee them with content and interesting stuff, and a lot of fun communication with 
several different styles of copy writing but in general also try to make it fun! 

 

Q: So why do you think people trust your platform?  

- Because we now have an insurance. We just got it on board 2 weeks ago, that was a big 
big bottleneck, but we fixed that, and we have 24/7 break out service, so if people pay via 
our platform they are also insured if the boat knocks down. And we have a safe payment 
environment. 
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Q: Why do think people trust each, why does somebody rent out a boat which in the end is really 
expensive, to somebody else? 

- Well, people get more familiar with the sharing economy, and also what comes up again, 
big insurance companies back it, it is way more trusted and people get to know each 
other via our internal chat system for instance and we noticed that people who use our 
platform also use for instance peerby or Airbnb or snappcar. So people are familiar with 
the concept so in general, when the sharing economy grows, or platform economy how 
you name it, the trust also grows, and I think that’s very important and of course big 
companies that are backing these star-ups, and of course you constantly evolve, our plat-
form wasn’t even a little bit compared to what it is now, two years ago, so people get 
more familiar with a platform that actually works all the time and improves and I think 
that’s it, I think it’s technology, it’s insurance, and the general crowd of the sharing econ-
omy/platform economy  

 

Q: So you just mentioned this chatroom, do people use it and what do use it for? are there other 
ways of interacting?  

- They use it purely for booking! First there was way more room to chat with each other 
but we now mocked a lot of information so you can’t exchange phone numbers, e-mail 
addresses, cause there were still a lot of people going outside of the platform and that’s 
fine in the beginning cause it’s all about growth and user sign up, but now you have to 
earn some money. And a lot or people are willing to share the money they made from 
the rent of the boat, but there are still some who don’t. So the actual chat environment 
now is purely to conceal the booking but there is also room for chit chat because people 
want to to know, who is renting their boat. 

 

Q: do you see that over time there are more stable relation between specific boat renters and 
owners that establish? 

- Yeah, people who have a good experience with the boat owner the first time, they book 
it a second time! So we definitely see relationships be created. 

 

Q: Do you also have a way of information exchange among boat owners, or meet-ups? 

- No, not really, not yet, but we were thinking to make that maybe in the future. That 
definitely is on the but not on the actual short list. But you know how those things go, 
you have of course really successful meet-ups for Airbnb now in Amsterdam. I reckon, 
we are going to a lot of meet-ups ourselves, we are really in the sharing economy scene 
now, we have a lot of contact with Pieter and Harmen but to create an actual meet-up 
on itself, well I think our community is growing and it is kind of big right now but you 
have to create a bigger community But what we actually do, when you look on our web-
site, in the Qmmunity, you see actual video testimonials, that’s what we’re actually going 
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to do much more often, to actually interview the guys who rent out their boats specifi-
cally and what it means for them. 

 

Q: What do you if you that some members misinterpret your rules or somehow don’t act cording 
to your values? 

- People who try to go outside of our platform we have now started to work with a sort of 
strike system, well we can see all the chats in the database and we are now building some 
kind of algorithm to get announcements when people are trying to go outside of the 
platforms, and the first time we kindly remind them that that’s not the deal on our plat-
form, and the second time they get a warning, and the third time we strike them out. So 
that’s something we do in terms of boat owners and users, actually don’t really misinter-
pret the rules, well sometimes also, but we really try to actually teach our users how to 
use our platform, and that it is the best for them to book it via the platform because you 
have for instance the insurance and the 24/7 break down service. 

 

Q: Regarding your reward systems, how can user s reward each other? 

- We are now fine tuning our review system, and then of course you get reviews etc. and 
users as well as boat owners get ratings, and especially boat owners. And before this we 
are now also working with a loyalty program to get boat owners who are doing a good 
job in renting out their boats in a fair and easy way that we are going to reward them?  

 

Q: Do you also see that, aside from the money that people pay via your platform that they thank 
each other in other ways?  

- We don’t know about this yet. And we are actually scaling up right now, and we have so 
many things… and this is an actual thing we are… there is coming a guy this Friday, and 
he’s actually actively going to communicate with our community, to call them, to maybe 
get better photographs of your boat on the platform, well that’s one example, or just call 
the girl or guy who rented the boat last weekend, to share experiences.  

 

Q: Do you think people are more attracted to your platform because you offer a really specific 
service, around boats and sailing, does it have to do with people’s identities?  

- Well, the hardest thing of a platform is getting the actual boat owners a board, because 
the users – you know everybody wants to sail. The Netherlands is a country full of boat 
owners and people who constantly when there’s only one small sun in the sky, people go 
out and go boating, and that personality is really good for our platform. We really notice 
this. So in that way we don’t compete with snappcar, because it is a different of activating 
users and getting them on board because it is pure out of necessity, and for us it is leisure, 
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so we compete more with theme parks, or other thing you can do in your spare time than 
with these forms of transport. 

Q: Thank you for the interview! 

 

b. Interview Snappcar 

 

I started working at community support, because I think it is very important to have interaction 
with the people who use your platform and now I’m slowly moving up the community manage-
ment/head of of community kind of a role, it is a bit less in the action, and a bit more conceptual 
looking how can we develop programs or systems or ways of interacting with our user base. 

 

What do you mean by saying “in the action” then?  

Basically the action is, I have a question for example “how do I sign up” and people would sign 
up and don’t understand, and then I just answer their question, so very much like service or 
helpdesk kind of work, which is very valuable and continues to be valuable, but I tink I cannot 
do that for the next like three years, so I need to move up a little and think of different wys how 
I can get my creativity going.  

 

So you moved more into the conceptual community building work? What are the goals you 
pursue in that?  

Well, my goal is to create a higher level of engagement among users but also between users and 
us. I don’t believe I have all the answers to all the questions people have. I don’t want to be the 
know-it-all, so ideally I want to create this sphere where people can actually help each other. Be 
it online in some kind of forum situation or offline during the meetups. I mean I don’t have the 
answers! I can join, I can facilitate when I’m there and kick off some kind of discussion or what-
ever, but I’m not sort of the holy god who has all the answers. And there are people who do this 
more often when they rent out their car and who have more experience. I mean I work with the 
company, but that doesn’t necessarily mean that I have more experience.  

 

Do you see that this is already happening, that members help each other out? 

Not a lot, it kind of depends on where you look at. In some cities for example or in some streets, 
you have people living on top of each other so first floor and second floor, and they are both 
renters, or owners and renters and then you have a very strong sort of offline connection, which 
is not visible for us as well! Or it’s not tracked so to speak. But I do believe that those interactions 
are very valuable for us as sort of facilitating platform online but especially for them because 
they deal with renting out their car and sharing it, they are more in the action then we are.  
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So when do you plan to create this helping community? 

I think several things. This is my idea, we haven’t put this forward yet in the company. I want to 
create this online forum with first a selected group of people which we know very well and which 
we know that they can contribute with their knowledge and their experience and then I want to 
slowly open that forum up to basically ever participant on snappcar! Where you upvote some 
subjects or start a new thread, kind of like reddit style. But that’s one thing. And then when 
people have a question about, say, hey my tire is flat, how do I deal with it? I mean there’s prob-
ably someone else who will tell them you have to tell the accident service. But that  answer given 
by someone else is more valuable and probably also more trustworthy than if I would say, you 
have to do it this way. And it also saves us energy, which is a secondary benefit.  

 

Why do think members become trustworthy when they use snappcar? 

There is not like a set of steps that they have to take until they get to their place, it is rather an 
attitude so to speak, and either you have that attitude right away when you start or you develop 
that attitude. I think at some point it is basically a question of labelling, say, hey we knoe this 
guy, and basically also following your gut saying, we think this is a trustworthy guy and we put 
him on the stage and we’ll see. We have to take the lead. That’s the most important.  

 

So when you say put him on the stage you also showcase some members. 

Yes! And so we did a little meet-up in March or Febuary, and several people got there and it was 
a lot of fun! It wasn’t as highly visited as I wish it would have been, but that also indicates that… 
it was in Amsterdam … So basically there were people who were not renting out and other people 
who actually rented out a lot of times. So the person who was new asked, so how does it work? 
And then the second guy is like, I’ll tell you how it work! So I said, well just tell her. And then he 
took the stage in answering all her questions, and then she looked at me after ten minutes ask-
ing, is that it? And I said, yeah that’s it! I mean yeah, he is the expert! And then at some instances 
I would just a little bit of detail or nuance. 

 

Nice! Are you planning o do more of these meet-ups?  

Yes! 

Also in other cities?  

At the moment only in Amsterdam. There is two things, I think meet ups won’t work yet in for 
example Tiel, there is too little people. So Amsterdam, Utrecht, basically the bigger centres with 
the focus now on other centres. 
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I also saw you opened a snapp bar? How is that going? 

Yes, well it was basically a fun thing. It was on Aprilfoolsday, and this was the the whole idea, so 
I think this was also the intent on my side, so yes it was an april fools day joke, but I hope what 
this will bring forward is a discussion, when people who then read the blog and go to a bar, I 
hope that the association then will pop up, bar – carsharing – discussion. So that’s the kind of 
line I would to put forward. And I think people don’t talk about thing like how much does my 
car cost, how much does your car cost per month? How many times do you use it, is it econom-
ically viable, can’t we do this in different way? That discussion is not a very open discussion, and 
I think it should be open. So that’s what I … I know there are a lot of cars, I cannot believe that 
all these people accept that they are using it effectively. So they should be thinking about it!  

 

Let’s talk the not so positive sides … How do you deal with whenever there is a conflict, or there 
is aproblem between two people, misunderstandings, misuse of rules, how do you deal with 
that? 

So basically what we do is that, the message comes in to us, saying, the renter was not so kind, 
or the owner did something wrong they always get to us first, saying this was the situation. And 
we notice, and we say, okay thanks for mentioning, we will look into it, so we always do sort of 
a research, we always involve the other party, and say tanks, we will get back to you. But obvi-
ously we need to have the other side of the story! So then basically we check with the other 
person, and we say hey, a message has come to us about a certain booking, can you tell us what 
happened? So we ask an open question. So basically we mediate a little bit, saying hey, it sounds 
as if there was a misunderstanding, maybe people didn’t know the process or didn’t know the 
rules, they would tell that these are the rules we live by. And in that process of in Dutch we say 
“hoor en wederhoor”, at some point you say, these have been the things we have learned in that 
process when reaching out to these other people and we make a conclusion. And that’s the idea.  

 

In terms of feedback, positive feed: what are the things people get really excited about, what are 
some positive things that you hear? Are you getting any positive feedback? 

Yeah, sure! Everytime I call car owners! Most of the times I call car owners I get so many positive 
words about the renters, they’re like, oh these renters are just so kind, they are such friendly 
people, and they are just great to have them drive my car. So that’s the feedback we get, like, I 
don’t know what happens, but people who use your platform are just really nice! When I rent a 
car on snappcar myself I always give a little gift to the car owner because again I think you have 
to take the lead and you have to put your balls on the block, so you have to you know, just give 
a little extra! You have to represent the brand so to speak, or represent it.  

 

Do other people do that too, giving gifts or something?  

Yes sometimes.., last year we did an interview with a lady who after a certain booking, the car 
was returned after a day, and it was like a sunny day, and then the owner would say,w hy don’t 
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you join for a little glass of wine in the garden, and then they sat down and had a little glass of 
wine, and then some other neighbours joined, and they would talk a little bit, for an hour or two 
and then something would arise. There is people who take the car into a car wash, just before 
handing them in saying hey, thanks for the experiences, I’m taking care of it and give a little bit 
extra! Or they slip in a little candy box, that kind of things. It’s very cute. But obviously there is 
also people who don’t. I mean you can’t… So left or right, the car, and that is more of a social 
discussion, but the car represents a lot to a lot of different people, so to me it represents getting 
from A to Z, and then you have different shapes, forms, sizes. But for other people it represents 
status, power, wealth, achievements, ego. Driving a big car can really fuel their ego which some 
people need. There are also places where people think, so now I have a car I have rented car, 
now I will take it for a spin! And yes I have to take it back on Sunday at 6 o’clock but you know 
what? It’ nice weather, I will bring it back 3 hours later. And they kind of screw the system, and 
then we are there to provide the safety net to the owner. So we tell them, don’t worry, your car 
is insured, we are gonna take care of this, calm down. And then we get in contact with the renter, 
saying, hey it’s 6:30, you haven’t brought back the car yet, the contract has ended, please bring 
back the car as soon as you can, and then we have a lot of mechanisms in place how to push the 
person basically towards getting there, like e-mails, but also deactivating the profile. So we say, 
if you don’t bring it back in 15 minutes, you know you are  out of business, you never be able to 
rent on snappcar! We will put you on some kind of blacklist. And then they say, oh no no no! 
And so this is the question of alignment again, sowhat is it that we are a person, so how do you 
align your values with the values of the renter? Because we see there is a mismatch sometimes, 
so if you have a big Mercedes and you rent it out to some pumped up little boy who is 23 years 
old, and interested in the kind of status he assigns to the car, but there is some kind of mismatch 
of values.  

 

With this alignment you are talking about, have you seen that grown over time? Have you seen 
more people get behind the idea of carsharing?  

My gutt would say yes, and I don’t know why, but are also… so basically in a community there’s 
people who enter the community and who step out of the community and I think the people 
who are in the community basically at the moment are the right people so to speak, and we 
make sure that the people who some way or another don’t really fir the guidelines or the values, 
we don’t have them enter the community anymore! That’s a very technical process, but that’s 
based on age, based on experience, or if you as a renter don’t follow the rules you get a bad 
review, and left or right you can’t rent a car anymore, because people see your bad review, and 
they think, you have done something wrong, like you have harassed someone, so I won’t borrow 
my car to you. So basically it is a self-filtering process. And I think also we are just pushing the 
car sharing message a little bit more than we did before. We are talking about impact, we are 
sharing PR stuff to newspapers about our impact, about the users are they attracted, why they 
enter, what sort of conversations they have, so the whole sort of story lives a little bit more.  

 

But you also a lot of political back-up now, right?  
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And so the societal wind is going in the right direction, and I think the… I mean there is various 
concepts in the market, and I believe the peer-to-peer model is just a very new way of organising 
how you go about transport and owning material. And that’s what I like about the peer-to-peer 
model above some kind of you know car to go, or greenwheels, they put new cars on the road, 
and we believe there are enough cars, we just have to organise better.  

 

Coming back to the feedback situayion, how do you take up negative feedback? 

So we have a huge backlog of feedback that users have for us revovoing around the platform so 
if they encounter a bug on the platform they say hey, I see the bug, so that’s whats in the log, 
and the developpers are working on that. In terms of our community support we have weekly 
meeting where we look at what wnet well, what didn’t go well. There is satisfaction scroes given 
to all our emails or communications we send out. It’s automated, so if you would send me an e-
mail and I would anser it four days after you would get a request to rate the customer support. 
And if people rate bad for an email I was involved in I usually have the approach to call the 
person, and say, hey I see you have reviewed me in a negative way, fair enough, but maybe I 
wasn’t clear enough on what I want to express, so it will inform me a bit better about the situa-
tion. And that’s very much towards snappcar as a party basically, but also when we get feedback 
from renters about owners, we follow that up and vice versa, if we get a complaint from an owner 
about a renter, there is always the “hoor en wederhoor” 

 

Did you also have meetings with your users where they gave you suggestions, or do you have 
requests from your users? 

Yes that’s coming in like a river flowing all the time. I mean we are crowd funded, and we are 
also sort of crowd ideated. So we have ideas flowing in by email, and we always say, hey thanks 
for your feedback, it’s an issue, we would love to develop it, we will put it on the list, but unfor-
tunately there is not enough time as we wish to. And of course a lot ideas coming in that are 
already on our list. The only thing though, and I think this is a problem for any platform or 
company, is that there is 1000s of user that means 1000s of ideas and demands, needs wishes, 
and we can only listen to so many. We cannot change each unique part for that one specific user. 
So if one person says I want this, and he’s the only one, we have to tell them, hey you are the 
only one who wants this so we are not gonna put it very high on the priority list.  

 

Is there anything you would like to ask?  

What are the target groups that you still want to get on board? 

 

I’m not in marketing! But in the moment we need more care owners, and we are undertaking a 
variety of exercises to get them on board, so a referral program, one is gonna be an improved 
landing page for car owners. We have actually had a moment in place that if a car owner would 



	 103 

sign up and he would have his first rental request, we would call them and them, and say con-
gratulations, Patrick, this is you first rental request, awesome! Thanks for being with us, is there 
anything I can do for you? I mean, anything you do for the first time can be a little tenacious 
and you have to cover that from I to Z I believe. On the other hand we hear the majority of 
people that sign up, are referred by others. So they say, hey I ‘ve heard about it from a friend and 
she was really, you know, excited about it! So I thought I’d sign up as well. So that connection, 
that’s the strongest. The only thing then you can do is improve, improve improve yourself as an 
organisation, continuously, and let this do its own work.  

 

How do you see the use of money on your platform? 

That depends on who you ask. Tere are people who are really motivated by monetary reasons, 
so they really make the calculation, they really look at it like an economic game, Hey I have a 
car, I have to put it this high, at this amount of kilometers. So they are really tweaking their goal 
continuously. So they view money as an (-). But there are also people who say, I mean it’s a 
Volvo, its strong as hell, go drive it, for 30 bucks per day, drive as far as you want, because I full 
trust in the car, and I don’t give a damn about whether it’s 30 or 40 bucks, and they are more in 
it for an environmental, or even social motive. Or evn an efficiency argument! Actually one of 
our top owners in Amsterdam, an old lady, she almost like 70, and she owns the Peugeot 
minivan, and she said a couple of days ago, aaaa I don’t know, I got a request from a person who 
wanted to take the car abroad for 9 days. And she was wondering, should I accept it? It could 
break down, but on the other side it could stand still for 9 days here and I don’t want that either. 
So it was very funny to understand and follow her considerations about the request. 

 

I was also wondering, I saw on your website that you are a Bcorps now, does that mean you are 
not-for-profit? 

It’s a labelling question! So there is this bcoprs institute which assigns bcorps sign to companies. 
And we are a social enterprise, in the sense, yes we do make money to make sure that everybody 
can remain to work there but on the other hand we are not in it for profit only. We want to have 
an impact in the world and the impact is on the social sort of agenda, so that there is more 
connectivity in neighbourhoods and all that. The impact is also on a monetary agenda, saying 
that people by sharing out the car can actually reduce costs. So it’s a tool for individuals to go 
about managing their own financial situation basically. And the other agenda is environmental! 
So along those axes we have… So the report you also mentioned at the beginning is looking into 
those cases. And I think that means that we are a bcoprs.  

 

c. Interview Konnektid 

 

What is your vision for Konnektid? 
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- Make education available to everyone, especially for adult learning. Because we 
see that after university, education is often left to itself, which we think is a waste, 
and we see the economic trend of people changing jobs more quickly, and obvi-
ously that requires more and more skills. Including the fact that everything is 
getting more and more digitalized. And so you need to continuously keep learn-
ing, and obviously we want to do that worldwide. We started in the Netherlands, 
but we have bigger dreams. We want to create a vibrant community of teachers, 
students, and knowledge sharers all at once.  

 

How far are you with that project until now? 

- Not as far as we wanted it to be. It’s going good, the Netherlands doesn’t seem to 
be the right market to start something like this. Because if you look at a market 
like America, education is way more on people’s minds, they know its asset, you 
pay money for it. And we are always so used to education being free. Something 
we have to do instead of something fun. So it’s a completely different attitude. 
When we tell our story to people in America, they immediately get it. In the Neth-
erlands, they go like: why? You can go to school, and school is not that expensive. 
So it is a mindset. But we’re doing well and we’re growing. But the growth in 
number of users doesn’t say anything, we need a growth in connections.  
 

Are there any patterns you observe when you’re growing? Are there some predominant 
places?  

- Definitely! We started in Amsterdam. And it is the capital not only of the Neth-
erlands, but also when you start something, people are way more open about it, 
it is a very diverse population, and also a lot of expats, and they like something 
new. So, in Amsterdam our community is huge. But when you look at other major 
cities, it is less. And the growth is going, and it’s less fast.  It differs very much 
and you can see that you need a certain tipping point. You need people to invite 
their neighbours and friends. 

 

So you would also say that you rely on these sort of informal relations that already exist? 

- Yes, they are still the strongest. Any growth mechanisms, word of mouth or tips 
from friends is the best, because you trust them. We need more people inviting 
their friends to reach a certain tipping point.  
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What do you think, or what do you define as you identity? 

- So we like to think, obviously, we’re transparent, we’re optimistic, we like learn-
ing, we are positive, and we are really people focused, we are all about making 
connections people between people to help each other? 

 

Do you think that users that come to you platform are attracted by this identity you just 
described? 

- I don’t think that if you would ask someone outright about that, that that’s the 
first thing they would say. But I do think, as a community manager, and getting 
all the feedback, I know that people really like the fact that there is a person re-
sponding to them . When we started, we hosted a lot of feedback pizza sessions, 
so we invited some core users, bought them pizza, and then they could test it. 
And people quite like that. So we try to live it! 

 

So what is the feedback you get from your users? 

- the interesting thing is, and maybe that’s a Dutch thing, when you like some-
thing, you don’t really say it, but when there’s a problem, you do. So when people 
give good feedback, it means they’re really ecstatic. Because they have taken the 
hurdle of actually writing something. So we do get good feedback. What we also 
get a lot is product improvement suggestions, and I quite like that too, because 
it means that they really like it, and have taken the time and are invested. So they 
are sympathetic, they are committed, they think it’s a nice company, let’s help 
them! Instead of just signing on and never coming back.  

- Personal responses, making sure you respond in time and asking a lot of people 
to help us, showing them we’re just a team of 8 – 10 young people, and we couldn’t 
have done it without you, we’re actually building it for you, so please let us know 
what you think! We actually need out users to help us. People to feel like it’s just 
another big bad company, they actually know where we’re located, they know 
what we look like, so I think that’s what people like! 

 

So, coming back to the question of getting new members: aside from word of mouth, 
how do you make sure to integrate a lot of new/active members on the platform? 

- We tried several techniques because every platform develops the way it grows, 
especially our platform, because we depend on people of course. We need a lot 
of people especially if you’re looking for a certain set of skills that is a little bit 
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more unique. So we try to stimulate word of mouth, of course. By givin them tools 
to invite friend, we use a little bit of adverstising, pr, disperse it in the media 

 

How do you see right now or in a utopia situation, how do you see your role in commu-
nities, in neighbourhoods? 

- As a resource! We really want to be on top of the mind when people feel the need 
to learn something new. For example when they found their dream job but really 
need some skills, they should think of us a the place to you to. As a resource, as 
sth that people like to use, that is easy to use and that it at the top of their mind 
when it comes to acquiring new knowledge. I really hope that we can make learn-
ing sexy again. Because when we grow up, we develop a negative attitude towards 
education, so when people grow up, they don’t want to learn anymore. They 
should learn again. 

 

When you’re saying your goal is to build community instead of just getting more users, 
is it important to you to also build more stable relations?  

- That’s what people are doing themselves already! We have people that are meet-
ing up wuite regularly, we have people that meet up just once, and that’s fine, 
they don’t have to become friends. But just to give you an example, I have had a 
lot of connections already, and now when people have a question, they just send 
me an e-mail. And the other way around. And that’s not because we have become 
best friends, but because we have expanded our network and we are willing and 
able to help each other. So I think that’s a really great way. We have this great 
story about refugees seeking help, so these people have become friends, but a lot 
of people meet regularly. And this happens for about 10% of the connections, but 
that’s fine.  

 

How do you react if members disregard your rules or misuse the platform? 

- It happens, most of the time we just assume that people do it unintentionally, 
that they are not aware of the rules, and that’s how we approach them. So if we 
see this we maybe send them an e-mail, or call them, explain the situation and 
give them some options and let them know. And obviously then if they insist or 
continue to misbehave then you have to delete the user. But that’s not what you 
start with. You start with having a cobverstaion. 99% of the time people are 
simply not aware of their mistakes.  
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Have you seen any informal rules establish among the users? 

- Yes! For instance I had a connection the other day with a really nice woman from 
Russia and she brought me chocolate! It is not obligatory, but it was just a nice 
gesture. So that happens, especially when people meet more often, they start feel-
ing oliged and helping out with other stuff as well. That’s just contact between 
people! 

 

Regarding feedback, how is your review system at the moment working out? 

- it is a relatively new feature, we launched it summer last year, and sometimes 
people don’t really know how to use it, and leave a request instead of a review. 
There is no edit button. But we working on it and it is up to us. It is not working 
as well as we want to. 

 

 Are there any other ways of reward for people who are really committed?  

- Not yet, but we are thinking about introducing the possibility for very active 
teachers to get qualified as professional teachers and be able to ask money for 
their lessons. So community teachers that have proven to be good and invested, 
they can be professionals as well even though they have no official certificates. So 
we upgrade them. Some are not interested in that though, they don’t want to ask 
for money or rewards. Their reward is helping other people 

 

What kind of language or tone would you like to be established among your members?  

- Obviously, we think personalized language is important! We are trying to build 
a community, so I expect another ttreat like a person! So we are also encouraging 
users, if they issues, to just talk to each other instead of approaching us. Doesn’t 
happen very often though, mostly when somebody is showing up. But is still good 
feedback, because it helps us to create new means of communication, like a date 
planner or interacting via what’s app. We see ourselves as facilitators 

 

What skills are high in demand, and which ones are high in offer? 

- We are a demand driven platform, so of course whatever is demanded will be 
offered. What is really popular is Dutch culture and Dutch language. Spanish is a 
hit as well, playing guitar or more professional skills, like google analytics, giving 
a pitch, etc. and that’s what we want to focus on, the more professional skill. 
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Do you feel like members are more inclined to offer lessons after they took a lesson? 

- Yes! Absolutely. People want to give back, and that’s what we see happening all 
the time. Usually people first sign on to see what’s in it for them. But when mem-
bers have had a great experience, they want to give back as well. Because they 
know how it works!  

 

 

d. Interview Nextdoor 

 

Q: What is your role at Nextdoor? 

- Now, as you might know we are the first satellite organisation, we are the first 
country outside of the US where they were founded. Nextdoor has been around 
for four years, they have now half of the communities in the US and the ambition 
is of course to go global. So you have to start somewhere, so we started here! We 
started in November with a private data, resulting in 93 hoods in December, in 
Febuary we launched meaning we became open for everybody. So we’ve only 
been around for four months now, and we’ve had an explosive growth, we have 
more than two thousand neighbourhoods that were active on nextdoor, so if you 
look at the growth, it took four years, to get half of the US neighbourhoods, which 
is 90000 neighbourhoods and we are gonna do that way faster, we don’t know 
how fast yet. So we have started with some pilots in the UK as well, so that’s the 
third market. At the moment we basically have two sets of data, the US, and the 
Netherlands. So I a caveat for the whole interview I guess, we dob’t know much 
yet, because we’ve only been around for 3 months. And our experience is that 
neighbourhoods take time to mature before their using the product to the full 
breadth of the product. One huge difference between most of the sharing econ-
omy companies, is that most of them are verticals, so a one use case. We are a 
platform, and we are not good and anything but we are good at everything, be-
cause it’s a very simple way to communicate. It’s all about communication and 
activating people, and the exact use case is not so relevant because you don’t need 
so many tools to come to a transaction, cause in the end it is all about transac-
tions, you need something, you want something, or you have something that you 
want to lend out and it’s all about having two people, one that has something, 
one that needs something and to bring them together and you know have them 
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share something, you know that’s the whole point. And to do that you need scale. 
It needs to be a perfect fit, if it’s not a perfect fit, why would people do that? 
Because it’s all voluntary. So you need scale and that’s the advantage of a plat-
form, so we have scale! But the disadvantage is that we don’t have cool features 
to facilitate whatever the transaction is so every vertical will have better features, 
why? Because that’s the use case that they support. Like selection, preformatted 
selection of stuff, if you… the best example is peerby, if you feel inclined to share 
stuff it’s incredibly easy, then literally within 10 minutes you can have your full 
garden shed online. Because it’s a library, you just click on it! You can imagine 
that all of those things are not possible on our platform, and that’s ok because we 
are offsetting it with having people connect. It’s very broad, and generally the way 
we talk about it, it goes from something typically Dutch “gezellig” which is all 
about community, connections, communication, contacts, hanging out together, 
getting to know each other, to useful, where the ideas is that… the majority of 
interaction on nextdoor are simply utilitarian interactions, like I need a painter, 
who knows one, or I lost my keys, very simple day-to-day interaction. All the way 
through what we call “important” and important is things related to safety, dis-
aster, but also care, people who need help, that’s the important part. So you have 
the full range from trivial or seemingly trivial of meeting people and knowing 
people all the way to very important things, and the interesting things is that you 
cannot do this if you don’t do that and that’s one of the issues of platforms that 
really wanna do good, for example platforms that are focused on safety, preven-
tion, those type of things or platforms that are focused on bringing together the 
supply and demand of care. It’s really difficult if you don’t do that. There’s 10 
reasons why that doesn’t work! First people need to know each other in a casual 
way, then they build trust. Doing simple little things together helps, so if you 
need a ladder, you just borrow that ladder, and then you know somebody, you 
have your first relationship, you know their name you know where they live, 
you’ve helped them or vice versa. Then, when help is needed it’s a whole lot eas-
ier.  

 

So what would you describe as the vision for the platform?  

- It’s very simple, it’s better neighbourhoods. It’s very very simple. And it’s inter-
esting because it means something completely different to different people. And 
that’s the beauty of nextdoor is that it’s not a.. there is not one nextdoor, like 
there is one twitter or one facebook. Every nextdoor neighbourhood is different 
and therefore every nextdoor neighbourhood can have their own […] and for 
some people that means simply more gezellig or more fun and for other people 
that means more security or more neighborliness where people help each other, 
and then ideally it works on all of those levels. And actually when you look at 
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Maslow’s pyramid, things ups there are more relevant, things down there are less 
important. SO of course people want safety, but the Netherlands is a safe country, 
even though there is a little bit of obsession with neighbourhood safety.  

What do you think, why do people join your platform? 

- I think we’re still going through that maturity curve, so in the beginning there 
were a lot of people who started, because they had already worked with other 
platform, so the cohesion was already there. So we analyzed this because we had 
a tremendous growth in the beginning. In certain hoods we grow faster than any 
hoods than the US has ever shown. Which is exceptional, because if you have 
90.000 hoods, because we started with 18 hoods, some of those hoods went faster 
than any of the US hoods, and that’s awkward, we didn’t understand that, so we 
had to analyze that, what’s going on, what’s happening. And what we realized is 
that all of those hoods where there was already social cohesion and they were 
already using digital platforms to enhance them. In the old days you had 
churches, you had football clubs, community houses, it is not all gone, but gen-
erally that’s not the central point if the community anymore. And in these cases 
that was already the case for a group of people that stayed in contact via digital 
means. Via their website, their e-mail list, and all that stuff. And they had decided 
they wanted to use the next big thing, so they got on board and that grew like 
crazy and that made sense cause they already had the email addresses, and then 
it becomes very easy to invite other people. Those were people that were really 
caring about their neighbourhood and about having a network of people joining 
together. Then we launched. And I think at that time a lot of enthusiasts joined, 
just people that liked the story, the vision and were like, that’s cool, we wanna do 
they, but they wouldn’t necessarily always have that network. So they joined as 
individuals. And those they grow a lot slower, so they can take up to a month 
before they even have ten members. And we have a mechanism with a bit of gam-
ification where we go for the first member to the 10th member, if you don’t do 
that within 3 weeks, you lose that neighbourhood. And that’s very important be-
cause you what you don’t want is a whole country of sleeping nextdoors, where 
nothing happens, because when new people come in and see nothing’s happen-
ing, they go out and they never come back. We want new people to come in and 
they see stuff happening, and then they participate. So we have this mechanism. 
So therefore we know pretty well how long it takes from one to 10. And back in 
February there were a lot of those hoods. And so there is quite a big difference 
between how they grow in the very beginning and how they grow now. But still, 
we are just at the beginning, because size wise, what happens the hoods they just 
keep growing and growing! We have three hoods with a 1000 members, in the US 
that’s very common, that’s everywhere but we only have three of those, a mega 
hood. Two in Breda, and Nijmegen. What is interesting, you don’t have to be 
technologically savvy but you have to be technologically interested, and think 
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there is this idea that may be in the Randstad, people are technologically savvy 
and that is not true, the Netherlands is so small and there are no real remote 
areas, some, but generally not. I do think that if you wanna do something radi-
cally different, and we talk about many aspects of the sharing economy, that are 
quite new, lending out stuff to strangers, than I can imagine you have more peo-
ple in the hip or innovative areas. 

 

Why do you think people trust nextdoor as their facilitator platform?  

- It is very important that the product works well and looks good, because that 
gives trust, when you go in there and is not working, as many platforms when 
you go in and stuff is not working well, there are issues, these are technological 
product, and if you look at the apps, like every two weeks we have a new release, 
and if things break down, that decreases trust, so I think that’s the basis, and it’s 
trivial, but to a large extent in anything tech related that’s the core. If it doesn’t 
run super smooth, very easy to understand. If it doesn’t look good, you’re not 
gonna succeed. And that’s the advantage that we have because we inherited a 
product that has been around for four years and has been used by millions of 
people. So it’s super smooth, it simply works, when you need it. We have users 
that only interact with our product via email. You don’t need to log into our plat-
form! IF somebody posts in the neighbourhood and you receive an email you can 
actually respond to that email. So going from email to website to apps and being 
stellar in all those platforms, nobody has that! There is all kinds of cool companies 
that have cool apps, there is all kinds of less cool companies that have ok web-
sites, there is hardly anybody that does the email bid right. And all of them? There 
is nobody. And that means that you are inclusive. That mean you can work across 
generations. Probably up to 75, I’m fairly confident that the majority can interact 
on our platform, with all of our users. So they can really be part of the community. 
And that’s product! Have a great product. So that’s one, and the other thing I 
think is how you communicate about your product. What are the stories that you 
tell, how do you address questions and concerns? So made a huge investment in 
both areas. So I started in November, and in December I already had two team 
members, one focusing on the communication aspect, and the other one focusing 
on the service and community aspect, which is totally in the inside, among your 
own members, and the other one is outside, to prospective members. And if you 
get those things right, people will trust you. And if you don’t get them right, peo-
ple will not trust you  

Q: What have you found, does it mean to do it right, both internally and externally?  

- Be fast, be responsive, that’ important, if somebody has a problem or a question 
be really quick addressing that. I mean if you don’t have the answer, still start 
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engaging them in figuring out what the problem is, the real issue, the question. 
And be open and honest. Even if you can’t help or can’t solve it, explain how it is 
and why it is. Be transparent about those things. One of the things is that we are 
an American company and a lot of people have an issue with that. And so that is 
what it is and if you are open and transparent about it and explain how we address 
that, what we do about that then generally people feel good about that, and trust 
us. 

 

Q: SO what did you do about it?  

- We changed certain things, like member agreement, privacy policy, everything, 
a giant amount of work to get it according to standards. And then there are things 
that we couldn’t fix! Because we still grow, and then, just be open about it. And 
then people can make the decision and generally people understand that 

 

Q: What have you seen so far, why do people join the platform, from their own needs 
perspective? 

- I guess there is a bit of wishful thinking, what I do know is what the use cases are. 
But they influence each other and that’s the stories that we tell and I think that 
convinces them to join. I don’t think there are many people that look for a solu-
tion. I think that’s hardly ever the case. I’m not sure if people are really self-mo-
tivated. It’s usually somebody tells them, hey this is cool. And then they decide 
to join. In fact there is a lot of effort we put into making that step as easy as 
possible, to be an ambassador for the user. If you are a happy member we really 
make it easy to invite other people. And that’s something what also makes us 
successful, to make it extremely easy. But are those motivations… well again I 
think there are those three things, where probably the majority is in the middle 
part and that’s a big mixed bag of all kinds of stuff. People understand that it’s 
handy that you can ask for help and recommendations, so that there is a lot of 
knowledge in the neighbourhood, practical things, because people do that in 
other cases as well. In fora, on facebook, so they know this. Once they understand 
that this is really good for the neighbourhood then they get that, oh I can do that 
now, so that’s the component of knowledge. There is always the component of I 
won’t say fear, but hey this could be handy when my pet is lost, or I lost my keys, 
or I see somebody in the neighbourhood that I don’t trust. All of those things that 
are hypothetical and they hardly ever happen. But I think people intuitively un-
derstand that you should be part of a network before it happens than after, it’s 
almost like an insurance. Like that’s handy, I wanna be part of that. But I think 
those are the important motivations, and I do know that there are people that are 
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very much indeed engaged with the prevention and security aspect. Although 
most of them are on what’s app so if there are neighbourhood watch group, that’s 
all taken care of. And then there are some but not so many that purely use it for 
the […] and quite frankly, if that is what your into, then you are already doing it, 
then you are already organising barbeques, know everybody, if you are a super 
social person than you don’t really need the platform.  

 

Q: Do you also see spillovers happening in motivation? 

- Totally and all the time. Cause the beauty is that there is only one timeline, so 
you are exposed to it. And people are people and that’s the cross-fertilization 
that’s happening all the time and that’s a good thing. That’s where you build re-
lationships, exchange the social, you build the social currency that helps you get 
the help where it’s needed. That’s the beauty and that’s the power and that hap-
pens all the time.  

 

Q: How do you react to bad feedback or bad experiences, people that don’t act according 
to your rules and values? 

- Most of the time it’s not us, but it’s the top members, so every neighbourhood 
has their top members and they are moderators essentially, they help to keep the 
discussions decent and clean. And if that doesn’t happen, then they are the ones 
typically that can resolve it. At least until now, and that can change of course, if 
you have a thousand cases, there will always be one or two cases that cannot be 
resolved at that level and then we come in as a facilitator and help them resolve 
it. And yeah, we use simple tools, so everybody is responsible to keep it decent, 
not only by being decent but also if you see something that you don’t like, you 
flag it! And the guidelines are pretty broad. And so there is a lot of grey area for 
example around commercial messages. There are a lot of people who run their 
own businesses, and they wanna show what their good at, what they’re doing, 
and some neighbourhoods hate that, they kill that in a bud, and other neighbour-
hood find that’s the neighbourhood business, and that’s ok. And both are ok with 
us. There are simple and clear lines though. Mind you if in the whole community 
nobody would flag a racist group, because we don’t want that. So there is the 
community that takes care of it. But that’s generally what we want, because peo-
ple are generally very diverse, there is not one nextdoor. In other places in the 
social media, groups are not diverse, and then you get those issues of single 
minded thinking and extremism.  
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Q: How do you see the use of money on your platform? Is that happening? 

- Yes it’s huge in the US, and in a way we have marktplaats here… it’s huge in cer-
tain areas, but not all. I have neighbourhoods where people don’t do it at all and 
I don’t know if that’s because marktplaats is so big here, literally everybody uses 
marktplaats, so what’s the added value if you have less people. Or if they’re are 
not using it yet, so if you go there and you’re already using marktplaats, you ha-
ven’t see the advantages yet, that ultimately will evolve as well. So that the mar-
ketplace case. Then there is the area of without money exchange but 
recommendations, when people need professional help like a plumber or looking 
for a dentist, or you need somebody mown the lawn, that happens at extremely 
advanced levels, because people need help every day, and it’s so convenient to 
ask somebody who is in the neighbourhood, and knowing that if somebody likes 
them, that it’s good, and they do a good job, that’s very valuable. But there is no 
money going through the platform, but the value of those recommendations is 
tremendous. And that is in the end where we believe we can make our money 
because we now don’t make any money, so there is no business model. But the 
local economy is such an incredibly large economy that we believe if we add value 
we can also extract value. Then there is the casual labor, those are thing like 
babysitting, those are also marketplaces that make sense to do locally, simply 
because the travel time is shorter, but also in the case of the babysitter, those are 
typically young girls and parents would also like to know where their daughters 
are going and vice versa, you’re leaving your baby with young people and you 
want to understand, are they coming from an ok family, so you know where they 
live and that’s already a lot easier. So the casual labour is a huge one as well on 
nextdoor.  

Q: How are you planning to involve local business in your own business model? 

- Probably similar to yelp. Because the real value is in the recommendations. Peo-
ple find that by far the most important thing. So you would get as many profiles 
on board as possible, you get as many opinions on it as possible, you don’t have 
to worry about that, people are quite opinionated. And then you start charging 
businesses for advertising or services such as could be a quote engine, people 
could ask for a quote, and through nextdoor they would get 3 quotes, and then 
businesses would have to see how to pay for a mentions. And there is multiple 
ways to extract value out of that market. Which one exactly is the best, we’ll have 
to experiment. We probably don’t have to invent one, cause there are so many, 
and we can try them, and just see what works best. One is just to get as much 
status as possible.  

 

Q: In terms of diversity is important to you, how do you target new groups? 
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- We don’t it’s just word of mouth.  

 

Q: What are the basic values, or what is the basic identity that you have at nextdoor? 

- Oh there is a very simple answer and that is neighborliness. So that is something 
we all understand, but also something we all need, because everybody wants to 
have a neighborly neighbourhood. And it’s such a basic need, and it’s not gonna 
go away with digitalization or globalization. We always still value, the way I see 
it, in walking distance, I want to know people, and I want to trust people, and 
people you know and you can ask for things but also where you can invest, people 
like to invest in people, and why do you do that? You can do that in very remote 
places or in your own neighbourhood. And that common value, that every indi-
vidual has, not in the same level of course, and I also see an age thing here, or it’s 
not so much age, but just what phase of your live are you in, and the moment you 
are settling, that’s when you have this urge to invest, and investing means that 
you go out there. And that’s what we want to facilitate, because we don’t do any-
thing, we are a platform, we facilitate that behaviour.  

 

Q: Regarding the timeline that you use, are their other means of communications, or 
organising yourself? 

- You can create groups! Open and closed, so it’s not like on other platforms. And 
I think what is a huge difference with other solutions is the map. It’s very im-
portant. There is two things, one is that a nextdoor neighbourhood is confined, 
so it has boundaries, and every individual needs to be verified. And with that, if 
you have that, you can create a map. And a map, it is very handy, and it’s very 
visual and people are visual. So if you zoom in you see the actual plats, the houses, 
and a color coding, where green is nextdoor member, you get a sense of who that 
person is. And orange is somebody that has been invited and red is just not a 
member. And the advantage is twofold, one it is growing, because if you know 
that person, you can invite that person and that’s’ how it grows. It also means 
that if there’s certain areas in the hood that are underrepresented, you as mem-
bers can actually actively invite people. You can’t do that on facebook or what’s 
app cause you don’t have that visual. You don’t understand where people live. 
And then the second benefit is that, how many names do you really know? Be-
cause in your neighbourhood you know a lot of people because you see them in 
the bakery, or you might even say hi, or you might have have met them at a barbe-
que but you have forgotten their name, well this is the perfect cheat cheat, be-
cause you can simply check and see this is this person. And you know that helps, 
because with that cheat cheat you can more easily remember who they are 
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Q: And you only have access to the information on your neighbourhood, right? So you 
don’t have access to the data in other neighbourhoods? 

- Correct! So then when you do one of those little transactions, so for example I 
had a Ikea table that I wanted to get rid of, and they are not expensive, and you 
can either then throw it away which is a shame, you can’t really sell it, but you 
can offer it for free, and literally within 20 minutes, I had somebody there who 
wanted to have it. So I had a good feeling because I helped the environment, 
literally because this thing was going to be repurposed, and then I actually estab-
lished a relationship with people who picked it up by foot, they just walked by 
and we talked for 20 minutes in my living room, about how is the neighbourhood, 
and how is their house and you know that’ where you see that in this middle area, 
the utilitarian, you are actually building those relationships and next time when 
there is something that might be more important, and then I know people on this 
side … so simply cycling through your own neighbourhood is completely differ-
ent. So particularly in the care area, because I understand it’s really difficult to 
get it work there, well we don’t want to get any of the verticals and make rock 
stars out of them, because it’s not our ambition, but it’s a shame if something is 
not working, especially in the Netherlands now extremely important to get … we 
could imagine that we could create as we have it right now, if you post something 
right now, you could thank the post, which essentially saying like, hey, thumbs 
up! You could potentially do that as well when people do any transaction to ac-
tually log it with something. But then you start creating a real virtual currency, 
but for some things you might wanna make it more explicit, for example if you 
talk about care, one of the issues with care and helping is that there is plenty of 
people that want to help, but oddly enough people that need help are very hesi-
tant to ask a question. What if you can lower that by showing that there are a lot 
of things happening. If you make that visible it’s a whole lot easier to post your 
own request. So that is a territory yet to be explored, but I can imagine that that 
could work really well. 

Thanks for interview!  

 

e. Interview Tuinshare 

 

Where are you at with Tuinshare? 

 

I launched in March, and I had the idea some time last year, and then I just started 
building, and I wanted a plan and all that, but it’s all in my free time so, the thing I like 
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the best is to just start building a website and see what happens. And then I really wanted 
to finish before March because I think March is a good time for that, because it’s about 
gardens. So then I launched it, and shortly after that, you know just some e-mails to get 
some attraction there, and I also set up some meetings, like with Pieter from Tuintje 
delen. And we met like a month ago. Then we met with his whole team because they 
used to be four or five and then we try to kind of integrate it. Because for me it’s really 
difficult after office hours. For me, it was just hoping that somebody would pick it up, 
that there was some kind of journalist who would think who thought oh well this is a 
good idea, but that did not really happen. There was some attraction, people were post-
ing on twitter, and I figured it was on some websites, in the beginning phase I got quite 
some visitors on the website, but after that it would just flow away, but my problem is 
that I don’t spend enough time to work on it now. But it’s good that we met with Pieter 
and the operational team, because there is one girl in his team who said, well I really 
want to continue with it. And then we really try to, especially for next year we try to 
combine the information they have, because they have made a whole plan and infor-
mation, and I have the website, so why not make one thing out of it.  

 

So because you are just new, you probably have an idea about where you are trying to 
go with this, so what is your vision for this website or platform? 

I think it is … so my parents used to live in Arnhem, outside the city, with a really big 
garden, and I had a friend and they had some kind of community garden. And I think 
the nicest would be if his parents would just come to my mom’s place, just got a piece 
there and work there instead of getting it somewhere else, so that’s the idea, to just 
basically connect people and also see that you have people who have a big garden but 
don’t have time for it and then you have young people, who want a garden, but when 
you see the community gardens, it’s almost 100m square. It’s too big, you have spend 
every night there, and you are not allowed to share it in most cases and it’s really old 
fashioned, and it’s also difficult to get, you have to write a letter somewhere, it’s not on 
the internet, you have to go somewhere and talk to some people to get it fixed an I think 
the generation now just wants to go on the internet.  

 

I think the best thing is I think, if you do this thing, people will meet, the land owner 
and the people rent it will meet and if you have multiple people using the same land 
those will meet and they are all same minded of course because they all have similar 
idea, and I think that’s really the good thing about it.  

 

Which places do you look at and which people do you have in mind when growing your 
platform?  
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It’s kind of whatever happens happens, I would really like to see how it grows out of 
itself, but I think then I talked with Pieter as well and he said maybe you should go to 
restaurants as well, because if you have your own garden, you could to a restaurant, and 
you could have a community of gardens who could sell to one restaurant, because that’s 
a trend with restaurants to have local food, so I think that’s a nice way to go. But of 
course then you need enough people. And the problem here is you really need a lot of 
people with a garden to get a community out of it. For example with Airbnb you rent 
out your room for one or two days, and the you rent it out to somebody else, but now 
you rent out your garden for let’s say 6 months, because you wont rent your garden for 
1 month because then you can only plant and you cannot get it. And that’s kind of the 
problem you need a lot of people advertising and tha’s always the problem, who gets 
first: if there is nobody advertising their garden, than nobody will pick it up and the 
other way around. 

 

Why do you think that people with a garden are interested in sharing their garden? 

I think especially about pieces, if you have enough, why don’t you share it and earn 
something out of it. Maybe meet some new people and otherwise, if you don’t do any-
thing with your garden it doesn’t look that nice but if you got somebody who is doin for 
you than you basically get a nice garden in front of your house and you don’t have to do 
anything for it but you get to enjoy it! Especially when it’s so big!  

 

Do you think that people who live in the centres of cities, they somehow have to get in 
touch with people on the outskirts! 

Yeah that’s true.  

 

So what is the feedback you have gotten so far? 

Basically I sent out a bunch of emails to people who own a volkstuin, what happened 
there is that they say “we are not allowed to share our piece of land” and I think that’s 
really short sited, because if you not allowed to do it why do you not even consider it, 
but I was like, those volkstuinen have mainly an old population, because they have the 
time but then again, in a lot of other cities there are a lot of empty ones, people that 
want them but people don’t know how to get it because they have to go to the office or 
make an appointment with someone during business hours instead of just .. so that’s 
why I though let’s consider that as well on the website so people can consider, either 
they want a private garden or they want a volkstuin. 
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When you think about in 5 years, what do you think your community would look like?  

What I would imagine is that next to the site we will build some kind of forum and 
people will give advice on when do you need to plant your strawberries… you know all 
that kind of. And people could share pictures, and that’s really a community thing be-
cause you have all people who are interested in doing this so for example, I want to know 
what this plant is here, and I will send a picture and probably there are some people out 
there who know what it is, and will help you, and then you would get it more and more 
into a community thing and then you would also do the rental of the gardens next to it. 

 

How do you make sure that people who rent (out) a garden can trust the service but can 
also trust other users? 

I was planning to do a payment thing on the website but what I do now is that you can 
just book it. And then there are the contact details who booked go to the people who 
offer it. It is basically a webshop! They can get in contact and they actually don’t need 
the site anymore and they can get in contact privately and they can arrange if they want 
to pay 20 Euros a year, or they meet up before they book it because it is kind of a long 
term commitment. You don’t want to directly pay for it and then see what happens.  

 

Have you thought about reviews?  

I was planning to do that and there was a functionality to do that there but I didn’t really 
build it out further because that one of the things that was a nice-to-have, not a must 
have, which would just be great if it was picked up. Also if you spend more time in this 
is one of the things you should build. Because yeah it’s possible that somebody would 
rent out 10 gardens because he has a really big piece of land, and then it’s really nice that 
you have the reviews and people can see you have this and that, and share knowledge 
about the guy. And then also for the guy renting it out he can easily resubmit the thing 
and it’s just back online, because for some people it is just too far away, or something, 
there are all kinds of different reasons why you don’t want to do it.  

 

When building the platform, did you incorporate views from potential users or people 
who would be really passionate about it?  

It was the plan to do that but then I just started building, but I discussed with people of 
course and everybody was like, that is a really good idea, I would use it! So I got some 
feedback, but not on paper or whatever. 
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How would you dream of the role of your platform in cities or neighbourhoods?  

I think it would be really nice if you could go to a local food market or something with 
some gardens, but you could also make that bigger, and of course also in the city, they 
are demolishing a building and you could make a garden there, with a nice little shop 
next to it.  

 

How do people use money on your platform? 

I could see somebody pay for a garden, it is basically a piece of land! So you could pay 
somebody for that.  

 

In terms of prices, can you set them yourselves? 

Yeah you can ask whatever you want, first I wanted to do it on a monthly basis but then 
I discovered that at the Volkstuinen, they charge like 150 a year, they are not too expen-
sive so I made it on a yearly basis, you can just fill it out. 

 

What it is your own income model? 

At first you do the google model, you just give it away for free and then later you ask 
people to pay for it. Either you could ask people to pay when they advertise or you could 
say, well you ask 100 euros a year for your garden, so the customer has to pay 10 percent 
to me so basically Airbnb is doing that, and that is the best thing. And next to that you 
could work with big gardening shops to get some kind of arrangement there, no direct 
marketing, but I would say, work together with them and then well, you get a free gift 
certicficate every time you book a garden. And then I get money from them, because 
people go there. 

 

So, there is probably not so much conflict going on yet… 

Yeah, well that’s one of the reasons I made the payment out of system, because if some-
body would book a garden, and somebody wouldn’t pay, and then the guy who is renting 
is still expecting me to pay him. So I thought, well if I take out myself as a middleman, 
they can do it together and find out how much, so that’s easier if you’re just starting up. 
You don’t need a lot of money to start this thing up, because you don’t have a lot of risk.  

Then if you build up and you get a name in the field you can do that because then people 
trust you already.  
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So people also build up just by engaging in the service and participate… 

Yeah you know if you hear from your neighbour that they are using the website, then 
you use it too and are willing to pay for it… 

 

Is there anything else that you would like to share with me? 

No 

 

f. Interview HeelNederlandDeelt  

 

What is your vision for you platform now? 

- Well, we started in November 2015, so we are in the starting phase now and our 
vision is to expand the sharing economy over the whole Netherlands because 
what we see is that sharing economy is mainly focused around Amsterdam, Rot-
terdam, Utrecht. The activities there are very high but when you look at the rest 
of the Netherlands, there is not shared a lot in our view. So what we would like 
to do is to make the sharing economy available and we want to enable it for eve-
ryone in the Netherlands and we have chosen to launch a general platform where 
everyone in the Netherlands, not only inhabitants but also initiatives, clubs, sport 
clubs, like everyone who is living in the Netherlands can share everything so not 
only stuff, but also services, facilities, knowledge, skills, etc. What we have done 
is, that we have launched heel Nederland deelt, so that’s the general platform, 
what our vision is that sharing economy is all about local activities, so people 
share equipment or stuff within their neighbourhood so we launched 393 plat-
forms as well for every city or village in the Netherlands. 

 

 

What do you see as your identity? 

- We think that the sharing economy is all about connection, cooperation, and col-
laborating, so we didn’t want to launch another sharing platform by ourselves but 
our goal is to work together with existing platforms to let the sharing economy 
grow as quick as possible, so that’s why we are working with croqqer for example 
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or with floow2 because they are all working in the same field in the Netherlands 
and I think that it is better to collaborate so we can expand as soon as possible. 

 

Do you get a general sense what the feedback to your platform is so far from your users? 

- Well, we are active in the sharing economy since 2012 with floow2, because I work 
there as well, I’m responsible there for communication and marketing, and what 
we see for companies is that it is very hard to change from possession to usage, 
so it takes a lot of time. They are very interested in the platform, and they 
acknowledge the profit that it can give for companies but it’s going very slow and 
we see the same things at hnd, we see that people are very interested, we get a lot 
of media attention, there are a lot of publication, we have a lot of radio interviews, 
and since December we have about 6000 members, so that’s ok. I think it’s very 
important to acknowledge that it’s not only the online platform that will develop 
the sharing economy, but that it’s very important to have local, offline presence 
as well. So we decided to launch the 393 platforms at once. What our goal is for 
this year is to find as many local community managers as possible, because we 
think that a local offline person, for example an independent professional, who is 
going to connect everyone in the village but also who is going to inform them and 
activate them to share everything with each other and we are focusing on finding 
existing clubs of people within one city. So for example a sport club. So what we 
do, we have found a local community manager, we have about 15 now I think and 
what we do, we try to contact the media, to publish our message and then we are 
organising a round table conversation and we invite a lot of parties within that 
city so sportclubs, as I said but also neighbourhood clubs, all kinds of clubs, which 
have people that are a member or that are involved with that club so what we are 
trying to do for example in Oosterwijk, where I live, because I am the community 
manager there, we have contacted the local hockey club, and they said, we as a 
hockey club we can share a lot, because we have playing fields, sport materials, 
we have a sport café, etc, and we can share that with schools or with other sport 
clubs in our city, but next to that they say, okay, we would like to have a closed 
group on hnld, so we have the option for existing clubs to have closed groups 
where a lot of people can share with each other.  

 

So relating to trust, in closed groups people tend to trust each other more of course, but 
are there also other ways that you observe or that are possible for people to interact on 
you platform? 
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- Well we facilitate user reviews of course so they can reviw each other and then 
for example when a street or a neighbourhood creates a closed group on the plat-
form, they can talk to each other as well, so that chatroom is also available, so 
that are the things that we are trying to faciliate now, but in the future we would 
like to organise offline events as well. So if there is a community, and they are 
active, we are organising offline events, like the round table, but also we would 
like to organise offline sharing markets, so where people can meet and where 
people can get used to the sharing phenomenon. Because another things is, it’s 
still very new, so people have to get used to it. So for example if I’m with 10 friends 
or so only two of them really know what the sharing economy is. When you look 
at the rest of the Netherlands, especially in the east people are used to sharing a 
lot of things with each other for a long time. But they do that with their neighbour 
or a family member but they are not used to use an online platform. 

 

I’m wondering, regarding the rules that guide the process, do user set up their own in-
formal rules? 

- What we try to do is that we offer people all kinds of sharing, so they can ex-
change, and they can exchange for money, they can give away products if they 
want, they can borrow, so all kinds of sharing is facilitated on the platform. I think 
they can set up their own rules.  

 

If you see that people now start to engage in your platform is it also happening that you 
get bad feedback or that people misuse the platform, and how do you handle that? 

- Of course we see that, for example people can create an account and it’s free to 
do it as well so we really need to manage or have a look at the platform every day, 
to see who creates an account but also what kind of advertisement they’re up-
loading, so for example last week there was an advertisement that somebody up-
loaded about workshops on how to… vrouwen versieren! And that’s not really our 
goal to make it possible for people to do that, because the company whose core 
business is that kind of workshop so we deleted the advertisement, and I have 
some contact with him that it’s ok to sahre all kinds of stuff, so he uploaded a 
beamer as well and that’s ok of course, because he bought a beamer once and 
wants to share it with his neighbours but he also put this advertisement about 
workshops as well, but he was really understanding. 

 

So you have a certain set of rules or values that guide your decision as to what you want 
and what you don’t want on the platform? 
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Yes, because I really want to focus on what the sharing economy is all about. And that is 
that we make more efficient use of what people already own and what’s already pro-
duced, and that’s the kind of stuff  we want and what we are focusing on and we are 
focusing on that neighbours help each other out, so like painting jobs or whatever. We 
don’t want to have commercial websites to promote their core business on our website. 
That’s not our business. 

 

On the other hand, the positive experiences people have, is there any way of rewarding 
people? 

- Well that’s a bit early to say, because we are developing this at the moment with 
our IT team. Such a system that we can give people some kind of award or points 
when they share a lot. We can also give them a percentage or reduction on stuff, 
for example if people want to share or exchange for money we can then give them 
something like “deeltegoed”. And we are now working on a competeion as well. 
So what we are now doing we are making local competitions focused on a city. 
We are developing something like that you can be the best sharing street or the 
best sharing neighbourhood within 2017. So that will activate people to share as 
much as possible, and we are awarding them with a neighbourhood party, and 
then we would like to organise the party by just sharing everything, when there 
is a street that has been sharing the most within a city they get a neighbourhood 
party which is organised by us but where they have bring their own stuff, so they 
have to bring their own meal etc.  

 

Do you see that there are some things that are higher demand and others that are higher 
in supply? 

- You see that there are a lot stuff to offer, so beamers and gardening tools. And 
when you look at the demand people are mostly asking, so volunteers for example 
at sport clubs, but also painting jobs, the klusjes.  

 

You said it’s for free to offer things on your website, but you can also ask for money, so 
how do you see the use of money on your website. 

- Well its being used very much. So people want to give away their stuff, or they 
want to exchange or they want to rent it out but they don’t want to have money 
in return. But it depends really on the kind of item. When it’s really expensive, 
like gardening equipment, or a drill, they’re asking money for it. And cars as well.  
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And are there also security mechanisms, like insurances? 

- Yes, we have a rental agreement when people use the platform, so people can find 
that upfront the sharing moment. But we have a “garantiefonds” as well. So we 
don’t have an insurance, for cars we have an insurance of course, but for the other 
things like equipment or other kind of jobs, we have the garantiefonds. And peo-
ple can make use of that by putting 1€ in the garantiefonds, and if something 
happens by exchanging or lending out, they can make use of the fonds and we 
will solve the problem.  

 

 

 

g. Interview Thuisafgehaald 

 

Q: What is your function at thuisafgehaald 

- I am looking into how to support people in need if „bijzonderthuisafgehaald“. So 
I am work with care organisations about the ways in which they can use it in their 
field of work. So social workers, or nurses who are in contact with elderly or peo-
ple in need. And then they contact us to fin a home cook for them. Or we put an 
announcement in the local newspaper about us and then those people contact 
us. They don’t usually have computers. So we need the professionals, and we ar-
range a cook fort hem. 

- And it has been really successful, because we already have a community for 4 
years, so we know the home cooks, and we can get in touch with the home cooks 
immediately and try to find matches for those in need.  

 

Q: What is your vision for thuisafgehaald 

- People need their social network if they stay at home, and right now we cannot 
depend on the government anymore, and things are shifting. And we need to 
organise care ourselves. So you need more people around you to help. So we think 
neighbours can help especially if they can cook very well.  

 

Q: How has this grown over the last couple of years? 
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- thuisafgehaald has grown explosively, when people got to know it they immedi-
ately wanted to join. It was exponential, but now it has stagnated, it was a hype 
in the beginning. And when we started bijzonderthuisafgehaald, a lot of people 
called us and we added a feature to show if you want to also cook for people in 
need. So 10 000 members also cook for people in need. So normally you are not 
required to cook regularly, you can do it five times a week, once a week, once a 
month...  And so bijzonder thuisfgehaald is a stronger committment, becuase you 
are cooking on appointment and regualrly, let’s say every Monday or twice a 
week. And we see that lots of people want to cook, we have a lot cooks. On the 
other hand, we find it hard to get the questions for it. People are convinced it’s 
good, they know there is a need for it. But you need to get the requests from 
people directly, so you a little bit of encouragement from nurses for example who 
go to the people directly. Or we get a lot of requests from coincidence, when 
people read about it and say, oh I need this, and then they call us. So at the be-
ginning, it was a slow but steady grwoth, so weh ad a request once a week, so we 
worked to make a match, and we were really happy about that. And after that 
weg et four or five requests every week and it’s staying like this right now. So it’s 
still growing and grwoing, and we are happy about that but we think the nee dis 
bigger than that. So it’s hard to reach for some people, we are an online commu-
nity, and online company, so ist very hard to reach people who are not online, so 
we try this with flyers, but that’s a different road we need to go.  
 

Q: Yes I read about this, that people are more reluctant to ask for help than to offer 
help.  

- Yes, we experience that here. And we have lots of different people who are asking 
fort he help, and some of them are, more humble and grateful, but others are very 
used to professionals in their lives. So they are struggeling with that also, so if you 
have a lot of people, every day every night around you, you are more used to it, 
to getting what you want.  

 

Q: I was wondering too, what are the basic values that drive thuisfgehaald? 

- Betrokkenheid, social betrokkenheid, engagement. This is hard to translate. We 
love great food, lots of people love to cook, the values are not coming from that. 
So in the beginning, Marieke and her husband, they were eating a lot from their 
neighbours, because they didn’t have a lot of time to cook. Because we attract 
people who like to cook and who don’t like to cook so that is a big value, and 
another value is we really like that people are getting to know each other in their 
own neighbourhoods, because in cities for example it can be very anonymous to 
live somewhere and not know your neighbours, most of the time people are 
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thinking it is only about food, nice food, but we are really liking it that people 
have to be in the kitchen of the other person, and people talk a little bit, you 
don#t have to but we really like it that people are growing their own network in 
their neighbourhood. 

 

Are there things that you do as thuisafgehaald to encourage people to do that?  

- for example if you have made a meal for another person, so for example I am a 
home cook and people were at my house to get the meal and they went home, 
and you get an email that asks you to thank the cook, of course you don’t have 
to, but if you like to do that. So I am a homecook, and in my e-mail I receive a 
mail from people about how they liked it and we are putting it in a very positive 
way. We don’t have a ranking with stars or numbers, so it’s very personal, and 
you can only, if you are negative, you can say it, but we have a box to check saying 
“it’s not really my taste” so we don’t have a feedback item that says you are a bad 
cook, but you can tell somebody, this wasn’t really what I liked. And the other 
options are very positive, and then you receive the email, and the thanks you 
notes they are on your profile, and other people can see that. And then we are 
counting for everybody how many meals someone has shared. So in that way you 
can see how active somebody is, and how popular, and then we have in our com-
munity, or in the communication to the people who are a member we are talking 
about a match between somebody who is working very well, this cook is helping 
this women very well to eat better, or we are setting great examples on how peo-
ple are helping one another, so we are talking about that too. And we have two 
facebook things, one is a group where people can share with each other, what 
they are cooking and what they liked about it. And in the other one, we are only 
asking and sending all kinds of… 

Q: So in the facebook group where you’re asking, how do you see it’s received by you 
members?  

- So really just the page, we only get information about, say, how many likes some-
thing gets. And how many reactions. But that’s dfferent every day. Because we 
are also very surprised, about this small ice cream for example we out on it with 
a face on it, it gets a 100 likes or reactions, or one day maybe we talked about a 
healthy candy for children in a school class, and we get lots of reactions, going 
like “that’s not healthy”, yes that is healthy!” and we have a lot of members going 
like “if you want healthy you have to do this, and that” so they are talking a lot in 
facebook, underneath the pictures. So for example, we put an initiative we like 
very much, and sometimes when we do that people don’t like it and they think 
we are making advertisement and they are angry about that, but this week we 
had a great initiative from “Mamas” it’s called “mamas cooking”, and that’s a small 
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business mostly by Moroccan and Turkish women who cook for catering, and 
that picture got a lot of likes! And we find it really funny! And most f the time we 
are not only posting but asking “how do you like this?” or “would you like to cook 
that this Saturday?” so we try to interact a little bit with them 

 

So you feel like people are committed? 

- Yes! We don’t know always why but they are really committed to food and to… 

 

I can imagine that people sometimes also have negative experiences, so what kind of 
feedback do you get and how do you handle the feedback? 

- if they are not happy with the homecook the consequence is that they don’t go 
there anymore, so the cook doesn’t get any afhalers anymore, because he or she 
can’t cook very nice. So that’s more like question-balanced thing. But if we have 
egative reactions we see it in the email or on facebook, and we have to react to it! 
Sometimes we see on facebook people help each other already, so somebody 
posts a question about how to reach a cook, and then antother homecook an-
swers, you have to make a reservation for a meal and then it’s solved. SO we are 
not always the ones to give the answers or if other reactions in email are negative 
we just have to react and talk to people again and again, and once or twice a year 
we have somebody who is really angry and they want to unsubscribe from the 
website, and that we know because we have people who don’t want to get the e-
mails anymore and they unsubscribe, and that’s usual, but then if… so last year I 
was talking to a guy and didn’t want any care providers, so welzijnorganisaties, 
he didn’t want them to cook for the website, for example if you have a kitchen 
and elderly people come there, your meals are only 4 euros, so you can put the 4 
euro meal on thuisafgehaald, but actually you have a professional kitchen but 
your meals are very cheap. But we like people to connect, because this small 
kitchen is in the neighbourhood, meals are very cheap, and elderly people go 
there, so why not invite other people from the neighbourhood? So this is our 
statement. And somebody who was a members said, well I only want homecooks, 
private homecooks, and he was really angry about it, and we talked about half an 
hour about it but he said, but that’s not the way I want to see thuisafgehaald, I 
am angry at you. So well, I think most of the time it’s just to try and talk to people. 
Maybe they don’t understand something, or they have a wrong idea about how it 
works. 
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Let’s say a cook is doing really well, and is really popular, you said you have this thank 
you system, but are there other ways in which members can reward each other?  

- We are trying lot of things. We had personal contact with lots o f the cooks who 
cook a lot, so lots of the popular cooks, we know who they are we talk about it on 
the phone, we have personal contact with them. So last year for example we 
brought flowers to the most popular cook, because we know her already, and we 
talk to the popular cook on facebook a lot. Or if we receive an email that they are 
sick and con’t cook for a while, or somebody died in the family. And then we give 
them a gift or send them a postcard so we try to do more for them but we also 
are improvising more in this period, how can we do more things, so we are look-
ing every week who has shared the most meals and then we are writing them an 
email, “did you know you shared the most meals this week, congratualtions” So 
we are getting to know a lot of cooks personally like that and we do this because 
we don’t have a lot of budget so can’t send everyone gifts of course, but we can 
say thank you in small ways, by sending them a post card.  

 

I have seen that you also organise meet ups 

- we have groups in different municipalities, we call the projects. And we can focus 
on these cities. In these cities it is a way for us to meet the cooks in person. It’s a 
way for us to connect more people and also to let them meet each other, so not 
only bringing and getting the food, but also to get more strength in those cities, 
and also to talk about bijzonder thuisafgehaald. And in cities people can make 
their own food events, they can just add it on the websites. It’s also very different 
how people react to it so sometimes. A small think like a home cooked dinner 
with 6 people is very popular and already fully booked and then other times you 
have something like a cooking workshop from an organisation that’s very popular 
or we have food events that are very general, like a market, so if you are putting 
a market on it we don’t see the members subscribing because it’s very general, it’ 
just working like a way to make some advertisement. So if you have an organisa-
tion where they want to cook for the neighbourhood then they can use it as ad-
vertisement with the thuisafgehaald members. In that way it’s connecting people 
more in person and make them eat together. 

 

Do you also see that over the years stable relation establish?  

- Most of them are between cooks and afhalers, because cooks are getting to know 
each other on facebook, but not in person because they live in different cities, or 
in cities where we have food events where we have food events, so they get to 
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know each other so that’s possible, but the most sustainable relations are be-
tween cooks and afhalers, for example if they come every week or if they always 
sign up for the meals and then we know nice stories about them because people 
strat looking our for each other and then even if it is not bijzonder thuisafgehaald 
they are caring for each other or if for example an afhaler always comes from work 
at 5 o’clock to the kitchen, and if it’s 6 o’clock and they don’t come, the cook is 
calling “where are you?” so they start looking out for each other. Or we have a 
really popular cook who has invited most of her afhalers to her wedding, or peo-
ple are going on holiday or they are making other arrangements like looking for 
pets and things like that, and last week! Well 6 months ago we asked in the face-
book group, did anyone fall in love via thuisafgehaald, but then nobody reacted, 
So we thought, well it’s a blunt question. And then last week we got an email 
from someone saying she met her big love on thuisafgehaald. And we already 
twittered about, we found our first couple! 

 

Is there oversupply of something, or higher demand of other things on thuisafgehaald?  

- If you’re just looking at the thuisafgehaald community, you see that the balance 
has to be right between cooks that are actively putting their meals on the website 
and you have to have afhalers who are reacting on them. So you have more 
afhalers than cooks, but that’s good, because one person can cook for five people 
for example, and we see that in the memberships. So we have a smaller number 
of cooks and a greater number of afhalers. That’s a good balance, but you have 
small cities or small cities, and in big cities you can always find a cook somewhere 
and if you like the way they cook, you have a good supply and demand balance. 
That’s great. Sometimes you have a small village and you have a great cook and 
they are making their own campaign around them so they are attracting a lot of 
afhalers, so it’s working very well. On the other hand you have a small village with 
an afhaler, and they say well, there is nothing happening here, I really want a 
cook. Some of these people can be unsastified about how many meals there are 
but you always see that there are more meals sent than there are… So there are 
lot’s of meals sent by email and they won’t be picked up. If you send four meals 
in one village it’s possible that you are getting a reservation for two, but most of 
the time.. so the whole community is about the balance between supply and de-
mand. 

 

And how do you see the use of money on thuisfgehaald 
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- Well, we are not really saying you cannot put a meal on it for that amount of 
money we get complaints about it if people do. So, for example if you put maca-
roni and cheese for 20€ neighbours will complain about it and email the cook to 
say, your mac and cheese is a little bit expensive. But, also another thing is this 
meal won’t be in the e-mail we send to afhalers, so we won’t make advertisement 
for it. And it’s also a little bit the supply and demand, because if you see this in 
your e-mail, you think “what? 20 Euro?” you’re not going to this cook to get it.  
 

So people expect the price to just cover the costs of cooking, right? 

- Yes, that’s right, and I think sometimes the afhalers can be really critical about it 
because somebody is cooking a couple of hours for you and they don’t want to 
pay more than 3€ for it, no, I don’t like that, because they think well the ingredi-
ents can’t be that expensive, but well I think they can’t be very efficient, because 
you need to have more afhalers in your kitchen to be very efficient. I think the 
way they are getting … So if they know the cook, they are willing to give more. 
Because if they know and they like the cook they are willing to pay more because 
they know how long they have been in the kitchen already for three hours. So if 
you don’t know the other person you are a little bit critical “why should I pay you 
that kind of money for this meal”. 

 

Do you have feedback mechanisms from your community that allow you to change your 
website? 

- Yes, because we already have planned everything we want to change on the web-
site. But cannot change it during the weeks, we two big periods in the year, and 
everything that happens, we are putting into writing for example, somebody calls 
us, if something is really wrong at that time we can change it, we can ask the 
website builder to change it. But the other things that are not urgent we are gath-
ering and then we plan everything that needs to be changed or that people asked 
for or wishes or things that could go better, and than we are gathering and then 
we have a week or so period, where people from the website change it, then we 
have to check it, and then we put it live again. So there are really big moments 
where we can make it better.  

Do you have any other remarks? 

- Well if you look at the values, as you asked in the beginning, about how can you 
be more social, I think that’s a very important question, because for us as a com-
pany it is rather difficult to have a really social website because we also need to 
make money and to sustain us. But on the other hand, we as a group we really 
believe in the social values of it, we really think it’s not all about the money, it’s 
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really about getting to know your neighbours and getting a big network where 
you can ask for help, so there is a balance if you answer on your research is we 
need to be more social… well we still need to sustain ourselves. 

 

 

 

h. Interview WeHelpen 

 

I’m running the wehelpen Lab, where we manage experiments, small projects, to learn 
about the community and we also develop new propositions for specific target groups. 
That’s what I do. 

 

What do you mean by target groups?  

Our community. Our target group is actually everybody who lives in the Netherlands, 
which is a bit vague. If you look at specific groups of people, we are looking for people 
who we feel can really benefit from more informal care, from more informal help from 
other people. Either from people you do know or people you don’t know. We have a 
cooperative business model so the people who finance our organisation are health in-
surance companies, are welfare organisations, are care organisations like hospitals. And 
their benefit is that people who are in a state where they need professional help or they 
are in a state where they need less professional help, where they can diminish profes-
sional help. And the quality of life of people should increase. So if you for example, on 
our platform, I could create a group that helps me that need to move houses, but in the 
long run that’s very nice for me and maybe for the people who help me, but there is no 
benefit for our members in the cooperative. However, if for example I take care of my 
partner who is terminally ill and it will take a long time there is a high risk that I will 
collapse myself. And will be incapable of taking care of everything that’s needed. So if 
we focus on the group of carers, people who take care of somebody else, who is in need 
of long term care, if we make sure that those carers get the informal support that will 
help them there is a big benefit, both in terms of quality of life and monetary value and 
in terms of the municipalities who still have a responsibility, the government, to make 
sure that people can express themselves in life and can express their possibilities. So 
that’s their direct purpose which is a completely different focus from stimulating by or-
ganising a group of people who help you around the house.   
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It is also very complex. It is really rewarding, and it is a very good feeling but especially 
help between strangers is difficult. Because it is extremely difficult to ask a question, to 
ask for help from somebody else. And sometimes it is also difficult in terms of the rela-
tionship that’s being formed between two people can also be complex, because some-
times, for example a person is willing to do something for somebody else, so it is very 
difficult, like they want to bring someone to the hospital, but they don’t want to build 
this relation. 

 

We helpen has a real potential but if you look a bit further, it is really complex to create 
a setting where people feel comfortable to ask for help and also to deliver help where 
both parties feel at ease. There are many ways in which we can learn and help facilitate 
and stimulate this, especially if you talk about help between people who do know each 
other, but there is a lot to do. 

 

What have you found so far in your work, what are the ways in which you can actually 
stimulate help between people who don’t know each other? How can you make that 
relation easier? 

What happens a lot is that there is a third party in-between, like a health care organisa-
tion that helps people to overcome their shyness, for both asking a question and for 
expressing their needs on a platform or… you don’t always have to express you needs on 
the platform you can also link to the person who offering help but fairly often there is a 
welfare organisation or another kind of organisation, like a voluntary organisation who 
helps to make the first link. So that’s definitely an important one. And what we’re work-
ing on now is to create a proposition with the same kind of functionality that we have 
on our present platform, but where we create an interface, but directly focused on people 
who are in this heavy care situation. We’re actually even focusing on a very specific 
group of people who have brain damage. We chose this group because for one thing, the 
founder of wehelpen, he got brain damage 8 years ago, that’s where the whole idea came 
from, what happens in a brain damage situation, the care for someone who is the first 
care-taker is long term and really heavy. This is a group that has a high risk of falling 
over themselves, so, what we do is that we develop a proposition, that we actually iden-
tify potential users of our platform already in the hospital, so we work together with the 
whole professional chain in this situation, the hospital, the revalidatie, the doctors and 
all the others, the municipality nurses etc, they are all linked in our chain, so what we 
want to do is that as soon as a situation arises, the carer is made aware of the fact that 
they are in a new life situation and they might need help and we actually direct them 
towards our platfor, where once they enter the platform, we want to make sure that they 
say, yes this is the place for me, so not only functionality where you can actually ask for 
help, but where you can also communicate with the people around you, where you can 
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find information about the situation you are in, so we are going to create a really warm 
ennvrionemnt where people feel, yes this is where I find what I need now! Be it infor-
mation, support, and a great communication tool with people who are around you, who 
you want to involve in this whole situation. 

 

So you really see yourself not only as a connector of people but as a faciliatator of a whole 
environment for care. 

 

Right, yeah! Which is also a huge task! I hope we are going to manage this, because this 
is really big. And what we really want, but we can’t do it yet in our present platform but 
we can’t do it yet, but we really feel that we need to take people by the hand, not in a 
top down way where we tell others what’s good for them but by offering people a lot of 
possibilities, a lot of support, a lot of potential triggers that we know of in society to 
stimulate bonding between people and help. So I really feel that we need to go way more 
into an interactive system where we trigger people constantly, to give them some sug-
gestions for the of things they can ask for from others and also really working on the 
psuchological barriers of opening up to others.  

 

Yeah, definitely! I already heard from thuisafgehaald how important that is.  

 

So, what I wondered, could you explain a bit more about how you want to decrease the 
barriers for people to ask for help, what are your strategies? 

Well maybe I should start with the idea of the circles, we call the open or closed circles, 
so we actually communicate and ask help from people you do know or you do not know. 
So we ask help from the general community or we create warm circles for our people, to 
giving them the capacity to draw from warm circles. And I think, what we envision or 
what we hope that there can be mixture of circles that people use. So for example, for a 
couple of people if you look at a care situation, there are people with whom you want to 
share a lot of information, the care agenda and other things. Then there may be a circle 
of people who you inform what the situation is, with news updates etc, of what’s going 
on in your home environment, and you could ask them occasionally to help out, and 
then there is the “coldest” circles, which is the community consisting of people living in 
the neighbourhood who might also be willing to participate in your system, either by 
becoming a new contact and actually afterwards becoming part of this personal circle, 
so they become acquainted with you on a really incidental basis where someone dies 
something for you, on a one off, like doing the groceries once. And then people are really 
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in the most distant social relationship. But we are playing with these  circles and I think 
the social dynamics in these circles are really different, and the way we trigger people in 
these positions will also be really different and what we want to do is to create a much 
more interactive system where we as a system communicate with people in those differ-
ent circles, so we can not only help the person who is in this care situation or in this 
needy situation with triggers that might lower their barrier to ask for help for example 
by showing that asking for help is not something to be embarrassed of or by showing 
that asking for help actually offers the other the opportunity to do good so somebody 
else can feel good and there can be many different triggers you can give, or for example 
as well, giving examples of really practical things that somebody can ask for is a path for 
stimulating, but we can also educate or support people who are willing to offer help to 
a person they know by showing that by saying “oh if I can do something for you just let 
me know” that’s not real help, because somebody will never contact you, however, if you 
say “can I cook dinner for you either Wednesday or Thursday, and do you want Spaghetti 
or do you want Pizza?” it’s really concrete and much easier for somebody to say yes 
please. So we are going to support people in their different role so they have an assistant. 
What we envisioning, but we haven’t realized it yet, is for example if you have this closed 
circle of people around you, who are willing to do something for you, and for example 
you ask, if you type in your agenda or as a question to your closed circle that you need 
transport for your partner to the hospital, we could also show a map of the people in 
your vicinity, who you do not know, but who live in your neighbourhood and are willing 
to or who are offering transport, to trigger people, well you might also look for somebody 
new, you have so many neighbours in your neighbourhood who are willing to drive 
someone here or there, give it a try!   

 

What has been your experience so far with relationships that build with the help of your 
platform? 

We got quite a number of user stories! I haven’t been in touch with people personally 
because that’s not the role that I’m in, so that’s more my colleagues. And these are of 
course the positive stories, but there are also incidents of mismatches, where for exam-
ple a care giver wants to do something, wants an errand, and the care taker would really 
like to have a longer term relationship. So there’s also all these imperfections in the ways 
in which people are willing to do things for each other and expectation management is 
a really important aspect! We really need to develop systems, methodologies, tips, trig-
gers to lower those social barriers.  

 

Is there anything you have so far discovered is like a key aspect in doing so?  
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I don’t know yet, I got many ideas. But we need to lower the problem. At present our 
system has very little interaction between the system and the users, there are more in-
teraction between users but we do not have the facility, we don’t have a lot of possibili-
ties yet to trigger people or to help people 

 

I am also interested in knowing how you deal with negative feedback or bad experiences 
people have?  

At a couple of different levels. We have community managers that roam our platform to 
search for people who might have different objectives than we want. You know people… 
Sometimes you see there is either a request or an offering that asks money or has a sexual 
undertone or there might be somebody who we thinkw e do not want and then we con-
tact those people and sometimes we block them so cannot reach our site anymore, some-
times we do this that if some of our users notifies us that there is a strange person on 
the platform and then we stop said receiver. We also have a helpdesk where we both 
support user who do not understand something but we also use it as a service line for 
when people encounter things that are odd. It is also very human labour, so we haven’t 
built systems in our website yet that automatically trigger to certain words, like money 
or sex. And now we just see what’s happening and we respond when we hear those 
things. We also give advice to our users on how to create a save setting when for example 
first meeting somebody and what to do with an awkward feeling, so we do give advice 
in that direction. 

 

And as for money, you mentioned there is never money involved, but are there any other 
ways in which people show gratitude or rewards that people give to each other? 

I do not know, I suspect it though. Well the interesting thing is, just before I had an 
interview with somebody who has done 6 in-depth interviews with people who have 
used wehelpen for a longer period of time and they actually mentioned that there is 
nearly always a conversation about money. Either because the person who offers help 
requests for money or because the person who asks for help wants to offer money, to 
lower the social barrier. So it does play a role. Perhaps at one point in time we have to 
reconsider whether it needs to be free. And of course we don’t know what people do 
themselves, it’s a free world, we match people and what they decide between themselves 
is between them! And then at the same time I suspect that there is fairly often, also by 
my personal experience with for example peerby, if I borrowed something I always give 
it back with something which I feel is an appropriate thank you gift, a box of choloate, 
biscuits, or something else. If I lend something out on peerby, as I did a couple of weeks 
ago, and I received my suitcase back with a “thank you” and that was all, I was a bit 
disappointed. Even if I would have received a bar of chocolate, I wouldn’t have eaten it, 
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because I don’t eat chocolate basically, it’s something more than nothing! And actually 
for it isn’t even the matter of a time or size, it’s the gesture. So one day I lend out some-
thing really small but the person gave it back to me with a free dvd that she had received, 
about nature, it’s the gesture! It can be anything! And I really appreciate that, but that 
might be my personal opinion. It might also be because in the first interactions I’ve had 
on peerby that’s what happened so that has become my norm, but of course I don’t know 
if it is normal on peerby.  

 

One last question: What according to you are the values that drive wehelpen and what 
are the values that you communicate to your users? 

I’ll give you a few answers, one is our slogan which is “the power of each other”. Most 
people are willing to do something for each other, we believe that everybody is willing 
to do something for somebody else and everybody needs help from somebody else at a 
certain point in their lives. That’s really what we want to communicate. And there is also 
the feeling even in Dutch slang “naarbuurschap” neighbourship, we are a social species 
and we want to live in a social society. 

 

Finally, is there anything you want to share with me and you haven’t said yet, but you 
feel is important? 

No, but feel free to contact me again! 

 

APPENDIX III ‘ABOUT’ SECTION PLATFORMS 

Barqo https://barqo.co/over-ons 

Snappcar https://support.snappcar.nl/hc/nl?flash_di-
gest=5a5ca7f193de58bc2bd7be1d9dcd3a61f811cc3a 

Nextdoor https://nextdoor.nl 

Konnektid https://www.konnektid.com/about 

Tuinshare http://tuintjedelen.nl 

HeelNederlandDeelt http://www.heelnederlanddeelt.nl/wat-is-het-
hnd.html 

Thuisafgehaald https://thuisafgehaald.desk.com/customer/por-
tal/articles/1971296-over-ons 
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Wehelpen https://www.wehelpen.nl/wat-is-het/over-we-
helpen/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


