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Abstract: Sharing economy is an area that has been attracting increased interest from entrepreneurs and academics thanks to its notable growth. 
�is study intends to present a quantitative panorama of studies related to the sharing economy, and to identify research trends and propose an 
agenda for future studies. In order to accomplish this, we applied the bibliometric method (bibliographic coupling) to data extracted from the 
Scopus Database. �is is a relatively new �eld of study, originating in the socio-marketing interests related to the act of sharing and evolving from 
there until the most recent studies, which are based on sharing platforms and new technologies. Based on the identi�ed research trends and their 
overlapping of one another, we propose some questions that may be the target of future studies and would contribute to this �eld of research. 
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1. Introduction

�e act of sharing is not new to human behavior, having been the 
basic form of economic distribution in hominid society for thousands 
of years (Price, 1975). Currently, this behavior is expressed mainly 
through the sharing of properties that until recently were considered 
individual such as vehicles and real estate (Muñoz and Cohen, 2017); 
on the internet, through the signi�cant sharing of information and 
other media (Belk, 2010); as well as through the joint usage of servi-
ces or intangible goods, which occurs in coworking spaces (Brown, 
2017). �is is attributed to the appearance and growth of the so-called 
sharing economy. If on one side sharing is not considered a new prac-
tice because it has always happened among those belonging to the 
same group or social circle, in the sharing economy, the act of sharing 
with strangers is the factor that makes all the di�erence (Frenken and 
Schor, 2017).

�e sharing economy’s position as a phenomenon to study has been 
steadily attracting more attention, with companies in this category 
reaching expressive growth indexes (Schor, 2014). Two of the greatest 
examples of success in their �elds, Uber and Airbnb (Martin, 2016), 
reached a valuation estimated at 120 and 38 billion dollars respecti-
vely, with a projection for public listing in the stock market in 2019 
(Bloomberg, 2018; Forbes, 2018). Furthermore, it is projected that by 
2021, the number of adults in the United States using services con-
tained within the sphere of sharing economy will be over 85 million 
people (Emarketer, 2017). �is success has been motivating an incre-
asingly large number of companies that are popping up under this 
business model (Ert et al., 2016), also encouraged by the acceptance 
that sharing is gaining in the consumer market (Cohen and Kietz-
mann, 2014). With this in mind, it is possible to state that the sharing 
economy can no longer be seen as simply another niche trend, but is 
actually a competitive business model when compared with traditio-
nal service providers (Möhlmann, 2015). 

�e sharing economy has reached great relevance in practical terms 
and, in the academic world, researchers have also attributed great im-
portance to this �eld of research (Martin, 2016) through a growing 
number of studies related to this subject (Ertz and Leblanc-Proulx, 
2018). Although the number of studies about this research �eld has 
grown exponentially, bibliometric studies that used bibliographic cou-
pling as a data analysis technique were not identi�ed in searches within 
the main scienti�c knowledge databases. For �elds of study that are still 
in their beginning stages, it is more interesting to use the bibliographic 
coupling method since the subject’s epistemological roots are still being 
developed (Zupic and Cater, 2014). �us, by adopting a technique that 
is di�erent from the one generally used in bibliometric studies propo-
sing to analyze the �eld of the sharing economy (co-citation analysis, 
as used by Ertz and Leblanc-Proulx, 2018 and Sainaghi et al., 2020), 
the objective of this article is to present a quantitative panorama of 
studies related to the sharing economy, as well as a map of the main 
research lines that are being adopted and to propose an agenda for 
future research. By using this new approach, we intend to contribu-
te to the studies that are being conducted on the sharing economy. 
�rough this contribution we expect that, even if done indirectly by 
proposing new studies to be developed, it will be possible to contribu-
te practically to the �eld’s development in di�erent sectors.

It is also important to point out that, as identi�ed by Vogel and Güttel 
(2012), said bibliometric tools (co-citation analysis and bibliographic cou-
pling) must not be seen as competitors, but as being complementary to 
one another. �us, we expect to enrich the knowledge about studies that 
have already been conducted and amplify the perception about them, as 
well as to discuss the lines of current research and directions for future 
studies by analyzing the past, present and future of research in the area.

Following this introduction, the next section is dedicated to a lite-
rature review about the sharing economy, its limits, origins and  
implications. �e following section contains the methods for data 
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collection, puri�cation and analysis. Finally, the bibliometric results 
are presented and discussed in various analysis units, followed by the 
discussion of research trends and the agenda for future studies. In 
conclusion, the most relevant results are revisited, and the study’s li-
mitations and theoretical and practical contributions come to light.

2. �e sharing economy in the literature

If the act of sharing has always been present in societal behavior, al-
beit to a lesser degree and among acquaintances (Belk, 2010; Frenken 
and Schor, 2017), its association with the term sharing economy (and 
all other synonyms) is considered recent, having been “coined” only 
in the last few years (Schor, 2014). Despite the various studies that 
have already been conducted on the theme, there is still a lack of uni-
formity among the researchers regarding the nomenclature that must 
be used (Ranjbari et al., 2019), which makes it possible to observe the 
use of the terms “sharing economy”, “collaborative economy”, “peer-
to-peer”, “access-based consumption”, “gig economy”, “grassroots eco-
nomy”, “on-demand economy”, “platform economy” or “collaborative 
consumption” in reference to the same concept. Aside from the lack 
of consensus about which term should be used, the literature still de-
monstrates a lack of the understanding that would be needed to reach 
a clear de�nition about what the sharing economy is (Hamari et al., 
2015; Schor, 2014). Botsman and Rogers (2010a) de�ne the sharing 
economy as traditional sharing, exchange, loan, negotiation, rental, 
donation or the exchange of goods and services among people. Belk 
(2014a) considers only activities that involve compensation, using 
the term “pseudo-sharing” to de�ne those activities in which the 
transaction is conducted in the form of a short-term rental; Frenken 
and Schor (2017) exclude the sale of goods as a part of the sharing 
economy, since the access/transaction referring to the good is not 
temporary, but permanent. Due to this lack of uniformity in the con-
cepts, the debate surrounding the regulatory issues of collaborative 
consumption is large, and involves work (Hagiu and Wright, 2018) 
and �scal issues (Laurell and Sandström, 2017). �ese three di�erent 
de�nitions serve only to illustrate the variety of existing de�nitions, 
which apparently vary from study to study according to which theo-
retical lens is applied.

If on one side the de�nitions and concepts diverge, the same cannot 
be extended to the origins and to the factors that are considered the 
motivators of this new phenomenon. Practically speaking, the sha-
ring economy �rst appeared around 1995, with the emergence of two 
goods recirculation marketplaces that are still active today, eBay and 
Craigslist (Schor, 2014), even though they only began to attract major 
attention and establish their own identities with the growth of Airbnb 
around 2008 (Botsman and Rogers, 2010a; Martin, 2016). �us, as 
it is currently de�ned, the sharing economy is considered a recent 
phenomenon, a viable alternative to ful�ll the many needs of consu-
mers that up to then were mostly satis�ed by traditional companies 
(Zervas et al., 2017). Although many of the platforms that use this 
modus operandi were created in the United States, sharing became 
a global phenomenon thanks to the expansion of these platforms to 
other countries and to the fact that the idea of sharing has spread 
around the world, with some cities even becoming sharing centers 

(Schor, 2014). Many studies pinpoint the 2008 world crisis as one of 
the factors behind the promotion of this type of consumption (Belk, 
2014a; Botsman and Rogers, 2010a; Cohen and Kietzmann, 2014) 
and for the paradigmatic shi�s in societal consumption (Zervas et 
al., 2017). Due to this event, the rental of goods became more ad-
vantageous, economically speaking, which created the conditions 
for the proliferation of similar initiatives (Schor, 2014). Aside from 
the crisis, another impacting factor was society’s growing environ-
mental conscience (Belk, 2014a; Botsman and Rogers, 2010a; Cohen 
and Kietzmann, 2014; Hamari et al., 2015). Finally, the development 
of information and communication technologies, such as the internet 
(Botsman and Rogers, 2010a; Cohen and Kietzmann, 2014), are shown 
to be equally important, being responsible for simplifying the sharing 
of both goods and services, physical or not (Hamari et al., 2015), by re-
ducing the high transaction costs that existed until that point and using 
the appropriate tools to reduce the risks of transactions that involve 
third parties outside of one’s habitual circle (Schor, 2014).

For the purposes of this study, the most common names in litera-
ture will be taken into consideration based on what was identi�ed 
by Ertz and Leblanc-Proulx (2018). Regarding the concept of sharing 
economy, only the one proposed by Botsman and Rogers (2010a) will 
be used, as it is considered the broadest de�nition. �is will avoid 
the possibility of eliminating studies during the data puri�cation sta-
ge simply because they analyzed organizations or practices that, for 
some reason, would have been excluded from the sharing economy 
category according to any of the other authors.

3. Methods

�e bibliometric analysis provides insight and contributes to the in-
formation about the literature pertaining to a certain �eld (Ellegaard, 
2018), being used in many areas of research for various ends (Mon-
geon and Paul-Hus, 2015). �e importance of this type of study rests 
upon the fact that possessing knowledge about the people and insti-
tutions that are conducting research, as well as the locations in which 
this research is being published, is relevant to identify those who will 
be capable of providing the best conceptual or methodological contri-
butions (Podsako� et al., 2008). In the present study, two bibliometric 
techniques are used to conduct the analysis. Citation analysis, which 
is more common in this type of study, is carried out through the expo-
sure of lists and rankings (Zupic and Cater, 2014) and the formation 
of networks and clusters through bibliographic coupling. and biblio-
graphic coupling through the formation of networks and clusters. 
�is technique is based on the references that two documents have in 
common and measures the similarity between them. �e greater the 
number of publications in common cited by the studies, the closer 
their relation (Kessler, 1963).

In order to make this analysis viable, the search was conducted on one 
of the largest scienti�c knowledge databases. Elsevier’s Scopus is the 
largest database of abstracts and citations in peer-reviewed literature, 
whether from scienti�c journals, books or conference papers (Else-
vier, 2019). Although we considered using other databases such as the 
Web of Science, which is also recognized by the scienti�c community, 
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studies point to the fact that both have similar coverage (Harzing and 
Alakangas, 2016). �us, the decision was made to use only Scopus, 
as it is considered one of the main data sources (Mongeon and Paul-
Hus, 2015) and the use of a second database with similar coverage 
would not bring signi�cantly di�erent results.

Data collection happened in January of 2019 and the search was con-
ducted with the terms “sharing economy”, “collaborative economy” 
and “collaborative consumption” in the article title, abstract and ke-
ywords �elds. As limiters, we only set the �nal year of publication as 
2018, not setting any start date or �lters to de�ne knowledge areas. 
�ese search terms were obtained considering the studies conducted 
by Cheng (2016), Ertz and Leblanc-Proulx (2018) and Sainaghi et al. 
(2020). Although they consider terms related to tourism and hospi-
tality (which direct their searches), here we chose not to use them 
because our approach is broad and not directed at any speci�c sector.

�e search was carried out without being restricted to scienti�c ar-
ticles in order to conduct a more reliable analysis of the number of 
studies and, as suggested by Cheng (2016), to consider grey literature. 
�e search results were exported to Endnote So�ware X9, which was 
used for the initial data treatment and puri�cation. At �rst, the stu-
dies were veri�ed in order to see which ones actually had the sharing 
economy as their subject. �is was done by the authors, who indivi-
dually read through the keywords and abstracts of all studies, exclu-
ding those which had nothing to do with the �eld of research. In case 
of a divergence between the authors’ analyses, the studies in question 
were discussed individually in order to reach a consensus. With this, 
there was a reduction from the 1405 studies that were found in the 
initial search to a total of 1018 studies, which were used for this re-
search. Said reduction may be explained by the fact that many studies 
cite the context of sharing economy only in order to explain the cu-
rrent economic scenario or even by the use of terms such as “uberi-
zation” to explain a phenomenon, but without any real connection to 
the �eld of study.

A�er this �rst stage, the treated data was exported in Excel format, 
organized by the citation analysis results, as demonstrated in the 
number of publications, as well as in the number of citations, aside 
from the use of other indicators so that the researchers may decide 
which one to adopt when considering the study’s in�uence. Some 
studies use the number of publications as the most relevant factor in 
measuring the in�uence of a researcher or an institution (Podsako� 
et al., 2008), whereas others defend using the number of citations in 
order to measure said in�uence (Bonilla et al., 2015). Other forms of 
measurement, such as the h-index (Hirsch, 2005), obtained through 
the X number of studies from a certain analysis unit that received 
at least the same X number of citations; and also the P/Pop indexes 
(total of publications divided by the country’s population) and C/P 
(total of citations divided by the total of publications) (Merigó et al., 
2015), were also used so that the study can satisfy the needs of the 
greatest possible number of researchers. Due to the need to establish 
rank to order the results, we chose to use the number of publica-
tions, since some studies stand out thanks to the large number of 

citations and, as the research �eld is still growing, we understood 
that if the results were ranked by any other indicator, it might be 
harder to visualize the data.

Finally, for the mapping and cluster analysis, we used the bibliogra-
phic coupling technique. All publications were imported to the Vos-
Viewer so�ware (Van Eck and Waltman, 2010), and a mapping of the 
existing relations was generated through the visualization of simila-
rities method (Van Eck and Waltman, 2007). We chose VosViewer 
instead of any other so�ware because, unlike other programs that 
are normally used for bibliometric mapping (such as SPSS and Pa-
jek), VosViewer focuses on the graphic representation of bibliometric 
maps, presenting these in a manner that is easy to interpret (Van Eck 
and Waltman, 2010). �is so�ware’s use in studies related to the sha-
ring economy �eld may be observed in the systematic review recently 
conducted by Sainaghi et al. (2020), as well as in the methodology 
proposed by Ertz and Leblanc-Proulx (2019), which is based on the 
collaboration economy. 

To conduct the mapping, the chosen analysis unit was “documents” 
in order to verify which studies are in the front lines of the research 
�eld (Zupic and Cater, 2014) and may indicate the direction taken 
by the area, something which is deemed to be necessary by Martin 
(2016). In order to reduce the number of documents and streamline 
their visualization in the mapping, the process was limited to articles 
with at least 15 citations that showed a connection strength of at least 
20% to the article with the greatest value. �is was used as a manner 
of excluding articles that showed low relevance to the �eld or that 
were isolated from the others and le� a total of 73 articles to be map-
ped. It is important to note that previous studies (Sánchez-Riofrío et 
al., 2014; Vogel and Güttel, 2012) had already signaled an apparent 
need for good judgment from the researcher regarding the decision of 
which criteria should be chosen and the number of documents to be 
mapped, since there is no clear orientation for these matters. Further-
more, the methodology proposed by Ertz and Leblanc-Prouxl (2019) 
indicates that the number of citations should vary between 20 and 
30 so that there isn’t a large number of documents. Here, however, 
a larger scope was desired so we chose to set the cut-o� point at 15 
citations. Once the articles were mapped, it was possible to de�ne the 
research problems that were being addressed in this study through 
individual reading.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Bibliometrics analysis
�e data related to the bibliometrics analysis will be presented in this 
section. �e evolution of research about the sharing economy over 
the years and the main keywords used by these studies, as well as a 
panorama about the main producers of knowledge and studies pro-
duced in this �eld will be approached sequentially. �ese results aim 
to demonstrate the spectrum of knowledge production in this �eld 
of research up to now and will be important in order to discuss and 
analyze the next steps in this article; that is, research trends and re-
search agenda.
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4.1.1. Evolution of the research throughout the years
�e sharing economy research �eld has been attracting increased 
attention (Martin, 2016). �is can be corroborated by the evolution 
of the number of studies published on the subject in the last few 
years, which can be visualized in Figure 1. Aside from the number of  

publications per year, it is also interesting to note the types of publi-
cations which exist at this point. From the universe of studies, articles 
(61%) and conference papers (24%), we obtain 86% of the publica-
tions, complemented by book chapters (6%), reviews (4%) and edito-
rials, notes and books (1% each).

Figure 1. Total of documents published per year about the sharing economy

Despite the appearance of some platforms in the 1990s, the subject 
only became the target of academic studies beginning in 2010. At this 
point, it is interesting to note the �rst document published, by Bots-
man and Rogers (2010b). In this document, which is a note in the 
Harvard Business Review, the authors sorted the sharing platforms 
into three di�erent types of systems: product service systems, redistri-
bution markets and collaborative lifestyles. �ese three systems may 
also be found in a book written by the same authors, which is seen as 
one of the milestones of the sharing economy literature (Bostman and 
Rogers, 2010a).

4.1.2. Most used keywords
Although the number of studies analyzed here is 40% larger than the 
number analyzed by Ertz and Leblanc-Proulx (2018), the most used 
keywords in the database follow the �ndings of the previous study. 
Among the 1018 documents, terms that are used as names for the 
phenomenon, such as sharing economy and collaborative consump-
tion; exponent companies, such as Airbnb; and the a�ected areas, 
such as economy and sustainability keep on appearing as the main 
keywords, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Most used keywords in documents related to the sharing economy 

Keyword Occurrences Keyword Occurrences

Sharing Economy 535 Distributed Computer Systems 48

Collaborative Consumption 149 Sharing 42

Airbnb 123 Internet 38

Economics 94 Trust 37

Collaborative Economy 61 Peer to Peer 35

Sustainability 60 Innovation 34

Information Systems 58 Uber 31

Sustainable Development 55 Information Use 24

Commerce 50 Ride-sharing 24

In addition, Figure 2 presents a density map of the co-occurrence 
analysis pertaining to said terms, linking those which tend to appear 
together in accordance with their actual position on the map. �e 

central terms and those represented in warmer tones are those which 
show a closer relation with the others as a whole.
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Figure 2. Density map of the most used keywords based on co-occurrence analysis

In this map, it is interesting to note the a�nity that some terms show 
among themselves, which helps us to better understand this pheno-
menon. Terms such as peer-to-peer and information systems (con-
nected by the term trust) help us to comprehend the functioning of 
most platforms, since they use these information systems to connect 
peers based on a trusting relationship. Another point that emerges 
is the a�nity between the Uber and Airbnb platforms. Since they 
are two of the largest exponents of this phenomenon, it is common 
for case studies to use both of them as a starting point. Finally, we 
highlight the central aspect of the term economics, next to the term 
sharing economy. �is demonstrates a preoccupation with the econo-
mic aspects of sharing platforms.

Another interesting point used to amplify the understanding of these 
keywords used in the 1018 documents is related to the areas of re-
search in which these studies were conducted. Although the greatest 
a�nity of said studies is with the areas of Business, Management and 
Accounting (400), Social Sciences (391) or Economics, Econometrics 
and Finance (154), which are areas that usually share a strong connec-
tion, the interest in Computer Sciences (292), Engineering (139) and 
Environmental Science (130) is conspicuous. Even though some stu-
dies are a part of more than one area, which explains the large number 
of studies in each category, the diversity of topics shows the sharing 
economy’s multidisciplinary character.

4.1.3. Production per Country
Among the countries with the greatest number of publications, the 
United States, the United Kingdom, Germany and China concentrate 
a larger number of publications in relation to the rest of the countries, 
as shown in Table 2. However, when conducting the analysis with 
other indicators, such as citations or h-index, the scenario highlights 
some other countries, such as Canada (9th), the Netherlands (12th), 
Denmark (14th) and Finland (15th), which gain expressiveness in the 
citations category with all countries reaching at least the 6th place, 
tied with countries such as China (4th). Said countries, except for the 
Netherlands, have a C/P indicator higher than 20. Another interes-
ting point to be noted is the fact that the United States only has three 
representatives while Germany, for instance, has seven. �is factor 
shows that in the United States there is a larger number of researchers 
working on the subject, but a lower number of publications while in 
Germany, these authors answer for 45% of the publications. �is in-
dicates that the number of academics directing their e�orts towards 
the subject may still grow if stimulated, as seen in China, which does 
not have any authors in this ranking and yet has a number of pu-
blished studies similar to Germany. Other countries that were also 
le� without representation are located in Latin America and Africa, 
which was already expected given the low productivity shown by the-
se countries.
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Table 2. Countries with the greatest number of publications and their respective indicators

Ranking Country Documents Citations h-index Pop P/Pop C/P

1st United States 256 2625 26 329,093 0.778 10.25

2nd United Kingdom 106 1133 17 66,959 1.583 10.68

3rd Germany 98 882 13 82,438 1.189 9.00

4th China 86 347 10 1,420,062 0.061 4.03

5th Italy 61 196 7 59,216 1.030 3.21

6th Australia 60 393 11 25,088 2.392 6.55

7th Spain 56 325 8 46,441 1.206 5.80

8th South Korea 49 139 6 51,339 0.954 2.83

9th Canada 44 1017 11 37,279 1.180 23.11

10th France 39 199 9 65,480 0.596 5.10

11th Sweden 37 296 10 10,053 3.680 8.00

12th Netherlands 36 426 10 17,132 2.101 11.83

13th Austria 27 248 8 8766 3.080 9.18

14th Denmark 26 646 10 5775 4.502 24.84

15th Finland 25 703 10 5561 4.496 28.12

16th Switzerland 24 228 8 8608 2.788 9.50

17th Belgium 17 47 4 11,562 1.470 2.76

17th Norway 17 120 5 5400 3.148 7.05

17th Taiwan 17 23 3 23,758 0.716 1.35

20th Japan 16 11 2 126,854 0.126 0.68

21st Hong Kong 15 169 5 7490 2.003 11.26

22nd Brazil 14 18 3 212,392 0.066 1.28

22nd Romania 14 22 2 19,483 0.719 1.57

24th Singapore 12 47 4 5868 2.045 3.91

25th Hungary 11 26 3 9655 1.139 2.36

Pop = Population in millions (Worldometers, 2018); P/pop = Publications divided by Population; C/P = Citations received divided by the number of publications; 
h-index only for articles related to sharing economy

While some countries are shown in a positive light, others have subs-
tandard performance. South Korea (8th), has a number of citations 
and an h-index comparable to those of Norway (17th), which implies 
that although it has a large number of publications when compared to 
other countries, their �ndings are not su�ciently in�uential. Another 
country in this situation is Japan (20th) which, despite not being highly 
ranked, is the only country on the list with a number of publications 
that is higher than its number of citations (C/P < 1), which means that 
if the ranking was conducted according to this criterion, Japan would 
be in a similar position to countries such as Slovenia (47th) and the 
Philippines (48th). 

Another interesting point is that, preserving the particularities 
pertaining to di�erent �elds, the countries that are producing the 
knowledge about the sharing economy are the same ones that are at 
the forefront of many other subjects such as, for instance, innova-
tion (Tello-Gamarra et al., 2018). Of the nations identi�ed by Wong 
(2019) as the six with the highest number of publications in all areas 
of knowledge between 1900 and 2017, four of them are in the lea-

dership regarding the number of publications about the sharing eco-
nomy (United States, United Kingdom, Germany and China). �is 
indicates a possible maintenance of these countries at the forefront 
of knowledge production since this leadership is apparent not only 
in consolidated subjects but also in emerging subjects such as the one 
discussed herein.

Finally, we must highlight the large number of recent publications ori-
ginating in China (4th). According to Ertz and Leblanc-Proulx (2018), 
when added to Hong Kong, the country had a total of 49 publications 
whereas nowadays China individually exhibits a total of 86 published 
works. �is evolution may be explained by the �nancing the studies 
have been receiving, with the National Natural Science Foundation 
of China (NSFC) �nancing 24 of the studies and appearing as the bi-
ggest sponsor among the entities that sponsored the analyzed studies. 
Among these, 16 were published in 2018. To demonstrate the repre-
sentativity of this number, the National Science Foundation (NSF), 
originated in the United States, was the second largest �nancing enti-
ty sponsoring only 13 studies.
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4.1.4. Authors and publications

Since this is a recent research area, the production of a study with 
a higher number of citations ends up highlighting its author, so we 
ranked the authors by the number of studies they produced. In Table 
3, it is possible to observe which ones have more publications. A mi-
nimum of �ve published studies was necessary for consideration. In 

this table, some of the commonly listed authors such as Juho Hama-
ri, Chris Martin and Mareike Möhlmann are not listed because they 
have not published more than four studies. However, the criterion 
was maintained because the aforementioned authors are later seen 
in Table 4, which shows the publications with the greatest number 
of citations.

Table 3. Main authors in number of article publications and their respective indicators

Author Country Documents Citations C/P h-index

Lampinen, A. Sweden 10 179 17.90 7

Von Ho�en, M. Germany 9 17 1.89 2

Chasin, F. Germany 8 23 2.88 3

Teubner, T. Germany 8 102 12.75 5

Xie, K.L. United States 7 47 6.71 4

Belk, R. Canada 6 612 102.00 3

Schor, J.B. United States 6 167 27.83 4

Tussyadiah, I.P. United Kingdom 6 209 34.83 4

Arcidiacono, D. Italy 5 6 1.20 2

Barnes, S.J. United Kingdom 5 63 12.60 3

Becker, J. Germany 5 10 2.00 2

Cohen, B. Spain 5 273 54.60 4

Ertz, M. Canada 5 17 3.40 2

Hartl, B. Austria 5 44 8.80 2

Hawlitschek, F. Germany 5 59 11.80 3

Hofmann, E. Austria 5 44 8.80 2

Koo, C. South Korea 5 8 1.60 2

Lutz, C. Norway 5 13 2.60 2

Matzner, M. Germany 5 13 2.60 2

Pais, I. Italy 5 25 5.00 2

Plenter, F. Germany 5 11 2.20 2

Shaheen, S.A. United States 5 121 24.20 3

Yang, S.B. South Korea 5 4 0.80 1

C/P = Citations received divided by the number of publications; h-index only for articles related to sharing economy

When analyzing the publications (as show in Table 4), the study by 
Heinrichs (2013) stands out because it is the only article in the list that 
is not an original study, but actually a review. Studies by Belk (2014a) 
and Hamari et al. (2016) stand out when the focus is on the number of 
citations. Russel Belk is also in evidence because he is the only author 

with two studies among the most cited (Belk, 2014a; 2014b), which 
makes him the most cited author on the subject. �is success of Belk’s 
articles can be explained by the fact that they are theoretical articles 
and help to support both sharing and the sharing economy, serving as 
an epistemological base for the paradigm.
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Table 4. Main publications related to the area

Document Author Year Source Citations

You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative consumption online Belk, R. 2014 Journal of Business 
Research 483

�e sharing economy: Why people participate in collaborative consumption Hamari, J.; Sjöklint, 
M.; and Ukkonen, A. 2016

Journal of the Association 
for Information Science 
and Technology

342

Collaborative consumption: Determinants of satisfaction and the likelihood of using 
a sharing economy option again Möhlmann, M. 2015 Journal of Consumer 

Behaviour 186

Trust and reputation in the sharing economy: �e role of personal photos in Airbnb Ert, E.; Fleischer, A.; 
and Magen, N. 2016 Tourism Management 168

�e sharing economy: A pathway to sustainability or a nightmarish form of neoli-
beral capitalism? Martin, C.J. 2016 Ecological Economics 154

Ride On! Mobility Business Models for the Sharing Economy Cohen, B., and Kietz-
mann, J. 2014 Organization and Envi-

ronment 154

Alternative marketplaces in the 21st century: Building community through sharing events Albinsson, P.; and 
Perera, B. 2012 Journal of Consumer 

Behaviour 126

�e rise of the sharing economy: Estimating the impact of airbnb on the hotel industry Zervas, G.; Proserpio, 
D.; and Byers, J. 2017 Journal of Marketing 

Research 120

Sharing versus pseudo-sharing in web 2.0 Belk, R. 2014 Anthropologist 110

Sharing economy: A potential new pathway to sustainability Heinrichs, H. 2013 GAIA 107

At this point, it is important to analyze the possible reasons behind 
these articles receiving an elevated number of citations in this re-
search �eld. One aspect that should be considered is the year of pu-
blication. Of the 10 articles in the list, �ve were published before 2015 
(Albinsson and Perera, 2012; Belk, 2014a; 2014b; Cohen and Kietz-
mann, 2014; Heinrichs, 2013). As with the analyzed corpus, more 
than 96% of the production occurred a�er 2014. �us, they conspi-
cuously received more citations as they are the pioneers of their �eld. 
However, the year of publication cannot be the only aspect that justi-
�es the inclusion of these articles in this category. Another point that 
can justify these articles receiving this number of citations has to do 
with the subject they cover. Upon crossing the subjects of each article 
with the keywords used in the search, they are all somewhat related 
to one another. Examples can be found in articles from Belk (2014a; 
2014b), which can be intimately linked to information systems and 
the internet (7th and 12th most used keywords, respectively); Hama-
ri et al. (2016), Möhlmann (2015) and Ert et al. (2016), who cover 
aspects related to trust and peer to peer relationships (13th and 14th 
most used keywords, respectively); and Martin (2016) and Heinrichs 

(2013), who deal with subjects related to sustainability and sustaina-
ble development (6th and 8th most used keywords, respectively).

4.2. Research trends
�rough the formation of the network thanks to the bibliographic 
coupling technique, is possible to observe the appearance of four 
well de�ned clusters, as demonstrated in Figure 3. In this paper, the 
research trends will be identi�ed from each cluster that was found. 
�ese clusters show us which direction research about the sharing 
economy has been taking, presenting the main interests in the �eld. 
Back to the Figure 3, in order to improve visibility, some less signi�-
cant connection lines were suppressed, as otherwise the map would 
have been polluted and di�cult to understand. In the map, the lines 
represent the existence of bibliographic coupling between two stu-
dies. �e thicker the line, the greater the number of studies that share 
the same references. �e size of the circles that represent the studies 
is directly proportional to the strength of their relation with the other 
studies as a whole. Each of the four research trends are addressed in 
the following subsections.

Figure 3. Research trends formation through bibliographic coupling 
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4.2.1. �e act of sharing and its socio-marketing rami�cations
�e �rst research trend can be identi�ed through the �rst cluster that 
was found and is represented in red on the map, containing 25 arti-
cles that share interconnected references. Among these, four of them 
are among the most cited articles in the �eld (Albinsson and Perera, 
2012; Belk, 2014a; 2014b; Möhlmann, 2015). In this cluster, two sub-
jects guide most of the production – the act of sharing per se and the 
consequences of this act’s materialization in the market, through al-
ternative types of marketplace or organization and the social impacts 
that are generated.

Concerning the act of sharing, the concept is analyzed under di-
�erent perspectives. John (2013) starts with the study of sharing in 
three di�erent spheres – web 2.0, in the sharing economy itself and 
in intimate interpersonal relations. �e Web 2.0 environment is re-
visited by Belk (2014b) who analyzes sharing within this sphere and 
theorizes about the use of the term pseudo-sharing as a reference to 
sharing with pro�t-based motivations, lacking the sense of belonging 
to a community and expectations of reciprocity. Sharing economy, in 
the guise of collaborative consumption, is also revisited in the analy-
sis of the act of sharing, speci�cally to which point the various parts 
of collaborative consumption can truly be considered sharing (Belk, 
2014a). �is preoccupation in delimiting the borders of collaborative 
consumption based on the act of sharing is also present in Ertz et al. 
(2016), who aims to create a scope of the phenomenon and compa-
re it to other forms of exchange. With another approach, Corciolani 
and Dalli (2014) create an integrating model between the theories of 
sharing, gi�-giving and exchange. Additionally, Scaraboto (2015) at-
tempts to explain the existence of these hybrid models of economy 
that are formed. �us, types of marketplaces and sharing-oriented 
organization appear and are grouped within this cluster as they are 
based on this central aspect of the sharing economy – sharing. Alb-
insson and Perera (2012) explore these emerging alternative markets 
that are organized with a focus on the consumer without the need 
for monetary exchange. Examples of these forms of organization ba-
sed on pure sharing are seen from land sharing (McArthur, 2015) to 
time banks (Laamanen et al., 2015). With this in mind, studies that 
search for ways of exploring this growth are not exactly a surprise 
(Matzler et al., 2015). Finally, the fact that these new forms of tran-
sactional organization re�ect on society is also not a surprise. Schor 
and Attwood-Charles (2017) worry about the impact that is caused 
on society and conduct re�ections on labor and on inequality. Said 
inequality is shown to be relevant once again in Schor (2017). �ese 
articles, albeit with di�erent objectives, are connected due to the fact 
that they somehow focus on sharing.

4.2.1. Toward a sharing economy theory
�e second research trend is identi�ed in green and also contains 25 
articles. From these, only Hamari et al. (2016) is among the most ci-
ted. �e concern in this trend is evident in the number of articles that 
use the same format. Most of them search for a framework as a way of 
trying to organize the still dispersed concepts that are related to this 
phenomenon. �e search probably occurs due to the gaps that are 
still present in this �eld of study. In other words, these articles have in 
common the search for a theory of the sharing economy.

If the �rst cluster analyzes of the act of sharing, this one begins to 
gather the pro�t-oriented characteristics of these platforms. Richard-
son (2015) addresses this matter by emphasizing the ambiguous cha-
racter of the sharing economy, which is a new type of consumption 
that establishes new patterns for the same problems that are present in 
conventional transactions. �us, the frameworks appear in an attempt 
to ful�ll the conceptual gaps with various foci or analysis units. Acquier 
et al. (2017) searches for a model that explains some concepts about the 
sharing economy, basing the analysis on its three “cores” and, from the-
se, creating models that appear from their overlap. Benoit et al. (2017) 
brings forth the understanding of the phenomenon using the number 
and types of actors, the nature of the transaction and the guidelines 
for exchange as the starting point for a framework and as a point of 
analysis. In a di�erent institutional situation, Dreyer et al. (2017) at-
tempts to unveil the relationship between the economic context (in this 
case an emerging economy) and the values of the interested parties and 
their impact on the collaborative consumption business models. Given 
the diversity of the created frameworks, Muñoz and Cohen (2017) eva-
luate the business models for 36 di�erent companies (all included in 
the sharing paradigm) and leverage some dimensions that existed in 
previous studies in order to identify and, somehow, unify these di�e-
rent frameworks. It is important to point out that the sharing economy 
not only originates frameworks but also in�uences preexisting business 
models (Kathan et al., 2016). To complement the created structures and 
models, the institutional theoretical models are also applied to reading 
and to the comprehension of their workings. Watanabe et al. (2017) 
demonstrates that the success or failure of a sharing platform may 
stem from institutional sources. Mair and Reischauer (2017) also use 
organizational institutionalism theories, but focusing on culture and 
pluralism in the guidance of a research agenda. Laurell and Sandstrom 
(2017), although they do not necessarily follow this research agenda, 
are able to construct the concepts and actors that guide the sharing 
economy in their country (Sweden) from the viewpoint of institutional 
theory by using Social Media Analysis to collect data. �e preoccupa-
tion with de�ning limits and concepts in this �eld of research (and the 
absence of a consensus) as well as the need to identify the impact that 
these models bring about makes theoretical studies recurrent.

In the mapping analysis, it is also possible to identify that this cluster is 
in a central position among the others, conducting mediation mostly 
between the cluster that deals with the act of sharing and its socio-mar-
keting rami�cations (red cluster) and the one that contains sharing plat-
forms and the use of new technologies (blue cluster, mentioned below). 
�is is an interesting �nd since there is a polarization of sorts between 
these research trends. On one hand, the focus is on the act of sharing 
while, on the other, the platforms are in focus, not the act itself. �e 
connection between both trends happens thanks to this cluster which 
has to do with theoretical foundations and has the potential to join both 
aspects. Nonetheless, it is from the union of this cluster and the blue 
one (sharing platforms and the use of new technologies) that we have 
the emergence of the cluster that deals with the future directions of this 
research �eld (yellow). �is can be justi�ed by the fact that some acade-
mics may be questioning the orientation of the sharing economy consi-
dering the platforms that are emerging and the new technology that is 
being used, which can divert the research �eld from its roots.



J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 2020. Volume 15, Issue 2

ISSN: 0718-2724. (http://jotmi.org)
Journal of Technology Management & Innovation © Universidad Alberto Hurtado, Facultad de Economía y Negocios. 50

4.2.3. Sharing platforms and the use of new technologies

A third research trend, which is represented by the blue cluster, con-
tains 16 articles and is possibly the one that will awaken the most 
practical interest. It is headed in a direction which points to a preoc-
cupation regarding current sharing platforms (mostly exempli�ed by 
AirBnb), factors that lead to their use and the technologies utilized 
alongside these platforms. However, it was the only cluster which did 
not contain an article among the most cited. In their study, Bocker and 
Meelen (2017) aim to identify the factors that stimulate di�erent so-
cial groups to participate in the sharing economy. Pappas (2017) uses 
a more focused analysis intending to identify these factors on peer-
to-peer platforms in the hotel industry. Mao and Lyu (2017) use theo-
ries from the psychology �eld to increase understanding speci�cally 
about the AirBnb platform, creating a model in order to explain the 
relations that lead travelers to opt for using the platform again. Merely 
as a form of illustrating AirBnb’s impact, at least eight other articles 
in this cluster focus on this platform in their analyses. For example, 
Gibbs et al. (2018) and Wang and Nicolau (2017) have similar objec-
tives – both studies intend to analyze the prices practiced within this 
hospitality platform. Karlsson et al. (2017) analyzes a factor which is 
speci�c to AirBnb – the possibility to refuse a reservation. AirBnb’s 
high expressiveness is not exactly a surprise. As demonstrated in sec-
tion 4.1.2, AirBnb is the third most cited keyword, only falling behind 
the phenomenon’s nomenclature. Finally, although less expressively, 
the use of technologies alongside these platforms is shown to be rele-
vant. Hawlitschek et al. (2018) analyzes the integration of Blockchain 
functionalities in the context of the sharing economy while Zhu et al. 
(2017) makes use of technology adoption models in order to investi-
gate what motivates consumers to use an emerging mobile applica-
tion linked to the sharing economy.

4.2.4. �e future of the sharing economy
Finally, we arrive at the fourth research trend, which is represented by 
the yellow cluster. It is the one with the smallest number of articles, 
numbering only seven. �is indicates that although the discussed 
theme is present in the studies, it is not considered as relevant as the 
others. With a slightly larger critical load when compared to the other 
articles, these studies question the direction the �eld has been taking 
and re�ect critically on recent advances. More than merely advancing 
towards a theoretical construction for the sharing economy, which 
explains its overlap with the green cluster, this cluster focuses on the 
directions the �eld of study is taking. In other words, what the next 
steps for the sharing economy will be.

Barnes and Mattsson (2016) aimed to identify, aside from the dri-
vers and inhibitors of this phenomenon, the possible developments 
in the sharing economy for the next ten years. Despite the fact that 
Puschmann and Alt (2016) use a framework, which means the study 
could have some a�nity with the second cluster, the study revisits 
theoretical concepts in order to direct questions for future research. 
Dredge and Gyimóthy (2015), on the other hand, support greater par-
simony in the allegations that are made about the sharing economy in 
the context of the tourism industry. Hobson and Lynch (2016) also 
discuss the directions in which circular economy is going, using the 
sharing economy as an analysis unit. Martin (2016), in general, uses 
online discourse analysis to try and identify the incoherence and am-
biguities that are present in the discourse about the sharing economy.

With the cluster de�nitions complete, Figure 4 complements Figure 3, 
using the same graphic representation but associating its colors to the 
studies’ publication years.
�roughout the network shown in accordance with the publication 

Figure 4. Network through bibliographic coupling showing years of publications of the works



J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 2020. Volume 15, Issue 2

ISSN: 0718-2724. (http://jotmi.org)
Journal of Technology Management & Innovation © Universidad Alberto Hurtado, Facultad de Economía y Negocios. 51

periods, it is possible to conduct an analysis by associating the clusters 
with the years in which their articles were published. While studies 
that focus on sharing occurred at the beginning of this �eld’s exis-
tence, a redirection towards the platforms becomes evident in the 
maturation process. �e separation of the clusters from the epistemo-
logical bases was to be expected. Martin (2016) had already sounded 
the alert for the dissonance between the initial and current motiva-
tions behind the research. �is recent decline in the interest in the 
act of sharing and the increase in pro�t-oriented platforms reinforces 
the suspicion of an institutional process that requires better unders-
tanding. On the other hand, the articles that focus on the sharing 
economy’s theoretical construction are present regardless of the year 
of publication, something that is expected to remain until more con-
crete answers are obtained about the �eld.

With this analysis, we present Figure 5, which summarizes the �n-
dings on research trends up to this moment. Something that stands 
out is the fact that the term evolution does not refer to an evolutio-
nary process per se, but actually to the �eld’s development.

Figure 5. �e evolution of research trends about the sharing economy 

Based on this �gure, it is possible to comprehend the formation of 
this research �eld, its evolution to what is currently in focus and the 
directions it may take. In the beginning, the act of sharing and the im-
plications of sharing as a type of economy were the main focus. With 
time, however, this line of research began to share space with other 
preoccupations. Studies on the theoretical comprehension of the sha-
ring economy phenomenon began to appear, as well as worries about 
the future of the research �eld. More recently, however, the platforms 
and new technologies have been in vogue. �is may have to do with 
the sharing platforms reaching a position of prominence in the mar-
ket, leading to the appearance of many similar platforms through a 
process of mimetic institutional isomorphism.

With the research trends de�ned and the research �eld’s development 
within the last few years elucidated, it is now possible to focus on the 
research agenda, which is responsible for providing possible pathways 
to follow based on the studies that have already been conducted.

4.3. Directions for future research
�e di�erent articles that were used in the bibliographic coupling ad-
dress some research opportunities and needs for development in the 
�eld. In order to organize the topics and make it easier for interested 
researchers to correlate the research trend that generates the most 
a�nity and the given research suggestions, this presentation will be 
strati�ed by cluster. �e exception pertains to the cluster that refers to 
the future of the sharing economy because the very suggestions that 
are given here, regardless of which cluster was considered, aim for the 
future enrichment of the phenomenon, meaning that a more speci�c 
approach for this cluster would be redundant. 

Concerning the act of sharing and its socio-marketing implications, 
studies that focus on the roots of sharing platforms as conceived by 
Belk (2014b) may lead these topics towards a di�erent direction than 
they seem to be currently taking (towards a pro�t-oriented institutio-
nalism). Also, these platforms have speci�c structural problems and 
needs. Greater attention given to these necessary structures will also 
create a solid base for new platforms to prosper or for currently ac-
ting platforms to return to the two initial conditions. Why are pro�t-
oriented platforms achieving signi�cant success and those that are 
directed only towards sharing not following this growth? What are 
the speci�cs behind the pro�t-oriented platforms and those that do 
not aim to make a pro�t?

As for the theoretical constructions, analyzing the existing pressures 
on this phenomenon may bring about interesting insights, especially 
from the institutionalist viewpoint. With the pressures that currently 
hang over these organizations, are we faced with a process of insti-
tutional isomorphism? From another perspective, cross-cultural stu-
dies are also interesting, though scarce. �e validation of previously 
structured models in di�erent countries is an important step towards 
the consolidation of concepts and frameworks, something that is still 
extremely fragile and vulnerable in current research. Furthermo-
re, the act of conducting di�erent types of research is used in other 
�elds of knowledge and may be included in this one. Experiments and 
longitudinal studies are mere examples of data collection tools that 
can be used and that have the potential to bring a new perspective to 
the analyses, since measurement has been very much based on user 
intent, and not on user behavior per se. At this point, there are no 
new research questions to be included, but interested researchers can 
use di�erent methodologies or environments to which they can be 
applied in order to gain a di�erent perspective on the phenomenon.

�e platforms are of great practical interest, so this is apparently the 
line of research that is the closest to reaching saturation and it is not 
uncommon to observe studies with very similar objectives. However, 
still in this cluster, the use of technology and technological devices 
is a research gap that can be included in the construction of inter-
disciplinary knowledge. From a practical viewpoint, issues that test 
the evaluation systems are interesting. Up to what point is the quali-
ty of the service rendered by an individual being measured, and not 
the quality of what is o�ered by the platform? Or, from a more inter-
disciplinary viewpoint, which are the main technological capacities  
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present in sharing economy �rms? What is the role of communica-
tion technologies and information in the adaptability of these plat-
forms in di�erent institutional situations? We believe that the answers 
to all of the questions addressed in this section may lead to important 
advancements in the future of the sharing economy.

5. Conclusions

�e present study aimed to present a quantitative panorama of stu-
dies related to the sharing economy, as well as a map of the directions 
taken by recent research studies through the identi�cation of the main 
research lines that have been adopted. For this purpose, bibliometric 
data about the sharing economy was collected and analyzed. We be-
lieve that this study provides a panoramic view of the studies rela-
ted to this subject, with new results being presented through citation 
analysis. A new perspective was also o�ered through the bibliogra-
phic coupling technique. �is allows us to position new researchers 
in the �eld’s main research trends, which in addition to our research 
agenda will enable the advancement of knowledge production in the 
�eld and can lead to clearer de�nitions.

Upon using the bibliographic coupling technique, the results from 
the clusters were di�erent than what was found by Ertz and Leblanc-
Proulx (2018). �is can be explained by the fact that in the 2018 study, 
due to the bibliometric tool that was employed, the panorama that 
was obtained was that of the �eld’s roots while the technique used in 
this study and the focus rest on the knowledge that is being produced. 
Furthermore, we have veri�ed in this study that the number of publi-
cations will not necessarily be linked to an author’s in�uence in the 
�eld (Tahamtan et al., 2016). For instance, Russel Belk is the most ci-
ted author with two publications among the ten most referenced and 
yet he is only the sixth ranking author in number of publications. �e 
opposite also happens; that is, authors with many published articles 
are not necessarily the most in�uential in this �eld of study.

Furthermore, the identi�cation of research trend evolution is possibly 
the main contribution brought on by this analysis. �is identi�cation 
makes it possible to comprehend the research �eld and its develop-
ment. While the �rst publications focused on sharing as an act and 
its implications for the market and for society, the topics analyzed 
in the studies changed with time. In a �rst moment, we identi�ed an 
approach that proposed the creation of a theoretical foundation in an 
attempt to �ll in the gaps that exist in the �eld. Recently, however, the 
analyses have been based on sharing platforms and the technology 
they use. �is can be explained due to the fact that these platforms 
enjoy growing protagonism in the market, which turns them into a 
model for emerging businesses or for those that need to adapt to cu-
rrent times.

As a limitation, some of the studies were excluded from this analysis 
and the evaluation that led to the exclusion was linked to the inclusion 
and exclusion criteria established by the authors, which may represent 
a bias in this study. Also to be considered is that fact that the present 
study did not consider publications outside of the Scopus database. 
With this in mind, we suggest that for future bibliometric studies, the 

analysis should consider the production of books and other referen-
ces that shy away from traditional bases, as well as measurements at 
a local level since, due to the coverage in the selected database, there 
is a possible bias due to not having found publications that happen in 
journals of less expressiveness and that are not indexed.
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