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Abstract 

II 

Abstract 

With the recent emergence of the sharing economy, novel and complex organizational forms 

are founded on individuals and sharing communities that micro-manage and self-organize their 

own, private resources for social or commercial outcomes within an organizational scope. 

These novel and complex forms reflect sharing economy models which are designed along a 

range from decentralization to centralization. In decentralized designs, individuals control and 

organize their own, private resources in sharing communities. In centralized designs, the 

organization controls and organizes the resources which are shared within communities.  

This dissertation addresses the complexity of sharing economy models by exploring them 

on the organizational, the individual and the system level.  

On the organizational level, this dissertation specifies the various configurations of sharing 

economy models. These configurations are based on representative design options which are 

traded off between decentralization and centralization. The Sharing Economy Spectrum is 

conceptualized as framework which integrates these characteristics-based design options. 

On the individual level, this dissertation focuses on how individuals’ resource endowment 

and trust in organization builders, in community members and in institutions individually 

influence individuals’ expectations regarding the beneficiaries of a sharing economy model. A 

regression model and a couple of hypotheses are developed and explored through a survey 

conducted at the Philippine social organization Gawad Kalinga. 

On the system level, this dissertation acknowledges the sharing economy as a 

socioeconomic ecosystem and addresses the leadership paradox that resources are decentralized 

but require central leadership. Complexity leadership theory captures sharing economy models 

as complex adaptive systems whose leadership is organized for a common purpose. The specific 

roles of dynamic interaction and trust for complexity leadership are explored jointly with social 

entrepreneurship and sharing economy research. An ethnography with Gawad Kalinga reveals 

a novel complexity leadership model that fosters bottom-up leadership. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Existing Knowledge and Overall Research Gap 

Traditionally, organizations have been designed as large vertically integrated business 

enterprises (Felin & Zenger, 2014; Miles, Miles, Snow, Blomqvist, & Rocha, 2009; Miles, 

Snow, Fjeldstad, Miles, & Lettl, 2010; Rifkin, 2014). In this organizational design, the 

organizational processes are regulated through centralized management and top-down 

command and control mechanisms. At the outset, organizations were not designed to integrate 

contributions from other firms or individuals outside the corporate boundaries. This 

organizational design has evolved over time: from firms solely pursuing economies of scale by 

specializing on mass products toward the firms’ dynamic assembly and exchange of specialized 

capabilities and expertise within collaborative networks of corporations, individuals and, most 

recently, startups. Hence, firms exploit their core competencies and devolve control to other 

actors by opening up their business to leverage complementary external resources which help 

reinforce organizational development, competitiveness and innovative strength.  

The levels of opening up toward external resources can for instance be seen in settings of 

open innovation, corporate incubators, business ecosystems, and the sharing economy and user 

communities, respectively.  

In open innovation, companies use external and internal ideas and paths to market in order 

to advance their technology (Chesbrough, 2003a; also cf. Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell, 

2010; Bogers, Chesbrough, & Moedas, 2018; Bogers et al., 2017; Chesbrough, 2003b, 2006, 

2017; West & Bogers, 2017). Both external and internal resources are exchanged within 

cooperative networks and clusters to commonly explore and exploit innovation opportunities. 

Furthermore, collaborative constructs encompass corporate incubators designed to 

integrate external startup businesses or intrapreneurs which are all granted access to the 

corporate physical resources and support (Colombo & Delmastro, 2002; Hansen, Chesbrough, 
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Nohria, & Sull, 2000; Ketchen & Sandler, 2015; Seidel, 2001; Selig, Gasser, & Baltes, 2018; 

Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). According to Becker & Gassmann (2006, p. 2) “a corporate 

incubator can […] act as a knowledge hub of business-building expertise where good ideas can 

be nurtured and from which knowledge is transferred to other units in the corporation“ for 

corporate R&D purposes. 

Those actors who share their unique capabilities and knowledge, such as corporations, 

individuals and startups, have increasingly been perceived as loosely interconnected 

participants of business ecosystems in which capabilities are cooperatively and competitively 

co-evolved around a new innovation for the participants’ common benefit (Adner & Kapoor, 

2010; Baldwin, 2012; Bremner, Eisenhardt, & Hannah, 2017; Hienerth, Lettl, & Keinz, 2014; 

Iansiti & Levien, 2004; Kapoor & Agarwal, 2017). Such business ecosystems are designed as 

fluid organizational forms evolving toward a rather structured community (Hauck & Hienerth, 

2015; Moore, 1993). 

The sharing economy has emerged as novel organizational system which opens up toward 

external resources by leveraging individuals’ or organizations’ own resources that are shared 

peer-to-peer through an organizational platform (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Davis, 2016; 

Gerwe & Silva, 2018; Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016; Stephany, 2015, Sundararajan, 

2016). Laamanen, Pfeffer, Rong, & Van de Ven (2018, p. 213) acknowledge the relevance of 

researching the sharing economy by stating that it “represents a radical shift in how business is 

organized and leads us to question many of our management theories and practices of labor, 

employment, the firm, and the nature of economic enterprise”.  

As research on the sharing economy is still only emerging (Laamanen et al., 2018), it is 

important to further enhance it by connecting it with related established theoretical concepts 

that contribute to a better understanding of the emerging phenomena in the sharing economy.  
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The sharing economy builds upon theoretical concepts from users and user communities. 

Individual users not only share and voluntarily diffuse, but also accumulate, reuse and 

recombine resources within a community1 which co-exists with the firms (Boudreau & Lakhani, 

2013; Dahlander & Magnusson, 2005; Gambardella, Raasch, & Von Hippel, 2017; Harhoff, 

Henkel, & Von Hippel, 2003; Morrison, Roberts, & Von Hippel, 2000; Von Hippel, 2005). 

Such user communities can be designed to self-organize, such as in open source or 

crowdsourcing settings (Blasco, Boudreau, Lakhani, Menietti, & Riedl, 2013; Foss, 

Frederiksen, & Rullani, 2016; Lakhani & Von Hippel, 2003; Von Hippel, 2005). 

They are aggregated through platforms which can “organize the technical development of 

interchangeable, complementary components and permit them to interact with one another” 

(Boudreau, 2010, p. 1851; also see Baldwin & Woodard, 2009; Franke & Von Hippel, 2003).  

User communities are driven by specific roles of the actors involved (for example Baldwin, 

Hienerth, & Von Hippel, 2006; Hienerth & Lettl, 2017), by varying user motives (e.g., 

Boudreau & Lakhani, 2009; Franke & Shah, 2003; Lakhani & Wolf, 2005; Lerner & Tirole, 

2002; Von Hippel, 2001), and by systems to encourage users’ contributions for the public good 

(for instance Benkler, 2004a; Lerner & Tirole, 2002; Von Hippel & Von Krogh, 2003).  

So far, research on the sharing economy still lacks a common definition and comes along 

with interchangeably used labels including collaborative consumption, access-based 

consumption or gig economy (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2014; Botsman, 2015; Gerwe & 

Silva, 2018; Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016; Perren & Kozinets, 2018). Inconsistent 

interpretations of what the sharing economy is, have eroded the original meaning of sharing 

(Belk, 2014), and the sharing economy as term (Arnould & Rose, 2016).  

In particular, on the organizational level, the sharing economy as novel organizational form 

still lacks a deeper and consistent understanding and clarification of how such sharing economy 

                                                 
1 For an overview of definitions of a community refer to West & Lakhani (2008). 
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models and relationships with the crowd are designed and function (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 

2010; Gerwe & Silva, 2018; Lamberton & Rose, 2012). 

On the individual level, while first research has captured why individuals participate in the 

sharing economy (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016), it is unclear how individuals 

specifically interact with each other peer-to-peer, i.e., how these interactions as well as 

underlying relationships and individuals’ dispositions, contribute to and determine sharing 

behaviors and outcomes. 

On the system level, research still needs to clarify “the complex institutional, legal, material, 

and representational worlds in which these markets are embedded” beyond a mere focus on 

social and economic considerations (Perren & Kozinets, 2018, p. 34). That is, in order to fully 

capture the sharing economy as “economic system” (Botsman, 2015), research needs to put 

further emphasis on the overall system that builds and drives the sharing economy. This 

research includes the sharing economy’s influence on society (Laamanen et al., 2018).  

While these authors relate further research on the sharing economy’s influence on society 

to commercial sharing economy models, the influence of social sharing economy models on 

society also needs to be considered in order to appropriately capture the entire range, extent and 

impact of sharing economy models. Such social sharing economy models are for example 

emphasized by Kornberger, Leixnering, Meyer, & Höllerer (2018).  

Belk (2014) argues that sharing economy models with a primary social purpose, in which 

no compensation is involved, reflect original sharing activities. Exploring social sharing 

economy models could therefore shed further light on the fundamental bottom-up aspects, 

dynamics and potentials of original sharing that may or may not underlie and be leveraged in 

rather commercial sharing economy models as well.  
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Overall, as research sheds further light on these three levels, it fosters a more consistent, 

comprehensive and authentic grasp of the sharing economy, its models and their relevance as 

“new power models” (Heimans & Timms, 2014). 

 

1.2 Scope of the Dissertation and Research Questions 

The dissertation is structured into three research projects.  

The first project of this dissertation focuses on the organizational level of the sharing 

economy. In order to better understand the sharing economy and its novel organizational forms, 

this project examines the functioning of sharing economy models by specifying and discussing 

their design options which contribute to the degree of decentralization and the nature of 

respective firm-crowd relationships. In this respect, we address the following research question: 

What are important characteristics and design options under which sharing economy 

models operate and what are the effects of such design options for different types of 

models? 

The first project builds the conceptual foundation of our research on the sharing economy 

in order to consistently investigate its emerging phenomena and enhance our understanding 

through empirical evidence in the second and third project.  

The second project puts emphasis on the individuals participating in sharing economy 

models. It investigates the factors that constitute individuals’ expected outcomes in sharing 

economy models, i.e., individuals’ expectations regarding the beneficiaries. We specifically 

capture both individuals’ resource endowments and trust degrees, the interaction of both and 

their role in determining who should benefit, the individual or the community. Overall, we 

address the research question:  

How do personal trust mindsets and individual resources influence individuals’ 

pursuit of individual and community benefits in sharing economy models? 
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The third project explores the system level of the sharing economy. It aims at resolving the 

leadership paradox present in sharing economy models with decentralized resources and strong 

formal leadership. In addressing this paradox, this project studies the sharing economy as 

complex adaptive system (CAS) where different leadership behaviors complement each other 

through interactive dynamics and relationships that induce emergent outcomes including novel 

patterns, structures, properties and behaviors. The research question is therefore labelled:  

How is leadership organized in such complex adaptive systems as the sharing 

economy, which is equally founded on decentralized, private resources and on strong 

formal leadership? 

 

1.3 Contributions of the Dissertation 

This dissertation makes overall five theoretical and practical contributions. 

First, this dissertation provides a comprehensive appraisal of the sharing economy on the 

organizational, individual and system level. In this way, it seeks to capture, clarify and put into 

context the emerging phenomena on each level. On the organizational level, an understanding 

of how sharing economy models are designed builds the very fundament for researching the 

sharing economy on the individual and system level. The individual level aims at providing a 

micro and bottom-up view and acknowledges the importance and influence of every single 

individual to the functioning of sharing communities and outcomes of sharing activities. The 

system level seeks to depict and integrate the various explicit structures, processes, behaviors, 

interactions, relationships, internal and external actors as well as their implicit dynamics that 

influence and contribute to the functioning of the sharing economy on the whole. Accordingly, 

this research on the system level contributes to a better understanding of how the sharing 

economy as a socioeconomic ecosystem works in favor of a common organizational purpose.  
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Second, this dissertation acknowledges, specifies and puts in relation the individual designs 

of sharing economy models. By explicating and differentiating design options which are 

inherent to the configuration of sharing economy models, this dissertation contributes to a more 

fine-grained understanding of how sharing economy models are built, by what design options 

they are composed, to what extent they differ and how they can be compared. 

Third, this dissertation contributes to specifying the representative features of social sharing 

economy models. It recognizes the power of social sharing economy models that address grand 

societal and environmental challenges by the complex nature of interactions and relationships 

between individuals in sharing communities for common organizational purposes.  

Fourth, given the fact that research on the sharing economy is still in the “pre-paradigmatic 

discovery stage” (Laamanen et al., 2018, p. 213), this dissertation contributes to the evolution 

of research on the sharing economy by connecting it with related literature streams. In this way, 

supported by empirical studies, this dissertation explicates the connections of the sharing 

economy with open and user innovation, trust and resource-based literature, social 

entrepreneurship and complexity leadership. As a result, this dissertation contributes to the 

sharing economy’s convergence on a specific set of theories and literature streams which 

provide a consistent understanding of the sharing economy and the basis for further empirical 

analyses (Laamanen et al., 2018). 

Fifth, this dissertation contributes to management practice as it guides business managers 

on two ends, whether they aim at opening up their business toward external resources and the 

crowd or to enable and support their managers and employees to integrate leadership and 

ownership in their work. In this respect, this dissertation helps managers identify relevant 

options for more decentralized organizational designs. It helps business managers to better 

understand and address individuals’ expectations regarding outcomes of more decentralized 
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designs. This dissertation also provides practical guidance on how business managers leverage 

their leadership in enabling others’ commitment to build and sustain the organization together. 

 

1.4 Structure of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is structured in the following way: 

Chapter one offers a general introduction of the dissertation including an overview of 

existing knowledge, the overall research gap, the scope of the dissertation, the research 

questions of each project, as well as the contributions of the dissertation. This chapter concludes 

with the current description of how the dissertation is structured. 

In Chapters two, three and four, the three particular research projects are presented.  

Chapter two introduces the first, conceptual project. This project establishes the theoretical 

foundation for understanding the sharing economy and its models, as existing literature on the 

sharing economy is synthesized with open and user innovation literature. Subsequently, in order 

to further specify the designs of sharing economy models, design options are derived from the 

literature and organized into an overall sharing economy framework. This framework depicts 

specific design patterns for representative sharing economy models and applies these patterns 

practically by means of five illustrative case examples. The first project concludes with 

implications for theory and practice. 

Chapter three introduces the second, quantitative project. In order to investigate how 

individuals’ resource endowment and trust influence their expectations regarding the 

beneficiaries of sharing activities, this project builds on the theoretical foundation of the sharing 

economy and its models and connects trust and resource-focused research to the sharing 

economy. Central trust constructs are differentiated and their facilitating role in communities 

depicted. Resource-focused research features the resources’ potential for value creation and the 

kinds of resources that build sharing economy models. Based on this literature, a regression 
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model and hypotheses are derived and explored through a survey conducted at the Philippine 

organization Gawad Kalinga. This project is completed with the description of methods, the 

presentation of the results, a discussion, and implications for theory and practice.  

Chapter four entails the third, qualitative project. It introduces the leadership paradox in 

sharing economy models which represent CAS. On this basis, this project connects the sharing 

economy with complexity leadership theory and essentially focuses on the roles of dynamic 

interaction and trust in this context. Moreover, social entrepreneurship and sharing economy 

literature are integrated with trust literature in the complexity leadership scope. This integration 

serves to elaborate on the power and underlying leadership dynamics of social sharing economy 

models in addressing grand challenges. Subsequently, an exploratory in-depth single-case 

ethnography, the example of the Philippine organization Gawad Kalinga, provides advanced 

empirical evidence. The results of this ethnography are finally presented and discussed, and 

propositions as well as implications for theory and practice derived.  

Finally, Chapter five summarizes the dissertation’s overall findings, delineates general 

theoretical and managerial implications, and provides promising future research directions.  
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2. The Best of Both Worlds: Conceptualizing Design Options between 

Decentralization and Centralization for Sharing Economy Models2 
 

ABSTRACT 

The sharing economy has gained researchers’ and practitioners’ attention over the past years. 

It promotes the transformation from privately owned to publicly shared resources. Sharing 

economy models operate in between a decentralized and centralized spectrum, i.e., between 

openness and closedness. Openness is based on the active participation of many individual 

actors and communities, while closedness relates to more traditional forms of firms controlling 

resources and sharing activities. Communities share diverse individual assets for the public 

good. In more traditional firm settings, still, assets are shared from inside the organization. For 

sharing economy models, open versus closed design options are traded off against each other 

and imply complex organizational forms with many different designs and configurations.  

Little is known about how such sharing economy models function and what design options 

influence the degree of decentralization and the relation between the crowd and the firm.  

Specific research focus is set on the discussion of the various complex design options for 

companies to replicate existing or to set up and operate individual model designs. Thus, this 

paper investigates characteristic design options under which sharing economy models operate, 

and the effects of such design options on different types of models. Based on literature on the 

sharing economy and on open and closed innovation systems, a framework of design options 

for sharing economy models is developed. It is illustrated through five examples of sharing 

economy models. Implications for theory and practice are derived. 

                                                 
2 Smolka, C., & Hienerth, C. (2015). The Best of Both Worlds: Conceptualizing Design Options between 

Decentralization and Centralization for Sharing Economy Models. This working paper was presented at the R&D 

Management Conference 2015, Scuola Superiore Sant'Anna, Pisa, Italy (Received Best Paper Award). A previous 

version of this paper was presented at the 12th International Open and User Innovation Conference 2014, Harvard 

Business School, Harvard University, USA, under the title “The Best of Both Worlds: Conceptualizing Trade-offs 

between Openness and Closedness for Sharing Economy Models”. 
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2.1 Introduction 

“We will be defined by reputation, community, by what we can access and how we share and 

what we give away” (Leadbeater, 2008, p. 26). In its entirety still resembling a projection of 

future society, sharing economy models have encountered a rise in attention by researchers and 

practitioners alike in recent years (esp. Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2014; Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010; Gansky, 2010). 

Prominent examples of sharing economy models include pure commercial orientations, 

such as Airbnb, Zipcar and Zilok (e.g., Botsman, 2013; Israel, 2014; Owyang, 2014; Rinne, 

2012; Sacks, 2011), and rather co-organized open orientations that benefit their participants, 

but do not have priority in commercialization, such as Freecycle Network and Couchsurfing 

(for instance Israel, 2014; Owyang, 2014; Rinne, 2012; Sacks, 2011). 

Such models have most commonly been specified as collaborative consumption (Botsman 

& Rogers, 2010), access-based consumption (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012), the mesh (Gansky, 

2010), and otherwise (for further interpretations cf. Belk, 2014), but basically also relate to 

some form of what Belk (2010) defines as sharing. 

The literature on sharing economy has emerged around five key topics: Access over 

ownership, digital disruption and information technology (Internet), dense communities, social 

capital, and trust (e.g., Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk 2014; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Gansky, 

2010; Owyang, Samuel, & Grenville, 2014; Stephany, 2015). 

Having previously perceived ownership of physical assets as consumers' preferred 

consumption mode, there now is a shift toward the sharing and service-oriented type of 

consumption based on temporal access.  

The necessity of any kinds of assets to be owned and be continuously in the consumer’s 

close geographical reach is abolished. But their immediate virtual accessibility becomes 
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relevant. In order for “access on demand” to be available in any context, a rich pool of assets is 

set in the consumers’ close virtual reach through the Internet establishing dense communities.  

With the Internet, assets are shared among many-to-many peer-to-peer communities within 

a viable space of collaboration and interaction between individuals.  

Communities increase the efficiency of shared resources on virtual platforms by 

collaboratively working toward shared goals. Accordingly, not only the individuals’ goals are 

achieved, but equally do communities – representing the aggregate of individual goals – spread 

a multiplied social impact. Thus, the community fosters the evolution of social capital.  

The emerging literature on sharing economy models (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 2010; 

Lamberton & Rose, 2012) provides frequent links to the open innovation literature. Those 

capture, for instance, the corporate use of external and internal ideas and paths to market 

(Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell, 2010; Chesbrough, 2003a, 2003b, 2006; Chiaroni, Chiesa, & 

Frattini, 2010; Enkel, Gassmann, & Chesbrough, 2009; Gassmann, 2006), platforms (e.g., 

Boudreau & Lakhani, 2009; Dahlander & Magnusson, 2005), users’ motives in the community 

(e.g., Boudreau & Lakhani, 2009; Franke & Shah, 2003; Lerner & Tirole, 2002; Von Hippel, 

2001), and systems to encourage users’ contributions for the public good (for example Benkler, 

2004a; Lerner & Tirole, 2002; Von Hippel & Von Krogh, 2003).  

Sharing economy models expand these features by introducing designs of commercial 

organization and new types of business models that relate to centralized, closed manufacturing 

models (Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell, 2010; Chesbrough, 2003a, 2003b, 2006). 

Yet, little is known about how such sharing economy models function and what design 

options influence the degree of decentralization, i.e., openness, and the relation between the 

crowd and the firm.  

Specific research focus is set on the discussion of the various complex design options for 

companies to replicate existing or to set up and operate their own model designs. Hence, this 
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paper investigates important characteristics and design options under which sharing economy 

models operate and the effects of such design options for different types of models.  

The paper is structured as follows: First, we provide an overview of the current literature 

on sharing economy. Second, the organizational design options within sharing economy models 

are developed as trade-offs. Third, using the design options, we can derive an overall 

framework. With the framework, sharing economy patterns based on illustrative examples are 

discussed and implications for theory and practice provided. 

 

2.2 Emerging Literature on Sharing Economy Models 

Sharing can be interpreted as “nonreciprocal pro-social behavior” (Benkler, 2004b, p. 275) or 

defined in a more process-oriented manner as “the act and process of distributing what is ours 

to others for their use and/or the act and process of receiving or taking something from others 

for our use” (Belk, 2007, pp. 126-127). Thus, sharing effectively means that many people 

participate in the benefits and costs of lending, pooling and allocating tangible and intangible 

assets, such as knowledge, ideas, responsibility, and power, including the authorized use of 

public property.  

The term “share economy” or “sharing economy” originally postulated that social welfare 

for all increases with the degree of sharing among the market participants (Weitzman, 1986). 

So far, the sharing economy lacks a shared definition (Botsman, 2013). The European 

Commission (2013, p. 3) perceives the sharing economy as “companies that deploy 

accessibility based business models for peer-to-peer markets and its user communities”. This 

view partly overlaps with what Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012, p. 881) name access-based 

consumption consisting of “transactions that may [or may not] be market-mediated in which no 

transfer of ownership takes place.” A broader scope is provided by Botsman (2013) pointing 

out sharing economy as “economic model based on sharing underutilized assets from spaces to 
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skills to stuff for monetary or non-monetary benefits” (similar definition by Stephany, 2015, p. 

9). “Non-monetary benefits” may imply social benefits as alternative to purely monetary gains. 

This social dimension reinforces that sharing is also driven by altruism and prosocial behavior, 

whereas access is not necessarily altruistic and prosocial (Belk, 2007, 2010, 2014). 

Furthermore, the space in which the sharing activity is operated is left open by Botsman (2013). 

It may include both market- and non-market-mediated transactions, which is parallel to Bardhi 

& Eckhardt’s (2012) interpretation.  

Considering those definitions, sharing economy is a market or non-market system which, 

through sharing activities, empowers dense user communities to access any kind of physical or 

intangible assets for monetary or non-monetary outcomes. 

“Collaborative consumption” is often used synonymously to sharing economy and 

embraces “sharing, swapping, trading or renting products and services enabling access over 

ownership” (Botsman, 2013; further differentiation in Belk, 2014).  

The concept of collaborative consumption can be specified into three systems which 

represent the respective sharing economy models: Product Service System, Collaborative 

Lifestyle and Redistribution Market (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Stephany, 2015). 

These sharing economy models share several basic features. A central characteristic is the 

transformative view on traditional ownership.  

Belk (1988) argues that people are what they have and possess bringing the Extended Self 

to the fore which deems people’s material possessions – especially things people control, 

master, create, and know – a part of themselves (also cf. Belk, 2010; Chen, 2009; Feirstein, 

1986). Possessing assets allows consumers to locate them in their proximate geographical reach 

in order to control and use them at any time (Belk, 1988). Ownership is defined as “the power 

to exercise control” (Grossman & Hart, 1986, p. 694) which infers the owner having full 

property rights over the object (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). The ownership of physical assets 
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has used to be the most common mode of consumption impacted by hyper-consumption and a 

“throwaway living” (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Walsh, 2011).  

Sharing economy models disrupt this established notion of ownership and centrally feature 

access over ownership. 

Consistent with Belk’s (2007) suggestion of “Why not share rather than own?”, consumer 

preferences have shifted toward “co-controlling”, jointly possessing or sharing assets, i.e., only 

accessing them for temporal use instead of owning them (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2010, 

2014; Chen, 2009; Marx, 2011). 

A second central characteristic of sharing economy models is the use of the Internet 

converging social networks and the emergence of dense communities (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 

2010; Gansky, 2010; Nelson, Rademacher, & Paek, 2007; Walsh, 2011). 

The Internet establishes virtual platforms, on which the assets are shared, and consequently 

realizes the broad and far-reaching scale of the sharing economy (Belk, 2007, 2010; Botsman 

& Rogers, 2010; Sundararajan, 2013; Walsh, 2011). Substituting private ownership with the 

sharing of assets implies the enduringly available, convenient and broad supply of any kind of 

assets to the consumer as soon as demanded (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Botsman & Rogers, 

2010; Gansky, 2010; Sacks, 2011).  

Communities are aggregated through platforms which can “organize the technical 

development of interchangeable, complementary components and permit them to interact with 

one another” (Boudreau, 2010, p. 1851; also see Baldwin & Woodard, 2009). Those community 

platforms are termed non-uniformly, such as platform-mediated networks (Eisenmann, Parker, 

& Van Alstyne, 2009) or business ecosystems (Gawer & Henderson, 2007; Hienerth, Lettl, & 

Keinz, 2014) or otherwise (West & Lakhani, 2008).  

A dense community sharing manifested by many to many peer-to-peer interactions fosters 

the viability of the virtual sharing platforms at a much larger scale and efficiency than regular 



2. The Best of Both Worlds: Conceptualizing Design Options between Decentralization and Centralization for 

Sharing Economy Models 

16 

local and face-to-face collaboration (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; 

Gansky, 2010; Jain, 2013; Stephany, 2015; Walsh, 2011).  

The creation of social capital represents a third central feature of sharing economy models 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Stephany, 2015). Social capital refers to “features of social 

organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination and 

cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam, 1993, p. 167; further cf. Fukuyama, 1996). The users’ 

transactions in user communities yield direct and indirect network effects along with at least 

one intermediary that facilitates the users’ transactions (see Eisenmann, Parker, & Van Alstyne, 

2009; Rochet & Tirole, 2003). The effects are achieved by sharing assets in a dense manner. 

That way, an ecosystem emerges which fosters significantly higher social impact compared to 

relatively loosely organized collaboration activities.  

Social capital proves worthwhile for firms leveraging commercial models that center around 

the convenience of use, such as development of product packages, being especially discussed 

for open source communities (e.g., Hienerth, Lettl, & Keinz, 2014; Lakhani & Wolf, 2005; 

Lerner & Tirole, 2002; Von Hippel & Von Krogh, 2003; Von Krogh, Spaeth, & Lakhani, 2003).   

The development of social capital depends on the various incentives that make users share 

their assets. 

The incentives for users to share assets in peer-to-peer communities can be of economic, 

social and technological nature, e.g., money, altruism or reciprocity, reputation, status, 

autonomy, learning, and professional and personal identity (e.g., Belk, 2007; Boudreau & 

Lakhani, 2009; Dahlander & Magnusson, 2005; Franke & Shah, 2003; Jeppesen & Frederiksen, 

2006; Lerner & Tirole, 2002; Owyang, Samuel, & Grenville, 2014; Von Hippel, 2001). When 

unconditionally supplying their private assets to a common pool for the public good, users give 

up control of their assets and need to be motivated to engage in collective action (Benkler, 

2004a; Dahlander & Magnusson, 2005; Von Hippel & Von Krogh, 2003). 
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Therefore, sharing economy models require trust as fourth essential feature for users’ 

participation in a viable sharing ecosystem. Trust is defined as “expectation that arises within a 

community of regular, honest, and cooperative behavior, based on commonly shared norms, on 

the part of other members of that community” (Fukuyama, 1996, p. 26). It is developed through 

reputation and commitment systems, such as ratings, that indicate a member’s trustworthiness 

(e.g., Benlian & Hess, 2014; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Dellarocas, 2010; Sacks, 2011; Tanz, 

2014). Green (2012b) characterizes trust as asymmetric relationship being the result of an 

agreement between a trustor and trustee to mitigate downside risk and maximize upside 

potential, e.g., exciting interactions.3 The critical role trust assumes is that “the Sharing 

Economy is itself a play in a much grander fundamental shift […] to an infrastructure that helps 

people trust each other” (Green, 2012a). Botsman & Rogers (2010) and Stephany (2015) 

assume that an individual’s community transactions aggregated as reputation capital will 

determine power in the future. 

Sharing companies provide platforms that encourage and insure the outside innovators’ 

participation through credible and contractual monetary, trust or reputation systems (Boudreau 

& Lakhani, 2009; Dahlander & Magnusson, 2005; Lerner & Tirole, 2002; Stephany, 2015; Von 

Hippel & Von Krogh, 2003). Thereby, platform-owning companies anticipate ambiguity about 

control and ownership by maintaining some control to effectively coordinate their ecosystem. 

While firms lose control to user communities (Hienerth et al., 2014), they exploit the users’ 

input aiming at, for instance, competitiveness as well as diffusion and adoption (West, 2003), 

cost cutting (Dahlander & Magnusson, 2005), and sharing assets with the community (Lerner 

& Tirole, 2002).  

The elaboration on the central features points toward a multitude of design options for 

different sharing economy models that result in complex configurations trading off aspects of 

                                                 
3 In Product Service System and Redistribution Market models, only the mitigation of downside risk matters, while in Collaborative Lifestyle 

models, also the upside potential is taken into account, cf. Green (2012b). 
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decentralization versus centralization. The design options reflect new organizational forms and 

types and a novel mix of companies, crowds and individuals, so that companies may either 

replicate existing or create their own designs of sharing economy models. As a consequence, 

sharing economy models represent forms of business model innovation (Frankenberger, 

Weiblen, & Gassmann, 2014; Spieth, Schneckenberg, & Ricart, 2014). 

 

2.3 Organizational Design Options as Trade-offs 

The design options for sharing economy models are traded off along a range of either 

completely decentralized/open or centralized/closed structure- and market-related aspects.  

Chesbrough (2003a) recognizes the closed innovation paradigm as companies generating 

their own ideas and further organizing them self-reliantly, while in open innovation companies 

use external and internal ideas and paths to market in order to advance their technology. 

In the following, key trade-offs are presented that specify the disequilibrium between 

decentralization and centralization for sharing economy models. 

 

2.3.1 Distributed Organization Versus Centralized Organization 

Some sharing economy models are based on the distributed organization and contributions from 

the crowd, while in other models companies are at the center of organizing contributions. This 

design option is divided into three sub-design options addressing the different organizational 

dimensions in the sharing economy context. 

 

(i) “Own-to-Mesh” versus “Full Mesh” 

The relevance of the organizational design in the sharing economy is reflected by Gansky 

(2010, pp. 22-26) who identifies a “Full Mesh” and an “Own-to-Mesh” design.  
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In a Full Mesh, a company owns and maintains shared items. This applies, e.g., for car 

sharing platforms. That way, companies retain the responsibility for the organization which 

may provoke difficulties to distinguish, e.g., car sharing from car rental (Belk, 2014; Wohlsen, 

2013; for the distinct features cf. Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). 

Own-to-Mesh is realized by businesses creating a platform for users who as micro-

entrepreneurs move to the center of the business model by sharing their own resources: “What 

the sharing economy did was create a third category: people as businesses” (Chesky, 2014, p. 

A.11; also cf. Owyang et al., 2014). Own-to-Mesh is relevant such as on lodging platforms. In 

some cases, hybrid forms of both sharing economy models exist (RelayRides, 2015; Wohlsen, 

2013). 

Whether the organization is primarily structured by either the company (Full Mesh) or the 

crowd (Own-to-Mesh) also determines the mode of consumption (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; 

Owyang et al., 2014; Stephany, 2015): In the Full Mesh, users are rather using the resources 

provided by the company. Own-to-Mesh assigns a developing role to the users who become 

“prosumers” that establish and pool their own resources to be shared through the platform. 

 

(ii) Community Diversity versus Company Control 

Depending on the kind of Mesh (Gansky, 2010), the crowd takes less or more control in an 

organization. The degree of the community’s control determines the diversity, or divergence, 

brought into a company (Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell, 2010; Boudreau, 2010). This is due 

to a positive correlation of interests between the multiple parties involved, while their goals are 

not perfectly aligned. Thus, with a sharing community as major party in an organization, a broad 

and thorough set of external assets is absorbed simultaneously (Almirall & Casadesus-

Masanell, 2010; Boudreau, 2010; Chesbrough, 2003b; Sacks, 2011; Von Hippel, 2005). 

Community diversity is critical for a functioning sharing platform but goes to the expense of 
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the company capturing a lower degree of control. With diversity possibly yielding a lack of 

coherence, cohesiveness and coordination (Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell, 2010; Boudreau & 

Lakhani, 2013; Gawer & Cusumano, 2002), closed and vertically integrated systems with the 

company as regulatory force may be required to align community with company values 

(Boudreau & Lakhani, 2013; Evans, Hagiu, & Schmalensee, 2005; Fixson & Park, 2008). 

 

(iii) Adoption versus Appropriability of Economic Benefits 

A sharing platform needs to get adopted by the users and other members of the value chain 

for their committed sharing engagement, whereas the company aims to appropriate economic 

benefits through its platform (West, 2003). 

Adoption is critical for the company to appropriate economic returns. This implies that the 

company cannot appropriate the entire amount of economic returns, but has to share them with 

the community (Almirall & Masadell-Casadesus, 2010; West, 2003). 

Adoption might additionally be fostered when users pursue social, besides or instead of 

commercial, returns with their sharing engagement. 

 

2.3.2 Informal versus Formal Contracting 

Similar to the literature on open innovation and business ecosystems, complex organization 

forms often are based on informal contracting between their members (Bauer, Franke, & 

Tuertscher, 2014; Franke, Keinz, & Klausberger, 2013; Hienerth et al., 2014). This relates to 

specific expectations, social norms and standards of interaction that emerge in communities. 

Furthermore, informal contracting allows coping with complex interactions between actors 

within a system that could not be handled formally. For instance, companies using toolkits for 

user-generated designs often work with general IP waivers and the understanding that if users 

come up with great new ideas, their benefit will be that the design gets produced (probably also 
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featuring the name of the designer). Thus, the designer informally agrees to such regulations 

and expects the informally promised process by the manufacturer.  

Formal contracting involves the specific legal negotiation between two or more parties with 

regard to the outcomes of joint work or innovation processes (Chesbrough, 2003b; Chesbrough 

& Garman, 2009). This is very much the standard of all manufacturer-driven new product 

development that involves specific individuals and not the crowd as a whole. 

 

2.3.3 Trust by Reputation versus Trust by Commitment 

Two different forms of trust are feasible, depending on the aspect of time and experience for 

trust creation: Trust can be gained over multiple community interactions, i.e., reputation, 

whereas obligation-/insurance-based forms of trust might prevail for models that rely on instant 

creation of trust, i.e., commitment.  

Hence, trust by reputation reflects a more decentralized/open community setting, whereas 

trust by commitment is based upon a specific dependency relationship to at least another actor 

which makes the commitment more centralized/closed and definite. 

 

2.3.4 Social Capital versus Individuality/Self-Interest 

(i) Non-Market-Mediated versus Market-Mediated 

Sharing economy models can, but do not necessarily rely on a market to engage in transactions. 

Markets demand formal and competitive mechanisms to be implemented (Boudreau & Lakhani, 

2009). Accordingly, market mediation indicates paying for a resource to use it (Belk, 2014). 

The levels of market mediation vary from for-profit to not-for-profit companies (Bardhi & 

Eckhardt, 2012). A higher degree of structured market mediation applies for sharing economy 

models that tend to be profit-oriented, while not-for-profit companies usually operate in a rather 

unregulated, decentralized non-market mediation setting. 
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(ii) (Social) Public Good versus Individual Benefits 

The sharing of assets for the public good fosters the building of social capital and increases 

social impact (for instance Benkler, 2004a; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Jeppesen & Frederiksen, 

2006). Still, by sharing resources within dense communities, the user captures individual 

benefits, such as cost or space savings (e.g., Owyang et al. 2014; Stephany, 2015). Individuality 

and self-interest show motives from market-based models (for example Boudreau & Lakhani, 

2009; Hienerth et al., 2014) and closed manufacturing models (e.g., Chesbrough, 2003a, 2006). 

 

2.3.5 Identification Avoidance versus Perceived Ownership 

Users participating in sharing economy models have different attitudes toward shared resources 

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Bardhi, Eckhardt, & Fournier, 2014).  

Users may reject identification with shared resources. This attitude may stem from sharers 

who are attracted by the positive economics of sharing, while other users may seek social 

benefits of sharing and appreciate its transformative effects.  

This aspect is supported by sharers, who are rather affluent and who are seeking more than 

ownership-based goals, e.g., convenience, price, unique, quality goods and services, and a 

sustainable lifestyle (Owyang et al., 2014; further cf. Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Additionally, 

the users’ fear of contagion, i.e., users’ disgust that they are aware of a good being physically 

used by many others, reflects that short, temporal use, anonymity and a higher market mediation 

foster identification avoidance (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012).  

Users may equally establish a sense of perceived ownership toward the shared resource. A 

longer period of use, higher familiarity and less market mediation might promote users’ 

perceived ownership in particular sharing economy models.  
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2.4 The Sharing Economy Spectrum 

2.4.1 The Framework 

All design options or trade-offs together build a framework for better understanding emerging 

sharing economy models. This framework is called the Sharing Economy Spectrum and is 

presented in figure 1, where it is used to describe illustrative cases of current sharing economy 

models. The design options specified in this paper can furthermore be used to identify and 

discuss sharing economy models that have been previously introduced in literature.  

 

2.4.2 Discussion of Sharing Economy Patterns 

Sharing economy models can be classified into three main concepts: Product Service System, 

Collaborative Lifestyle and Redistribution Market (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 2010). These 

concepts have so far been generally described in literature reflecting current established models. 

However, a more detailed description of design options is needed in order to further investigate 

and understand these stylized organizational forms. The Sharing Economy Spectrum developed 

here can be used for this purpose. The identified design options are helpful to understand and 

extend the three sharing economy concepts. Design options between the decentralized/open and 

centralized/closed organizational extremes help map the central building components and 

design patterns of existing or novel model designs. 

In the following section, each of the three given models will be further characterized by 

specific design patterns. In order to better grasp the practical application of the design options, 

five illustrative case examples will be used: Zipcar, Zilok, Airbnb, The Freecycle Network and 

Couchsurfing (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: The Sharing Economy Spectrum (own development) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Product Service System: In this sharing economy model, products are offered that can only 

be accessed for temporal use. Such products are disaggregated and then offered as services. 

That way, the utility of the product is maximized, since its usage is not limited to only a single 

owner implying idling capacity, but is accessible to a community which accesses the service 

and exploits the product’s full capacity. 

Design Patterns characterizing the Product Service System: A broad distinction in this 

model can be made according to which party owns the constituent products: the company or 

the crowd. The company does so in (a) a Full Mesh and the crowd in (b) an Own-to-Mesh, both 

with a profit focus.   

When it comes to option (a), a rather centralized profile can be identified. As Full Mesh, 

the company owns and controls the shared products so that it largely appropriates the economic 

benefits. But as the establishment of a dense community is an essential feature of the sharing 

economy, the organizing firm needs the community to adopt the products through using them. 
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In order to ensure users’ trustworthiness, a formal membership and hence a trust by 

commitment relationship between the crowd and the company are established. On market-

mediated for-profit platforms, users are rather self- and cost-focused when participating in the 

community (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Bardhi, Eckhardt, & Fournier, 2014). While these design 

elements would in general resemble traditional manufacturing models, the community sharing 

leads to users rejecting identification with the centrally owned and organized products. 

When users own and organize the products as Own-to-Mesh, the sharing economy model 

shows a tendency toward decentralization. The crowd and the company have a rather equal 

influence on the organization: As the crowd owns and densely organizes various products, the 

community diversity is relatively higher. The platform is mainly driven by the users and 

adoption does not only come with using but also organizing the products for sharing. The more 

diverse kinds of assets are shared, the higher community diversity might become. Still, the 

company (structured as for-profit) retains some power when it appropriates a market share from 

the users’ economic benefits, e.g., by earning a percental cut from the users’ transactions. The 

company’s for-profit structure may attract users acting out of self-interest in search for 

additional earnings and cost savings rather than socially-driven users.  

Therefore, users are primarily interested in the positive economics of sharing but not in the 

shared topic or product itself. For the same reason, they do not identify with ownership but 

rather have a fear of contagion. A longer period of use may still lead to perceived ownership. 

Case Illustrations: Zipcar is the world’s leading membership-based car sharing services 

provider and owns the vehicles that are provided as self-service to Zipsters in reserved parking 

areas across covered cities (Avis, 2014, 2015; Zipcar, 2015). Resembling features of car 

ownership, the cost-effective rates for readily accessing the conveniently located vehicles at 

any time include gas, insurance, and parking. Zilok is an “online marketplace that allows 

individuals and professionals to list any kind of items for rent, so that anyone can rent them“ 
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(Zilok, 2015). All the technicalities are taken care of by Zilok. This “commitment free” 

marketplace provides the items together with their location and price, the conditions and the 

available rental dates close to the user’s location. Focusing on community building, Zilok aims 

at promoting a more sustainable consumption to reinforce neighbors helping each other out and 

to support local rental businesses. 

 

Collaborative Lifestyle: This sharing economy model centers on communities sharing and 

exchanging less tangible assets. Such assets include time, space, skills and money and rather 

focus on human interaction than the physical product. 

Design Patterns characterizing the Collaborative Lifestyle model: Here, organizations are 

usually designed as Own-to-Mesh and are particularly different with regard to the motives they 

pursue through their sharing activities. They may either focus on (i) economic benefits, or (ii) 

social benefits.   

In case of a profit focus, we find a similar design as for the product service system organized 

as Own-to-Mesh. However, here, as the collaborative lifestyle promotes human-to-human 

interaction, this more personal sharing may result in a higher and more persistent adoption by 

users.   

Own-to-Mesh structures with a social focus promote a truly decentralized design. Such 

models might be structured as hybrid organization with a social mission and a for-profit 

structure. The users are assigned the main responsibility to adopt the resources shared upon 

high community diversity. Besides informal contracting, the resources become a social public 

good, which strengthens identification with sharing. External financial resources in this model 

might be attracted in order to facilitate market mediation and scale.  

Case Illustrations: Airbnb is a “community marketplace”, which offers travelers unique 

accommodations (Airbnb, 2015). More than 25 million guests have selected accommodations 
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out of over 1 million insertions worldwide. Accommodation is offered from private, self-reliant 

owners (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Airbnb acts as “trusted intermediary” (Airbnb, 2015; 

Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Tanz, 2014), while it may become a hybrid of both traditional 

commerce and collaboration (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Still, Airbnb does not have a vibrant 

community (yet) and fairly focuses on activities close to those of regular hotel chains 

(Gallagher, 2012).  

The social travel network Couchsurfing “connects travelers with a global network of 

people willing to share in profound and meaningful ways, making travel a truly social 

experience” (Couchsurfing, 2015). The distinct feature in contrast to the lodging platform 

Airbnb is that Couchsurfing is a free service focusing on a global community that fosters the 

personal and authentic interactions and get-together with like-minded people (Couchsurfing, 

2015; Gallagher, 2012). Couchsurfing raised venture capital in 2011 to optimize the service, 

hire staff and try out possible paid services or membership models (Gallagher, 2012; Mitroff, 

2012). 

 

Redistribution Market: This sharing economy model promotes that users give away their 

underused products to other users within the sharing community for free or for money or both. 

Thus, “a sustainable form of commerce” (Botsman & Rogers, 2010, p. 73) is fostered when 

products are reused or resold that are otherwise disposed of.  

Design Patterns characterizing the Redistribution Market model: Redistribution market 

models are driven by users sharing their own resources, recurrently in pursuit of social benefits.  

Redistribution Market models are not clearly decentralized or centralized. In the case of an 

Own-to-Mesh model, diversity within the community and high sharing engagement of users 

lead to more powerful redistribution markets as persistent supply and demand of products are 

enriched. 
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Thus, companies face a risk when they oblige individuals within such communities to a 

formal, yet free community membership including binding top-down guidelines. Community 

diversity as well as engagement may be harmed.  

In this sharing economy model, trust may be created when users commit to a local group 

through a community membership that manifests a reliable dependency relationship to the 

group and company.    

As such communities act locally, they are organized by members’ personal interactions and 

local hubs. Such personal interaction and experience fosters the social public good by locally 

sharing goods with users in need. 

Users who receive a redistributed good in this model may have a feeling of perceived 

ownership because they highly value the asset and can make effective use of it. The longer 

period of use, local familiarity and lower market mediation may additionally foster perceived 

ownership. 

Case Illustration: The Freecycle Network represents a private nonprofit social movement 

“providing an Internet listings service to help people give unwanted items to someone else for 

free” (Freecycle, 2015). The community members are empowered to reuse and keep still usable 

items off the landfills.  

Exploiting a local network with a free membership, the community is composed of local 

groups moderated by 10,000 local volunteers. Nearly nine million members are integrated 

within 5,249 groups worldwide. 
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2.5 Implications for Theory and Practice 

The identified design patterns reflect important theoretical aspects for organization theory, open 

and user innovation, and ambidexterity literature.  

With regard to organization theory, the sharing economy has brought forth new forms and 

types of organizations. The new organizational forms and types reflect new business models 

that are based on new governance structures. 

The complex and various design options for sharing economy models allow for different 

and individual configurations of business models that move toward the transformative notion 

of access over ownership and disrupt traditional business models based on ownership. Power 

may be distributed so that the community becomes part of a diverse and adopted organization 

taking degrees of responsibility, control and absorbing economic and/or social benefits. The 

company creates solutions that govern the organizational persistence of the different sharing 

economy models and consequently build the organizational core of all sharing activities. These 

relate to forms of contracting, innovative trust mechanisms and also the degree of market 

mediation. These organizational elements align the sharing activities driven by various 

incentives to provide a safe and rather predictable ecosystem that collaborates in highly scalable 

sharing transactions for monetary and/or non-monetary outcomes. 

For open and user innovation, the mix of open/decentralized and closed/centralized systems 

that represent a novel mix of companies, crowds and individuals delivers an interesting research 

direction. 

Sharing communities mutually share resources at full capacity enabled through a functional 

sharing system provided by the company as platform provider. Users not only share their 

resources for the public good, but embed these activities within their micro-entrepreneurial 

undertakings aggregated in the sharing system. Companies appropriate economic and/or social 

benefits from the users’ activities, economize on sharing resources, human capital and 
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infrastructure and consequently achieve a high scalability at relatively lower fixed and operating 

cost. 

The designs of self-regulation and -selection between the users are equally prominent: The 

trust mechanisms provided by the company imply that users regulate community participation 

or exclusion themselves for a more efficient and dynamic public good. Reliable trust 

mechanisms may be even more important in sharing economy models where users own and 

organize the resources, since otherwise users may refrain from sharing their resources which 

could make the entire sharing economy model fail.  

The design options can also be linked to the ambidexterity literature, hence, new or 

incumbent businesses that aim at radical or disruptive innovations while equally pursuing 

incremental gains (e.g., O’Reilly & Tushman, 2004). Ambidextrous schemes can be found in 

designs comprising rather disruptive decentralized elements, such as “Own-to-Mesh”, and 

traditional centralized elements, e.g., formal contracting.  

When it comes to practical implications, the design options are applicable hands-on for 

companies to replicate existing or create individual designs of sharing economy models 

between decentralization and centralization.  

This configuration process is similar to business modelling, as the design options organize 

the core elements that build the various complex model designs. Applying these options helps 

companies configure to what extent to open up, how to make best use of their decentralized 

organization for the business purpose and eventually how to encourage and insure the 

community’s participation through powerful contractual and trust mechanisms. 
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3. Who Should Benefit in a Sharing Economy Model: A Look at Resource 

Endowment and Trust4 
 

ABSTRACT 

The recent emergence of sharing economy models has established novel organizational forms 

which are founded upon individuals who participate in commonly sharing resources. In this 

paper, we seek to understand the factors that determine individuals’ expectations toward 

beneficiaries in sharing economy models. Utilizing survey data from the Philippine social 

organization Gawad Kalinga, we investigate how the resources, an individual is endowed with, 

interact with trust on different levels: on the organizational, community and institutional level. 

Implications for research and practice are discussed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 Smolka, C., Hienerth, C., & Kellermanns, F. W. (2017). Who Should Benefit in a Sharing Economy Model: A 

Look at Resource Endowment and Trust. This working paper was presented at the 15th International Open and 

User Innovation Conference 2017, University of Innsbruck, Austria. A previous version of this paper was 

presented at the 14th International Open and User Innovation Conference 2016, Harvard Business School, Harvard 

University, USA: Smolka, C., Berg Jensen, M., & Hienerth, C. (2016). The Role of Individuals in Sharing 

Communities: Exploring Determinants for Sharing Behavior and for Designs of Sharing Economy Models. 
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3.1 Introduction 

In sharing economy, individuals are empowered to participate in commonly sharing resources 

of idle capacity with others aggregated within sharing communities for social or commercial 

outcomes (Belk, 2014; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Gansky, 2010; Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 

2015; Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016; Stephany, 2015; Sundararajan, 2016). Sharing 

relies upon trust as individuals contribute resources for viable personal or online individual-to-

individual sharing. Individuals are embedded within multiple kinds of relationships with firms 

represented through general commercial, social and hybrid sharing systems (Bardhi & 

Eckhardt, 2012; Belk & Llamas, 2012; Lamberton & Rose, 2012; Scaraboto, 2015). Precisely, 

the design of firm-crowd relationships differs across organizational models of the sharing 

economy, and represents varying degrees of individuals’ involvement, i.e., of openness and 

decentralization. With individuals’ involvement in sharing systems, their individual resources 

create value as they are embedded in firm-crowd relationship designs. Hence, it is important to 

connect individual value-creating resources with existing theory on organizational resources 

and value creation. Considering that organizations open up their business to leverage external 

resources from individuals for value creation and thereby establish multiple kinds and levels of 

trust relationships, resource-focused research needs to be complemented by trust theory.  

Resource-focused research so far lacks a clear understanding of the relationship between 

individuals’ resources and the functioning and outcomes of such firm-crowd models: 

Kellermanns, Walter, Crook, Kemmerer, & Narayanan (2016, pp. 38-39) delineate resources 

as “tangible or intangible assets […] which allow a firm to create products and/or services in 

its pursuit of value/success”. As individuals share resources, they individually create and 

appropriate value and returns, which the firm also appropriates to varying degrees; besides the 

firm, individuals create products/services and pursue value. Pfeffer & Salancik (1978, p. 44) 

understand that “organizations tend to be influenced by those who control the resources they 
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require”. Brass (1984) explains control by one actor in the form of others having few alternative 

sources for acquiring the resource. An actor’s control of relevant resources translates into power 

(Hickson, Hinings, Lee, Schneck, & Pennings, 1971; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977).  

Consistently, Hillman, Withers, & Collins (2009) argue that organizations aim to reduce 

others’ power over them to become less resource-dependent. Still, this dependence logic does 

not address novel organizational complexity: As individuals contribute their resources and, 

thus, engage in the organizational processing of resources, they take an active part within a 

resource-dependent organization. However, as these individuals are not formal parts of the 

organization and maintain control over their own resources, it poses a unique theoretical context 

for the resource dependence of sharing economy organizations. In addition, while the role of 

trust has so far been explored in multiple settings of peer-to-peer communities (e.g., Abdul-

Rahman & Hailes, 2000; Ebner, Leimeister, & Krcmar, 2004; Xiong & Liu, 2004), the sharing 

economy has not been explicitly considered yet. Yet, it is important to both the sharing economy 

and trust literature to understand how resource endowment and trust affect desired outcomes in 

sharing organizations. Accordingly, this paper explores the following research question: How 

do personal trust mindsets and individual resources influence individuals’ pursuit of individual 

and community benefits in sharing economy models? 

By doing so, we make three contributions to literature: First, we recognize individuals’ trust 

variables and resources as critical determinants of value creation in sharing economy models. 

Second, we provide insights on who sharing economy participants expect to benefit when they 

trust others more or less. Third, we contribute to a better understanding of the effects of 

individuals’ resource endowments on their expected beneficiaries in sharing economy models.  

The paper is organized as follows: First, the foundations of the sharing economy and sharing 

economy models are provided. Second, trust and resource-focused research are applied to 

sharing economy. Third, we derive hypotheses and introduce our methodological approach. 



3. Who Should Benefit in a Sharing Economy Model: A Look at Resource Endowment and Trust 

34 

Fourth, the results are presented, evaluated and discussed. The paper concludes with 

implications for theory and practice, limitations of our research and future research directions. 

 

3.2 Sharing Economy Models 

Botsman (2015) understands the sharing economy as composed through “[non-market- or 

market-mediated] systems that facilitate the sharing of underused [individually- or 

organization-owned] assets or services, for free or for a fee [socially or commercially], directly 

between individuals or organizations”. In her definition, Botsman acknowledges that, in sharing 

economy models, organizations and individuals need to work together in leveraging resources 

for value creation. That is, resources are shared between individuals or organizations in market 

or non-market systems, and they are owned either by individuals or by organizations in pursuit 

of social or commercial value.  

This understanding of the sharing economy further highlights that the need for trustworthy 

middlemen, who used to bridge interactions between actors that did not have to trust one 

another, has been eliminated in direct peer-to-peer exchanges in personal and online sharing 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Stephany, 2015). Consequently, in both personal and online sharing, 

peers require “substantial trust in the platforms they use as the basis for their economic [and 

social] livelihood” (Chase, 2015, p. 202). Friedman (2013) underlines that trust is the “real 

innovation” in the sharing economy. According to its original notion, sharing is composed of 

social security, trust in people and social capital; these three factors foster “the act and process 

of distributing what is ours to others for their use as well as the act and process of receiving 

something from others for our use [so that] two or more people may enjoy the benefits (or costs) 

that flow from possessing a thing” (Belk, 2007, pp. 126-127). In alignment with Belk, Rifkin 

(2014, p. 234) acknowledges the sharing economy as an economy that “lives more on social 

trust rather than on anonymous market forces” and that is “far more dependent on social capital 
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than market capital”. In addition, the fundamental logic of reciprocity underlying peer-to-peer 

sharing promotes the importance of trust (Kahan, 2003). Ostrom (2009) further underscores the 

need for building trust with respect to solving commons dilemmas.  

Current research has so far established three rather broad organizational concepts of sharing 

economy models, i.e., Product Service System, Collaborative Lifestyle and Redistribution 

Market models (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Stephany, 2015). First, Product Service System 

models imply that products are disaggregated and then offered as services. Second, 

Collaborative Lifestyle communities focus on human interaction by sharing and exchanging 

less tangible assets such as time, space, money, and skills. Third, in Redistribution Market 

models, users give away their underused products to other users for free or for money or both. 

These sharing economy models individually mix design options – essentially with respect to 

how trust is established, who provides the resources, and whether commercial or social value 

is created. These design options are positioned along a spectrum between two extremes: a 

purely open, social and decentralized design versus a purely closed, commercial and centralized 

design (Lamberton & Rose, 2012; Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). Specifically, the 

companies BlaBlacar, Couchsurfing and Peerby are founded on co-organized open 

communities with multiple actors and have priority in benefitting their participants. Car sharing 

businesses like Zipcar and DriveNow reflect rather traditional models of commercial 

organization with the firm at the center of business activities (Botsman, 2013; Chase, 2015; 

Lamberton & Rose, 2012; Parker et al., 2016; Rinne, 2012; Sacks, 2011; Scaraboto, 2015; 

Wosskow, 2014).  

The model, which is evaluated in this paper, is community-based; it uniquely incorporates 

an overall social and community focus with commercial/closed/centralized design elements.  
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3.3 Trust and Resources in the Sharing Economy 

Trust represents a fundamental component for sharing (Belk, 2010; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; 

Sacks, 2011; Stephany, 2015; Tanz, 2014). Based on a cross-disciplinary collection of trust 

definitions, Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer (1998, p. 395) generally define trust as “a 

psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 

expectations of the intentions or behavior of another.” 

In order for trust to be adequately captured, central constructs are differentiated. 

Riegelsberger, Sasse, & McCarthy (2005) organize the multitude of trust constructs and 

systematize three major types of trust: relational trust, institutional trust and assurance-based 

trust (or calculus-based trust) (also Rousseau et al., 1998). Relational trust “derives from 

repeated interactions over time between trustor and trustee” (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 399). 

Institutional, or system, trust entails the perceived security with regard to a particular situation 

through proper impersonal structures, including guarantees and safety nets (McKnight, 

Cummings, & Chervany, 1998; Shapiro, 1987; Zucker, 1986). Institutional trust is perceived as 

either a control or a form of trust support as it facilitates, e.g., relational trust (Rousseau et al., 

1998; Shapiro, 1987). 

Assurance-based trust refers to “an expectation of benign behavior for reasons other than 

goodwill of the partner” (Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994, p. 132). Based upon these identified 

types of trust, it can be deduced that trust relationships are not only limited to human actors but 

can encompass further types of actors, i.e., institutions, organizations and groups (Aryee, 

Budhwar, & Chen, 2002).   

Trust facilitates coordination and cooperation among members within a community and, 

hence, integrally constitutes social capital (Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam 1993, 1995; further cf. 

Coleman, 1990). Additional features of social capital include social networks, norms of 

reciprocity, mutual assistance, shared culture and other social norms (Fukuyama, 1995). 
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Overall, according to Fukuyama (1995, p. 10), social capital is “the ability of people to work 

together [more effectively] for common purposes in groups and organization” (also Putnam, 

1993, 1995), which can be developed in all kinds of smaller to larger social groups, the family, 

the nation and society in its entirety (Fukuyama, 1995; Stiglitz, 1999).  

Putnam (1993, 1995) perceives civic engagement and participation as critical parts of social 

capital. Participation in decision-making is what Narayan (1995) associates with empowerment 

in the context of community development. He views participatory decision-making as 

important capacity building process of individuals and the involved organizations which results 

in individuals’ empowerment so that an empowered person can “take initiative, exert 

leadership, display confidence [and self-efficacy], solve new problems, mobilize resources, and 

undertake new actions” (1995, pp. 26-27; also cf. Conger & Kanungo, 1988). In effect, 

empowerment means “more equitable sharing (or redistribution) of power and resources with 

those who previously lacked power” (1995, p. 10). Thus, empowerment is closely connected 

with sharing and with the evolution of social capital.  

Another aspect that specifies the connection between social capital and empowerment with 

respect to community development is the complementary nature of bonding and bridging social 

capital (Burt, 2001; Portes, 1998; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). Bonding social capital 

represents a stock of core community cohesion for survival, essentially constituted through trust 

within the community (Ansari, Munir, & Gregg, 2012). Bridging social capital stems from ties 

inside but mainly outside the core community that enable community members to progress by 

accessing a more diverse stock of resources that includes employment opportunities and 

financial capital. Preserving bonding social capital and developing bridging social capital leads 

to empowerment. 

Bourdieu (1986) and Adler & Kwon (2002) underline the relevance of resources as part of 

social capital for value creation. Bourdieu (1986, p. 248) specifies the potential for value 
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creation through resources inherent to social capital as “the aggregate of the actual or potential 

resources [which eventually create value and] which are linked to possession of a durable 

network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition”. 

Adler & Kwon (2002) further focus value creation on an organizational level as they perceive 

social capital as the mere relationships between individuals and organizations that facilitate 

action and create value.  

In order to build an organization, organization builders need to accumulate resources 

besides having committed potential members, entrepreneurial skills and legitimacy (Hannan & 

Freeman, 1984; Stinchcombe, 1965). In order to create value, however, organizations need not 

only accumulate but also combine and exploit resources (Grant, 1991; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003).  

For organization building and value creation, core and complementary resources are 

essential (Collis & Montgomery 1995; Teece, 1986; also cf. Helfat & Lieberman, 2002). Core 

resources essentially build the organization as they refer to knowledge that is required to create 

a product or service, i.e., technological knowledge and knowledge of customer needs. 

Complementary, specialized resources are crucial for value creation as they represent resources 

and capabilities needed to profit from those core resources, such as distribution channels and 

manufacturing capacity. Core resources are represented as a bundle of routines which the firm 

has most expertise in, i.e., which are firm-internal, whereas complementary resources do not 

fall in the firm’s set of routines and go beyond the firm boundaries, but are still relevant to the 

firm (Richardson 1972; Thompson, 1967). Since organizations do not control all the necessary 

resources needed for effective organizational undertakings, they need to leverage 

complementary resources from external actors (Arregle, Hitt, Sirmon, & Very, 2007; 

Rothaermel, 2001; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003).  

Accordingly, organization builders establish core resources and together build a well-

founded organization. These core resources provide the organizational foundation, in which 
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specific knowledge, with respect to customer needs and technology, preconditions the actual 

value creation realized through the sharing of complementary resources.  

Both core and complementary resources are relevant in sharing economy models, as Chase 

(2015, pp. 36-37) specifies: “the unique role of the Inc [organization] is to do what peers can’t 

– to create platforms for participation and put the assets of the large company, institution, or 

government […] into the hands of the smaller, autonomous peers who participate”. The 

organization leverages its core resources by providing sharing economy models for peers to 

participate with their – complementary – resources. For organizations tapping into new markets, 

Christensen, Ojomo, & Van Bever (2017) further highlight the relevance of establishing core 

resources: In order for organizations to create new markets, organizations identify potential 

consumers’ unmet needs, and recognize abundant or slack resources – both human and natural 

– that could be captured at low cost through novel sharing economy solutions. 

Working together to create value and for common purposes toward a respective vision, 

implies working for individual and community benefits (Uphoff, 1999). In the sharing 

economy, essentially founded upon trust and effective trust mechanisms, sharing participants 

make their resources commonly accessible in order to rather benefit a community and sacrifice 

own interests by providing a public social good and promoting social impact (for instance 

Benkler, 2004a; Botsman & Rogers, 2010). A public good refers to a “socially generated, 

maintained, and exchanged” community, commonly aimed at creating resources used by all 

members of a social system (Putnam, 1993; Wasko & Faraj, 2000, p. 156). Accordingly, sharing 

community is often perceived as extended family which involves feelings of solidarity and 

bonding by linking oneself to other people, i.e., not only to family members but also to friends, 

coworkers or neighbors (Belk, 2010; Coleman, 1988).  
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Besides benefitting a community, resource sharing can also lead to individual benefits out 

of self-interest, such as cost and space savings (e.g., Owyang, Samuel, & Grenville, 2014; 

Stephany, 2015). 

 

3.4 Deriving the Regression Model and Hypotheses 

Building upon the critical role of trust in realizing individual and community benefits out of 

sharing complementary resources among various types of actors, we propose a model with three 

distinguishable independent variables, two dependent variables and a moderator variable, 

which compose the forthcoming hypotheses (see Figure 2). Moreover, in our subsequent model, 

we refer to the independent variables labelled as (i) Trust in Organization Builders, (ii) Trust in 

All Other Community Members, and (iii) Trust in Institutions. Those independent variables 

capture (i) core actors being especially responsible for establishing, and representing, core 

resources of an organization, (ii) other actors in the community that provide complementary 

resources, i.e., concrete capacities and means to benefit from core resources, and (iii) the 

institutional context which the organization is embedded in. The dependent variables include 

(I) the expectation of individual benefits, and (II) the expectation of community benefits from 

sharing. Eventually, the moderator variable captures individuals’ resource endowment. The 

following subsections discuss the model in more detail. 
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Figure 2: Regression Model 

 

 

(i) Trust in Organization Builders 

The first hypothesis states that, as individuals trust organization builders, individuals 

commit themselves to the sharing economy model as individuals are empowered by engaging 

in sharing and seeking individual or community benefits. 

As organization builders provide the foundation for an organization to create commercial 

and social value, trust in them is crucial, especially when the founded organization promotes a 

sharing economy model that is essentially built on empowerment in the form of sharing 

participation of others (Ackoff, 1999; Astley & Zajac, 1991; Gansky, 2010). The development 

of other people’s self-efficacy, i.e., empowerment, is only possible with trust in those 

individuals who, as they build the organization, initiate this empowerment of others, which can 

already be seen as individual benefit. In accordance with Rousseau et al. (1998), who define 

trust as being based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another, trust in 

organization builders increases the empowered individuals’ positive expectations of the 
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benefits pursued through the sharing economy model. Trusted organization builders are 

perceived to lay the organizational foundation for potential individual and community benefits: 

When empowered actors trust organization builders of sharing economy models, these actors 

engage in cooperative sharing behavior, i.e., sharing complementary resources, that creates both 

individual and community benefits (Benkler, 2011; Ostrom, 1990; Yukl, 2008). Yukl (2008) 

further argues that following the organization builders by working together for a higher cause 

may result in willingly sacrificing selfish interests. However, as the three authors similarly 

concede, selfish behavior may occur.  

Hence, based on this argumentation, we hypothesize that, as trust in organization builders 

increases, more individual and community benefits of sharing are expected. 

Hypothesis 1.a: The higher the trust in organization builders is, the higher is the 

expectation toward (I) individual benefits and (II) community benefits of sharing. 

 

For this hypothesis 1.b, we suggest that resource-rich individuals, who trust those building 

the organization and thereby commit themselves to the sharing economy model through their 

complementary resources, have a higher stake in influencing organizational outcomes.  

Trust in organization builders does not only imply positive expectations about the 

organizational intentions or behavior, which is reflected in the sharing economy model and the 

respective involvement of other actors, but also reinforces cooperative sharing behavior 

(Benkler, 2011; Ostrom, 1990; Yukl, 2008). Thus, as sharing economy models essentially 

create value only through other individuals’ complementary resources (e.g., Collis & 

Montgomery, 1995; Teece, 1986), the prerequisite for value creation is that those others, who 

trust organization builders, commit themselves to the organizational intentions or behavior 

through their own resources. A sharing organization relies on being influenced by those others 

who are endowed with and thereby control the resources it requires (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 
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Accordingly, it relies on giving up power to others (Hickson et al., 1971; Salancik & Pfeffer, 

1977). Thus, those others who control complementary resources have the power to influence 

the preferred organizational outcomes (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977). 

Consequently, those who have a higher resource endowment, complementary to the 

organization’s core resources, heighten their organizational control through their resources so 

as to better influence how resources are effectively allocated within the organizational scope, 

to their own or to the community’s benefit. 

As a result, we conclude that the relationship between trust in organization builders and the 

expectation toward individual and community benefits is moderated by individuals’ resource 

endowment.  

Hypothesis 1.b: The relationship between trust in organization builders and (I) 

expected individual benefits and (II) expected community benefits will be moderated by 

resource endowment. Specifically, the higher the trust in organization builders is, the 

higher is the expectation toward (I) individual benefits and (II) community benefits of 

sharing when more resources are available. 

 

(ii) Trust in All Other Community Members 

This hypothesis advocates that, as individuals trust other community members, they 

mutually commit to work together for community but also individual benefits.  

Trust in community members providing complementary resources resembles trust in a 

typical sharing community as introduced, for instance, by Botsman & Rogers (2010) and 

Gansky (2010). As complementary resources are systematically needed for an organization to 

create value in order to move toward a common vision (e.g., Arregle et al., 2007), individuals’ 

trust in the sharing community determines their willingness to accept vulnerability by providing 

one’s own complementary resources (following Rousseau et al., 1998). Accordingly, their 
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provision is driven by their positive expectations that value is mutually created with the other 

community members, which necessarily implies equal engagement and reciprocity by those 

other community members (Onyx & Bullen, 2000). Not only does such mutual commitment 

foster social capital (Putnam, 1993): It also reflects shared understandings between individuals 

that originate from shared or common interactions and knowledge, and which presume that 

trusting other community members can be a condition of membership (Rousseau et al., 1998). 

This reasoning suggesting that trust in other community members is more community-oriented 

than self-centered, is emphasized by Sabel (1993), who perceives trust in others as a shared 

sense of community with a common affiliation and fate instead of trust as rational self-interest 

(in support cf. Mathwick, Wiertz, & De Ruyter, 2008). However, with respect to trust 

relationships, Rousseau et al. (1998) equally suggest a tension between acting out of self-

interest and acting in a community’s interest. With the intention to reconcile self-interest with 

community interest, Uphoff (1999) argues that social capital based on mixed-motive 

cooperation is more productive and sustainable. Positively interdependent utility functions, that 

value other individuals’ well-being in addition to their own well-being, foster more fruitful and 

long-lasting economic, social, and political relationships, and a mobilization of more resources 

which are put into joint ventures.  

In conclusion, we deduce that higher trust in the sharing community results in a higher 

expectation toward both individual and community benefits. 

Hypothesis 2.a: The higher the trust in all other community members is, the higher is 

the expectation toward (I) individual benefits and (II) community benefits. 

 

This hypothesis 2.b presumes that, as resource-poor individuals trust other community 

members, a bonded community is constituted, which – jointly with sharing organizations – 

denotes the only opportunity for individuals to be empowered and seek further benefits. 
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Naturally, it appears intuitive to argue that resource-poor individuals seek individual 

benefits, as they need to take advantage for themselves in order to survive (Dawkins, 1976). 

However, as both Narayan (1995) and Putnam (1993) argue, resource-poor individuals in 

communities actually rely on social capital in order to survive. In stating “Where poor people 

have social capital, [for instance in communities], they are better off”, Light (2004, p. 149) 

emphasizes social capital’s “uniquely popular and democratic accessibility”. Essentially, he 

points out that, as soon as resource-poor individuals have access to social capital, they have a 

capital resource that empowers them to trade against multiple other forms of capital, such as 

human, financial and physical capital. However, more specifically, for individuals and 

communities to seek benefits and progress, they rely on an intertwined connection of both 

bonding and bridging social capital. A cooperative core community built on trust in the other 

members, is essential, so that access to resources outside their core community, such as to 

organizational resources, is effectively leveraged (Burt, 2001; Portes, 1998; Woolcock & 

Narayan, 2000). In this way, individuals’ and community’s progress and empowerment are 

feasible, effective and yield further benefits (Ansari, Munir, & Gregg, 2012).  

Christensen, Ojomo, & Van Bever (2017) illustrate this aspect and point out that market-

creating innovators empower locals as they include them as essential parts of their business 

model so that locals’ incomes are significantly increased. This illustration further suggests for 

sharing organizations that, as resource-poor individuals leverage resources from outside their 

core community, they themselves are empowered to realize benefits when they help co-create 

and enhance the organization with certain valuable complementary resources, e.g., local skills 

including farming, landscaping or sewing (also cf. Narayan, 1995). 

Consequently, individuals’ trust in the community members constitutes cooperative 

communities and represents the essential foundation for resource-poor individuals, and for the 
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community overall, to be empowered by and to benefit from accessing organizational and 

leveraging one’s own complementary resources.  

Therefore, we argue that higher trust in all other community members leads to resource-

poor individuals expecting individual and community benefits by and from empowerment. 

Hypothesis 2.b: The relationship between trust in all other community members and 

the expectation toward (I) individual benefits and (II) community benefits will be 

moderated by resource endowment. Specifically, the higher the trust in all other 

community members is, the higher is the expectation toward (I) individual benefits and 

(II) community benefits when less resources are available. 

 

(iii) Trust in Institutions 

For this hypothesis, we propose that individuals’ trust in institutions fosters societal cooperation 

for individual and community benefits. 

The variable of trust in institutions is different from the previous two variables in which 

trust is focused on the institutional context and logics surrounding the organization. Institutional 

environment is understood as “the set of fundamental political, social and legal ground rules 

that establish the basis for production, exchange and distribution” (Davis & North, 1971, p. 71). 

In this respect, cooperation, i.e., sharing, is not necessarily limited to the organization but it is 

also relevant to the environment. Accordingly, the individual and community benefits preferred 

through sharing may be pursued in the entire institutional spectrum in a larger societal group, 

including the organization. In consequence, as Schofield (1985, p. 219) states, “in [such] more 

general social situations, […] individuals will be less able to make reasonable guesses about 

other individuals’ beliefs.” 

Hence, trust in institutions, or the system, plays a major role in maintaining a stable 

institutional setting and social structures. Institutional trust reflects trust in the reliable, effective 
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and legitimate role, structure and operation of money, law, and other cultural symbols, as well 

as trust in legal safeguards and sanctions which structure and control social interactions (Lewis 

& Weigert, 1985; Giddens, 1990; Zucker 1986). Trust in formal institutions influences 

individuals’ behavior whether individuals obey the rules, norms, and the law (Tyler & Huo, 

2002). Some societies even have rules and norms that penalize self-interest over community 

interest (Hagen & Choe, 1998). This finding is in line with North (1990) who states that, by 

structuring human interaction, an institutional framework limits the choice set of the actors. In 

this way, formal institutions are supposed to reduce cognitive uncertainty (e.g., DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983). Such settings curb incentives for opportunism that mainly reflects “self-interest 

seeking with guile” (Williamson, 1975, p. 26; also cf. Ostrom, 1990; Putnam, 1995; Rousseau 

et al., 1998).  

Therefore, trust in institutions, especially the government, is the foundation for a stable 

structure of exchange that fosters individual actors’ public action and cooperation (North, 1990; 

Ruscio, 1996). When all involved actors equally trust institutions and the system (McKnight et 

al., 1998), cooperation, collective action and the provision of social public goods are fostered 

in social interactions, social exchange and sharing of resources (Hagen & Choe, 1998; 

Möllering, 2006; Putnam, 1993, 1995). Besides community benefits, the selfish pursuit for 

individual benefits still occurs in institutional settings (Hardin, 1968, Van Lange, De Cremer, 

Van Dijk, & Van Vugt, 2007).  

In addition, formal rules can be particularly favorable to individual parties: North (1990, p. 

48) argues that “rules are, at least in good part, devised in the interests of private well-being 

rather than social well-being […] rules are derived from self-interest”.  

In sum, we suggest that higher institutional trust results in a higher expectation toward 

individual and community benefits. 
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Hypothesis 3.a: The higher the trust in institutions is, the higher is the expectation 

toward (I) individual benefits and (II) community benefits. 

 

This final hypothesis 3.b suggests that resource-rich individuals, who trust in institutions, 

trust in the norms and rules for appropriate cooperative behavior in society that enforce such 

individuals’ feelings of criticality, fairness and empathy in seeking benefits. 

Appropriate cooperative behavior in society is mainly founded on effective social norms, 

such as fairness, and legal enforcement of rules (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004). Such norms and 

rules become especially crucial with larger societal groups and cooperation between different 

kinds of actors that have different resource endowments associated with varying interests and 

behaviors: The broader institutional setting reflects an unequal resource distribution, or 

endowment asymmetries, that differentiate resource-rich from resource-poor actors (e.g., 

Alesina & Rodrik, 1994; Anthias, 1998; Stiglitz, 1969).  

Resource-rich individuals seek individual or community benefits through more or less 

public good contribution that reflects feelings of criticality, fairness, or empathy. De Cremer 

(2007) argues that the aspect of criticality – i.e., the perceived likelihood that a [rich] 

individual’s contribution will be crucial to obtain the public good – is the key psychological 

construct that underlies behavioral differences between the rich and the poor when it comes to 

the public good. Thus, as Hardin (1982) and Rapoport (1987) contend, contribution makes 

economic sense when the contribution is critical, and makes no sense when the contribution is 

futile. Consequently, Rapoport, Bornstein, & Erev (1989) claim that individuals’ larger 

resource endowment implies a lower likelihood of contribution to the benefit of their group, 

compared to individuals with fewer resources. As far as the criticality logic is concerned, 

contributions either stress individuals’ self-interest (e.g., Rapoport, 1987) or benefit the 

community (e.g., De Cremer & Van Dijk, 2002). 
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Fairness implies that it is considered fair if individuals, who possess many endowments, 

contribute more than individuals with few endowments (e.g., Marwell & Ames, 1979; Wit, 

Wilke, & Van Dijk, 1989). The latter authors argue that the relative cost of making a certain 

contribution diminish with an increase in the amount of resource endowment. Similarly, Van 

Dijk, & Grodzka (1992) contend that individuals strive for equal wealth. On this premise, they 

identified that individuals with higher resource endowment contributed more to a public good 

than low endowment members (also cf. Van Dijk & Wilke, 1994). On the contrary, Buckley & 

Croson (2006) report that richer people undercontribute, while poorer people overcontribute 

which they also trace back to fairness (Sugden, 1984). When it comes to the aspect of fairness, 

Wade-Benzioni, Hernandez, Medvec, & Messick (2008, p. 234) highlight a consensus among 

theorists that “individuals are motivated by self-interest to obtain benefits for and avoid burdens 

to themselves”. 

Eventually, Piff, Kraus, Côté, Cheng, & Keltner (2010) differentiate that while individuals 

with fewer resources generally act more altruistically than those with more resources who act 

in a rather self-interested manner, the latter still develop prosocial behavior when they feel more 

compassion and empathy. They explain that lower class individuals have an increased concern 

for others’ welfare given that they are more dependent on the strength of their social bonds. 

Although the presented arguments suggest a stronger tendency toward resource-rich 

individuals acting for individual benefits, we also find theoretical evidence for the preference 

of community benefits. Trust in institutions, that reflects people’s political culture, develops a 

stable and effective democratic government (Almond & Verba, 1965, p. 498) and thereby 

reinforces the evolution of social capital, which fosters both individual and community benefits 

that may heighten or mitigate unequal resource distribution (Putnam, 1993, 1995). 

Overall, we posit that the higher the trust in institutions, the more individual and community 

benefits are expected as individuals are endowed with more resources. 
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Hypothesis 3.b: The relationship between trust in institutions and the expectation 

toward (I) individual benefits and (II) community benefits will be moderated by resource 

endowment. Specifically, the higher the trust in institutions is, the higher is the 

expectation toward (I) individual benefits and (II) community benefits when more 

resources are available. 

 

3.5 Research Methods 

(i) Empirical Setting: Gawad Kalinga 

Our project puts emphasis on the role of individuals’ resources in sharing economy models and 

on individuals’ trust relationships that more fundamentally constitute sharing. Therefore, not 

only the capture of individuals’ resource endowments helps to explore their effects in sharing 

economy models. Equally, it is essential to explore such individuals’ trust mindsets with respect 

to organization builders, to other sharing participants as well as to the institutional setting, 

which embraces an organization, to specify and differentiate various levels and qualities of trust 

relationships. Overall, the capture of how individuals’ resource endowments and trust mindsets 

relate to individuals’ expectation toward beneficiaries of value creation fosters a better 

understanding of how resources and trust influence expected outcomes of sharing economy 

models.  

Gawad Kalinga provides an optimal empirical example, which is constituted through the 

systemic resource sharing of diverse committed actors, and accounts for the various levels and 

qualities of trust relationships in the organizational scope.  

Gawad Kalinga (in English: to give care) is a nonprofit, community-based organization 

grounded in the Philippines (Gawad Kalinga, 2015a, 2015b, 2016). Its vision is to end poverty 

for 5 million families and to create 500,000 social entrepreneurs nationwide in the Philippines 

until the year 2024. It perceives poverty as a social and economic challenge that lacks caring 
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and sharing. It promotes a more effective and efficient use of the available resources through 

sharing such resources: “No one is too poor that they cannot share” (Graham, 2014, p. 51). 

Gawad Kalinga’s vision is divided into different activities organized as phases: The first phase, 

called social justice, refers to livelihood projects that have so far established 3,000 Gawad 

Kalinga community villages in more than 80 provinces all over the Philippines. 

In order to sustain those communities, the second phase, called social artistry, has made 

Gawad Kalinga recently strive to implement countryside platforms (Farm Village University 

ecosystems) aimed at creating social business models that provide job opportunities for local 

communities, that bring together rich and poor people, public and private sectors, and that 

develop a generation of entrepreneurs that combines optimum profit with social impact. The 

resource-poor individuals are empowered to make most out of their unique resources, i.e., share 

their tangible and intangible assets in favor of a common mission.  

Finally, the third phase, called social progress, strives to replicate and further develop the 

economy established by Gawad Kalinga. 

The organization is centered in the first Farm Village University, the Gawad Kalinga 

Enchanted Farm (the Farm) – run as private social enterprise – in the poverty-harmed province 

Bulacan, Philippines. It represents the first out of 26 envisioned enchanted farms, which will 

be established in major provinces across the Philippines. They are supposed to help empower 

resource-poor individuals in order to, how the Gawad Kalinga founder Tony Meloto puts it in 

Graham (2014, p. 130), foster the genius of the poor: “It is the poor who reveal themselves to 

be my mentors, and Gawad Kalinga communities where I have received my greatest education”. 

The Gawad Kalinga model complies with both (i) most recent understandings of sharing 

(e.g., Botsman, 2015) as well as (ii) very fundamental understandings of “true sharing” which 

are both equally critically founded upon trust (Belk, 2007). Benkler (2004b) and Lessig (2008) 

promote an even more radical understanding of sharing economy models as they differentiate 
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commercial and sharing economies and state that in the latter “non-price-based social relations 

[…] are the primary source of information about, and incentive for, resource allocation” 

(Benkler, 2004b, p. 282).  

 

(ii) Resources and Trust in the Gawad Kalinga Model 

At Gawad Kalinga, the involved human, institutional and organizational actors and groups 

work together contributing their available resources for community and individual benefits, 

while relying on mutual trust relationships. Gawad Kalinga’s three phases are constituted and 

thrive through various organization builders that each entail core resources. The Gawad Kalinga 

founder, Tony Meloto and Gawad Kalinga, respectively, represent the overall vision and 

mission. Moreover, social entrepreneurs set up their own social business models at Gawad 

Kalinga. Families systematically provide know-how on potential customer needs which can be 

transformed into social business concepts. Some family members are also often social 

entrepreneurs themselves at Gawad Kalinga. As representative for the schools and educational 

system, The Gawad Kalinga School for Experiential and Entrepreneurial Development (SEED 

College) provides core resources for building future social entrepreneurs that help expand the 

economy established by Gawad Kalinga. Gawad Kalinga’s core roots also originate from the 

Catholic Church, although it has evolved toward an independent organization. 

On the whole, resources are provided by different actors to build the organization and also 

create value. Gawad Kalinga’s vision is realized and value created through its established 

inclusive, multi-stakeholder approach spanning a widespread sharing system including social 

entrepreneurs, leading global corporations, governments and universities worldwide, religious 

and civic organizations, volunteers, and the poorest of the poor. Every involved actor commits 

to Gawad Kalinga’s vision by contributing resources, not only core but also complementary 

resources or both, within this sharing system (Graham, 2014). 
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When it comes to trust, Gawad Kalinga as moderating “bridge of trust” is critical to the 

functioning of the sharing system, since it brings such actors together who commit to close and 

beneficial collaboration. The Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm provides a trustful setting for the 

different actors to encounter and engage with each other personally to create and sustain value 

together. Trust relationships at Gawad Kalinga are built on its values. Those values refer to love 

and caring (kalinga), sharing (bayanihan), sacrifice (padugo), to not leaving anyone behind 

(walang iwanan), and to pursuing the path of peace where no one is an enemy (walang kaaway).  

 

3.5.1 Sample and Data Collection 

The empirical insights on Gawad Kalinga were gained during a research visit in the Philippines 

from July to September 2015 (overall 76 days) as part of research cooperation between Gawad 

Kalinga and the authors’ affiliation. The Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm served as principal 

site for the data collection. 

The research data comprises extensive qualitative insights including a multitude of 

interviews and conversations, audio files, notes and observations, pictures and videos. In 

addition, quantitative data was collected through a survey from different groups of people at 

Gawad Kalinga (see questionnaire in appendix A).  

By means of a questionnaire, with survey responses from the indicated set of actors, we 

sought to investigate the influence of individuals’ trust profiles and resource endowments on 

the individuals’ expected value creation. For the construction of our three independent, two 

dependent and one moderator variable, we utilized a distinguished set of questions tailored 

toward the specific context. It sought to specify (i) the individuals’ trust constructs, i.e., general 

trust, past trusting behavior, interpersonal trust, trust in different actors and trust in people, (ii) 

the individuals’ demographics, (iii) the individuals’ kinds and levels of personal possessions, 
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(iv) individuals’ sharing behavior, and (v) the various potential outcomes of the sharing 

economy model.  

The total population included 440 people at the Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm. The 

people were surveyed in September 2015. Overall, 206 people participated in the survey, with 

264 distributed surveys. Four surveys were not usable, resulting in a response rate of 78%.  

Our high response rate is due to several measures that we took to facilitate a response. The 

distribution of surveys was executed in two ways: First of all, surveys were distributed on paper 

and handed personally to individuals so that they (i) filled out the questionnaires immediately 

by themselves, and (ii) distributed questionnaires to related individuals and returned them. 

Secondly, an identical electronic version of the survey was distributed: The electronic version 

of this survey was sent to (i) potential respondents who had initially agreed to participate in the 

study, and to (ii) Gawad Kalinga managers who headed respective groups and forwarded the 

surveys to the potential respondents within a particular group. Furthermore, a pretest of the 

questionnaire involved detailed qualitative feedback from three interns being experienced and 

familiar with various Gawad Kalinga communities, from two individuals with a teaching 

background not involved with Gawad Kalinga, as well as quantitative feedback from five 

respondents from randomly selected groups. 

 

3.5.2 Description of Variables 

(i) Dependent Variables 

We worked with two dependent variables. 

1) Individual Benefits: This variable represents the expectation toward benefits for the 

individual. For this variable, we used the survey item For me that refers to the question who the 

benefits should be for in the Gawad Kalinga setting.  
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2) Community Benefits: This variable implies the expectation toward benefits for the 

community, which includes family and friends. This variable was computed out of the two 

items For my Own Family and Friends and For all of us GK People for the same benefit 

question as the Individual Benefits variable.  

 

(ii) Independent Variables 

Three variables are independent in our model.  

1) Individuals’ Trust in Organization Builders: This variable refers to individuals’ trust in 

those who provide the core resources that essentially build the organization. It was computed 

with the following six items of our questionnaire: 

The item Tony Meloto refers to the founder of the organization Gawad Kalinga. Second, the 

item Gawad Kalinga stands for the eponymous organization. Third, the item Social 

Entrepreneurs represents those who develop Gawad Kalinga social businesses. Fourth, the 

Schools and the Educational System item represents the SEED College. Fifth, the Your Own 

Family item implies the families associated with Gawad Kalinga. Finally, the Church item 

represents the implicit fundamental ties with religion. 

2) Individuals’ Trust in Institutions: The institutional environment was computed with the 

two survey items government and public authorities (e.g., mayor). The first item covers the 

Philippine government, while the latter item names the authorities that exert rather disperse and 

local political influence. 

3) Individuals’ Trust in All Other Community Members: This variable captures a score 

computed with three survey items composing the trust construct Trust in all GK people. This 

construct is based on the construct P3 Community Trust applied by Mathwick, Wiertz, & De 

Ruyter (2008) with origins in Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande (1992). With the intention to 
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appropriately grasp the specific empirical setting, we adapted this construct and its items in 

terms of formulation and relevant fields of occurrence and application. 

 

(iii) Moderator Variable 

The variable Resource Endowment refers to the amounts of individuals’ personal 

possessions in the Gawad Kalinga setting including both monetary and non-monetary assets. In 

detail, this variable was computed with the eight following items from the questionnaire: 

Money, House/Living Space, Free Time for Others, Work Experience, Items (e.g., phone, 

clothes, bucket, etc.), Food, Land/Facilities, and Vehicle. 

 

(iv) Control Variables 

The two socioeconomic variables Age and Gender control for the outcomes of this 

regression analysis on the individual level. Those two background variables were found to 

influence both trust and social capital in previous research (Alesina & La Ferrara, 2002; 

Bellemare & Kroeger, 2007; Eckel & Grossman, 1998; Sutter & Kocher, 2007; Van Lange, De 

Bruin, Otten, & Joireman, 1997). 

 

3.6 Findings 

We utilized OLS regression and standardized the variables prior to entering them so as to 

minimize multicollinearity concerns (Aiken & West, 1991). Indeed, the condition index and 

variance inflation factor were within acceptable levels (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). 

Furthermore, a power analysis compares favorably to other studies (for an overview see Mazen, 

Graf, Kellogg, & Hemmasi, 1987). As some of our findings were non-significant, as we will 

explain below, and the general difficulty in assessing moderation effects (Evans, 1985), we 

wanted to mitigate potential power concerns. 
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Table 1: Regression Results 

N=199, † p < .10     * p < .05      ** p < .01     *** p < .001 

1Standardized Beta Coefficients 

 

Table 1 reports results from our regression of the expectation toward individual and 

community benefits of sharing. Model 1 to 3 assess individual level benefits. Model 4 to 6 

assess family community benefits. In model 1 and 4, the control variables were entered for the 

respective control variables. For both dependent variables, Age and Gender significantly 

influence the expectation toward the benefits of sharing. Age is significant as it inversely relates 

to the expectation toward both individual and family community benefits. That is, the younger 

an individual is, the higher is his expectation toward individual benefits (β=-.164, p < .05) and 

community benefits (β=-.233, p < .01). For gender, we also find significant inverse relationships 

with both the expectation toward individual (β=-.222, p < .01) and community benefits (β=-

.190, p < .01). Accordingly, women expect both more individual and more community benefits 

of sharing.  

 Individual Benefits Community Benefits Robustness  

(Overall) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6  

Age -.164*** -.120†** -.102*** -.233*** -.177*** -.159*** -.150*** 

Gender -.222*** -.176*** -.186*** -.190*** -.141*** -.151*** -.177*** 

Trust in Organization Builders  .235*** .261***  .261*** .285*** .300*** 

Trust in All Other Community Members  .122†** .146***  .171*** .186*** .183*** 

Trust in Institutions  -.005*** -.004***  -.015*** .005*** .000*** 

Resource Endowment  .001*** -.030***  .037** .011*** -.006*** 

Trust in Organization Builders x Resource 

Endowment 

  .083**   .201*** .171*** 

Trust in All Other Community Members x  

Resource Endowment 

  -.148***   -.113*** -.137†** 

Trust in Institutions x Resource Endowment   .190**   .045** .109*** 

F-statistic 7.119*** 5.679*** 5.152* 8.524*** 7.801 6.577* 7.130** 

R2 .067 .150 .196 .080 .195 .238 .252 

Adjusted R2 .058 .124 .158 .070 .170 .201 .217 

Δ R2 .067*** .083*** .046*** .080*** .115*** .043*** .252*** 



3. Who Should Benefit in a Sharing Economy Model: A Look at Resource Endowment and Trust 

58 

(ii) Trust in Organization Builders 

Table 1 further reports the results of testing hypotheses 1.a and 1.b with the independent 

variable Trust in Organization Builders. According to hypothesis 1.a, higher trust in 

organization builders would lead to higher expectations toward both individual benefits and 

community benefits. This hypothesis is fully supported as strongly significant relationships are 

reported for individual (β=-.235, p < .001) and community benefits (β=-.261, p < .001).  

Hypothesis 1.b tests the positive moderating effect of resource endowment on the 

relationship between trust in organization builders and the expectation toward individual and 

community benefits of sharing. This hypothesis is partly supported. While a significant effect 

is reported for expected community benefits (β=-.201, p < .01; Model 3), we find no 

significance for expected individual benefits (Model 6).  

Our findings suggest that higher trust in organization builders leads to higher expected 

community benefits in case of individuals’ higher resource endowment. In the discussion 

section, we describe this and the other two significant interaction effects in more detail. We 

have also plotted them to facilitate the interpretation (Aiken & West, 1991; Cohen, Cohen, 

West, & Aiken, 2003). 

 

(iii) Trust in All Other Community Members 

The hypotheses 2.a. and 2.b relate to the independent variable Trust in All Other Community 

Members. Hypothesis 2.a stated a positive and significant relationship in that higher trust in all 

other community members results in higher expected individual and community benefits. The 

findings do support this hypothesis. However, a stronger significance is reported for the 

expected community (β=-.171, p < .01, Model 5) than for the individual benefits (β=-.122; p < 

.10, Model 2).  
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Hypothesis 2.b tests the negative effect of the moderation variable Resource Endowment on 

the relationship between trust in all other community members and the expectation toward 

individual and community benefits of sharing. The moderation term is negative and significant 

for expected individual benefits (β=-.148, p < .05; Model 3), but not for expected community 

benefits (β=-.113, ns.).  

 

(iv) Trust in Institutions 

Hypothesis 3.a referred to the suggested positive relationship between trust in institutions 

and both expected individual and community benefits of sharing. Both regression coefficients 

(Model 2 and Model 5) were not significant. Hypothesis 3.b argued for a positive moderating 

effect of resource endowment on the relationship of trust in institutions and both expected 

individual and community benefits. The results show a significance of the moderation term only 

for expected individual benefits (β=-.190 , p < .05, Model 3). We will discuss the main effect 

findings as well was the interaction effects in more detail in the discussion section.  

 

(v) Robustness Check  

We conducted a robustness check to address alternative explanations for our results. 

In order to test whether the expected kinds of beneficiaries are influenced by the respective 

trust constructs – including moderation effects through resource endowment –, we used the 

variable Overall Benefits. This variable represents a score computed with the three items For 

Me, For My Own Family and Friends and For All of Us GK People that constituted items for 

the dependent variables (see above).  

The results of this robustness check support our general findings presented above.  
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3.7 Discussion 

This paper investigates the impact of individuals’ trust mindsets and personal resources on who 

is expected to benefit from a sharing economy model, whether the individual or the community 

or both. Consequently, we developed a regression model that, at the example of Gawad Kalinga, 

aimed at gathering novel insights on the effects of (i) various levels and qualities of trust 

relationships and (ii) individual resource endowments on the expected beneficiaries. 

In the following sections, the findings of this model will be further discussed.  

 

(i) Controls 

When it comes to age, our results are in line with previous research (e.g., Bellemare & 

Kroeger, 2007; Glaeser, Laibson, & Sacerdote, 2002; Van Lange et al., 1997).  

Both younger individuals’ expectations toward more individual and more community 

benefits comply with the Gawad Kalinga model.  

On the one hand, considering that Gawad Kalinga promotes a rather community-based and 

social-focused sharing economy model with the common vision to end poverty through 

solidarity and “the power of kindness”, it can be deduced that children grow up with such 

prosocial behavior and values which promote empathy and solidarity with others. On the other 

hand, Gawad Kalinga’s essential objective is to develop a new generation of entrepreneurs in 

the long term, who build businesses that realize social welfare (Graham, 2014). For the 

scalability and for the further development and sustainability of Gawad Kalinga’s economy, it 

is important that especially the younger individuals develop and get equipped with individual 

resources, such as personal experience, know-how, land or financial support, in order to be 

capable of becoming social entrepreneurs in the long term. Accordingly, such personal 

development ideally results in “[individual’s] excellence fueled with caring and sharing [which] 

drives creative and innovative solutions that benefit society” (Gawad Kalinga, 2015a). 
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With respect to gender, the results that women expect both individual and community 

benefits also confirm ambiguous results in previous research in that women are not clearly more 

prevalent among prosocials or individualists (Bellemare & Kroeger, 2007; Eckel & Grossman, 

1998; Van Lange et al., 1997). Eckel & Grossman (1998) highlight that various parameters of 

the respective setting may influence the behavior of women. In the Gawad Kalinga case, women 

take a more responsible role than men for their families, for example they handle issues related 

to money. Thus, women might first expect more individual, for example monetary, benefits 

which then foster women’s ability to nurture their family. But women also rely on a sustained 

community to make a living for their family and therefore equally expect more community 

benefits.  

 

(ii) Trust in Organization Builders 

With respect to trust in organization builders, we found support for hypothesis 1.a which 

implies that trust in those who empower community members to share fosters individuals’ 

empowerment reflected by their higher expectations toward individual and community benefits. 

These findings underscore relevant social capital and leadership literature (Benkler, 2011; 

Ostrom, 1990; Yukl, 2008) which both argue for both altruistic and selfish behaviors.  

However, the findings for hypothesis 1.b, that yield a significant effect of the moderation 

term only for higher expected community benefits, show that resource-related variables, in our 

case larger resource endowments, indeed shift expectations, in our case toward community 

benefits. A possible explanation for this shift in expectations is that resource-rich individuals, 

who trust organization builders, show a higher loyalty to organization builders and 

organizational purposes, since their larger resource endowments increase their power and 

control, but also their responsibility and accountability regarding organizational outcomes. This 

explanation aligns with the common understanding of empowerment: Spreitzer (1996, p. 489) 
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argued that, as individuals have, or get, the power to allocate resources, they “assume 

responsibility for and ownership for their roles”. In addition, as Kanter (1983, p. 173) puts it, 

individuals are granted [larger] influence on organizational outcomes “to produce something of 

benefit to the organization”. Hackham & Oldham (1976) also take Narayan’s (1995) association 

of participation in decision-making with empowerment further as they associate decision-

making power with individuals’ increasing feelings of responsibility.  

 

(iii) Trust in All Other Community Members 

The results for hypothesis 2.a, that suggest higher expected individual and community 

benefits influenced by higher trust in all other community members, reflect expected outcomes 

that comply with sharing economy, trust and social capital literature (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 

2010; Rousseau et al., 1998; Uphoff, 1999). Especially the stronger significance for expected 

community benefits strengthens Sabel (1993) who stated trust in other community members to 

be rather community-oriented. This argumentation fits with the rather collectivistic, 

community-focused Gawad Kalinga model, which is sustained through the shared sense of 

community as well as the feeling of common fate.  

However, the moderation term in hypothesis 2.b yields a significant relationship only with 

more expected individual benefits. Indeed, the “selfish gene” as promoted by Dawkins (1976) 

appears to exert a more robustly self-centered behavior for resource-poor individuals, even as 

those individuals are part of strong bonding communities built on social capital. This result 

reflects what Rousseau et al. (1998) identified as tension between acting out of self-interest and 

in a community’s interest. It suggests that resource-poor individuals, who rely on their 

community to survive and on organizational resources to progress, may act cooperatively, but 

need to put individual benefits first. The Gawad Kalinga model addresses this dilemma: It 

builds resource-poor individuals up through providing its organizational core resources 
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(Graham, 2014), for example employment opportunities in social business models. In this way, 

individuals profit as they do not only develop a solid resource foundation for themselves, but 

are consequently able to leverage own complementary resources, such as local skills, to the 

community’s benefit (Graham, 2014; Narayan, 1995). This approach also suggests that not only 

the organization depends on resources from others, but that resource-poor individuals also 

depend on the resources from the organization.  

Neal Gorenflo (2012) further underscores the validity of Gawad Kalinga’s sharing model 

as he states: “Clearly self-interest and sharing go together. These services wouldn’t work on 

pure altruism or self-interest. There’s a varying mix of both in all services. The promise of the 

sharing economy isn’t about the defeat of self-interest, it’s about the alignment of self-interest 

and the common good.“ 

 

(iv) Trust in Institutions 

Hypothesis 3.a, which stated that higher trust in institutions fosters more expected 

individual and community benefits, was not supported by our findings. It appears that 

individuals, community members, do not perceive institutions outside the community as 

relevant for value creation and beneficial outcomes in their sharing economy model. In the 

Gawad Kalinga example, this perception might be due to low trust in government and public 

authorities, which fostered Gawad Kalinga’s commonly acknowledged mission to act as a 

bridge of trust to bring different actors together. Hence, for community members, not the 

government or public authorities act as central instances, but Gawad Kalinga. Such lower trust 

in institutions results from institutional deterioration that implies not only increasing weakness 

and inefficiency of the institutional environment (Batjargal et al., 2013), but equally the 

institutional inability or unwillingness to effectively, equally and sustainably address all 

societal segments and challenges (Kickul & Lyons, 2012).  
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As bridge of trust, Gawad Kalinga takes the role of providing stability and fostering equity, 

e.g., through sharing, establishing social business models, etc. With Kickul & Lyons (2012) 

highlighting the relevance of equity and stability for sustainable and beneficial economies, it 

becomes obvious that the Gawad Kalinga community by itself provides the very fundamental 

conditions for the existence, functioning and benefits of the sharing economy model, i.e., 

through the provision of core and complementary resources.  

Hypothesis 3.b, that includes the moderation term, is partially supported in that resource-

rich individuals who trust institutions expect only more individual benefits. This finding 

confirms the tendency toward expecting individual benefits that we identified as we developed 

this hypothesis (e.g., Piff et al., 2010; Rapoport, 1987; Wade-Benzoni et al., 2008).  

This finding is worth comparing to the moderation term in hypothesis 1.b (trust in 

organization builders moderated by resource endowment) where resource-rich individuals were 

found to expect more community benefits. That is, while trust in organization builders fosters 

empowerment of responsible resource-rich individuals who expect more community benefits, 

trust in institutions is not specifically associated with a commitment to a community cause nor 

with empowerment – despite rules for appropriate cooperative behavior (Fehr & Fischbacher, 

2004). Trust in institutions is also not limited to the community scope but extends to a larger 

societal group in which surveyed individuals are less able to make reasonable guesses about 

other individuals’ beliefs (Schofield, 1985, p. 219). Therefore, trust in institutions does not bind 

resource-rich individuals to act primarily in a specific community’s interest, but it allows them 

to share more or less while increasingly expecting one’s own benefits.  
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3.8 Implications for Theory and Practice 

Our findings provide valuable implications for both theory and practice. 

We draw theoretical implications with respect to trust, resource-based view and resource 

dependence, and the sharing economy. 

When it comes to trust, our research underlines individuals’ expectations toward outcomes 

of sharing economy models. Such expectations can potentially have positive but also negative 

effects. While expectations can either over- or understate eventual outcomes of organizational 

models, they can also imply the risk that expectations will eventually not be met – because 

outcomes will be even more positive or negative than originally anticipated. Considering 

potential costs associated with not meeting original expectations, an optimal level of trust may 

be approximated by minimizing risks and costs of inaccurate and by maximizing benefits of 

accurate expectations.  

Another aspect of trust has evolved in our research, which refers to specific levels of trust 

in terms of organization builders, community members and institutions. Our research provides 

insights on different trust constructs and on their varying impacts on various kinds of expected 

beneficiaries in organizational models. While a specific construct of trust may foster 

expectations regarding individual benefits, another construct may harm expectations regarding 

individual benefits. Thus, trust constructs may have both reinforcing but also cannibalizing 

effects that influence expectations, purposes and goals of a particular organizational model and 

that need to be addressed for an accurate capture of such models.   

As far as the resource-based view is concerned, our research has provided evidence on the 

connection between the presence of resources and the specific kinds of value that are (expected 

to be) created through them. Furthermore, as we differentiated core against complementary 

resources, we aimed to specify levels of resources that have different roles in realizing an 

organizational model. Specifying trust constructs for roles, i.e., for organization builders and 
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community members, who provide characteristic, that is either core or complementary, 

resources in a particular organizational model allowed us to differentiate trust into distinct 

participants of the value creation process. Moreover, our findings suggest that resource 

endowments, whether individuals are resource-rich or resource-poor, have a major impact on 

expected outcomes of sharing economy models.  

For resource dependence theory, our research has indicated that dependence is not one-

sided in that organizations depend on individuals’ resources in a sharing economy model. 

Resource dependence is mutual, particularly in settings of community development, where 

bridging social capital with valuable organizational resources, e.g., employment opportunities, 

helps individuals to benefit and progress and not only “get by” through bonding social capital.  

Our research provides implications for sharing economy theory in that trust and resource-

focused theories are indeed capable to capture the novel constitution of sharing economy 

models with its multiple contributors, resources and benefit opportunities. So far, trust in the 

sharing economy has hardly been divided into various trust constructs, which is, however, 

obviously necessary to capture and appropriately account for the various impacts, roles and 

expectations of resource contributors and actors toward outcomes of sharing economy models.  

Our research also provides implications for practice.  

Both organizations in the sharing economy and organizations that aim to apply sharing 

economy models, as they seek to determine individuals’ expectations on who should benefit in 

a sharing economy model, are able to do that by focusing on various levels and qualities of 

individuals’ trust and resource constructs, respectively. Simultaneously, as these organizations 

anticipate levels and qualities of trust and resources, such organizations can align individuals’ 

expectations, streamline actors’ and communities’ interests and goals toward desired 

organizational purposes, and overall improve organizational outcomes. 
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As far as social sharing economy models are concerned, our study emphasizes that models, 

such as established by Gawad Kalinga, provide bridges of trust which are necessary to foster 

stability and equity through empowerment and community development, for example by means 

of social business models. Otherwise – as seen through resource-rich individuals expecting 

individual benefits in larger societal groups – unequal resource distribution in society heightens 

(Piff et al., 2010). According to Sobel (2002, p. 152), solid community ties can be equally 

economically beneficial as strong legal rules: “If extensive use of community ties leads to the 

same economic performance as, say, strong legal rules, then society would be better off if the 

outcome came about through social networks.” 

 

3.9 Conclusion, Limitations and Future Research Directions 

This paper provides the first study to explore a social sharing economy model. Altogether, this 

paper yields important insights on individuals’ different trust constructs and value-creating 

resources and their influence on individuals’ expectations toward individual and community 

benefits of sharing. The example of Gawad Kalinga helps specifically capture trust and 

resources shared among a widespread sharing system of individual, organizational and also 

institutional actors. It reflects the complexity of sharing economy models constituted through 

(i) the integration and leveraging of individual, organizational and institutional resources, (ii) 

multiple levels and qualities of trust relationships, and (iii) tangible and intangible, core and 

complementary resources.  

The study on Gawad Kalinga is limited in several ways: Our study assumes altruism 

underlying higher expectations toward community benefits and self-interest underlying higher 

expectations toward individual benefits. However, also expectations toward community 

benefits are often driven by self-interest behavior, and expectations toward individual benefits 

by altruism (e.g., Dawkins, 1976; Rapoport, 1987; Wade-Benzoni et al., 2008). Furthermore, 



3. Who Should Benefit in a Sharing Economy Model: A Look at Resource Endowment and Trust 

68 

in our study, we only consider direct influences of trust and resources on expected beneficiaries. 

Still, trust and resources may have both direct and indirect effects on expected beneficiaries at 

the same time. 

We equally do not consider potential relationships and supporting or opposing effects 

among the different trust constructs in our study. The various levels of trust relationships could 

also influence each other with respect to the expected beneficiaries. 

Eventually, only one setting and sharing economy model is explored and only one country 

was investigated. It remains unclear whether the findings can be replicated in the setting of the 

western economies and similarly for purely commercially-oriented sharing economy models. 

Even though an extensive amount of qualitative and quantitative data was gathered, further 

empirical studies would benefit from a panel or longitudinal design. 

Future research could more specifically investigate potential optimal levels of trust. 

Moreover, both direct and indirect effects of trust and resources on expected beneficiaries could 

be examined. Further studies may also investigate potential supporting or opposing effects 

among the trust constructs, for example between inner-community trust constructs and outer-

community trust constructs (community setting against institutional environment). As we 

identified further aspects such as responsibility, fairness, empathy and compassion as relevant 

in sharing economy models, it could be promising to examine their roles and possibly 

moderating or mediating effects more thoroughly. 
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4. The Paradox of Leading: How Complexity Leadership is Organized in 

Sharing Economy Models5 
 

ABSTRACT 

With the sharing economy as a socioeconomic ecosystem, a leadership paradox has emerged. 

While resources are shared in a decentralized manner, these models also rely on central 

leadership and formal organization. In order to address this paradox, our research focuses on 

how leadership behaviors are organized in sharing economy models. We leverage complexity 

leadership theory that acknowledges sharing economy models as complex adaptive systems, 

and that helps specify the organization of leadership in favor of a common organizational 

purpose. In this context, we stress the roles of dynamic interaction and trust as initiating 

conditions of complex behavior. Both dynamic interaction and trust connect with social 

entrepreneurship and sharing economy research in the complexity leadership scope. An in-

depth ethnography with the Philippine social organization Gawad Kalinga illustrates a novel 

complexity leadership model fostering bottom-up leadership, and thereby further enriches our 

theoretical insights. Specific implications for theory and practice are discussed. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 Smolka, C., Hienerth, C., Kellermanns, F. W., & Madden, L. T. (2018). The Paradox of Leading: How 

Complexity Leadership is Organized in Sharing Economy Models. Unpublished manuscript. A previous version 

of this paper was presented at the 16th International Open and User Innovation Conference 2018, Stern School of 

Business, New York University, USA, under the title “The Paradox of Leading: How Leadership is Organized in 

Open and Complex Sharing Systems”. 
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4.1 Introduction 

With the recent emergence of sharing economy models, more complex and diffuse 

organizational forms have been introduced. The sharing economy is constituted upon self-

organizing “micro-entrepreneurs” who engage in complex firm-crowd relationships with 

varying degrees of individuals’ involvement as they dynamically and individually share their 

own underutilized assets or services with others (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Rifkin, 2014; 

Sundararajan, 2016). The sharing economy pursues commercial or social outcomes as 

Kornberger et al. (2018) differentiate material transactional sharing from relational sharing of 

distinct concerns and values in the context of grand societal and environmental challenges. 

Accordingly, while these novel models raise a couple of challenges and questions (e.g., Hamari, 

Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016; Malhotra & Van Alstyne, 2014), it is essential to understand how 

these models are led and managed. This understanding is of importance because such novel 

models actually represent a paradox: On the one hand, these models are supported by many that 

administrate a huge variety of resources and dynamic interactions – seemingly in an open and 

democratic setup. On the other hand, this setup relies on strong formal leadership.  

Complex and diffuse organizational forms have been extensively explored (e.g., Anderson, 

1999; Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997; Cilliers, 1998). Complexity of organizations refers to CAS 

which are fluid structures of a large number of interdependent and semi-autonomous agents in 

neural-like networks who are bonded by a common goal in a self-organizing dynamic of 

heterogeneous behaviors, interactions, processes and subsystems (e.g., Meyer, Gaba, & 

Colwell, 2005; Simon, 1996).  

In recent years, research has focused on complexity in the leadership scope (e.g., Hazy & 

Prottas, 2017; Tourish, 2018; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018). This leadership focus has emerged as 

an outcome of the complex, i.e., dynamic, distributed and contextual, nature of leadership in 

practice that literature seeks to capture with new leadership models (e.g., McKelvey, 2008; 
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Stacey, 2003; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). Regarding CAS, Bradbury & Lichtenstein (2000) 

understand leadership as emerging through dynamic interactions between heterogeneous agents 

that share common interests, knowledge and goals. These dynamics, still, as Heckscher (1994) 

concedes, cannot be managed by a single formal leader. While a formal leader enables the 

conditions for change, any person owns its leadership as it participates interchangeably as leader 

or follower in dynamic interactions and contributes to emergence (Lichtenstein et al., 2006). 

Uhl-Bien & Marion (2009) consider such systems as open source or markets as complex that 

leverage Streatfield’s (2001) paradox of control, stating that business leaders are in control of 

the business situation but can actually not control the entire business. The sharing economy has 

extended this paradox by the crowd that leads and controls organizational interactions through 

own private resources, and blurs organizational boundaries. 

Therefore, it remains unclear how leadership is organized between the many agents – that 

control and administrate private resources and dynamic interactions – and the strong formal 

leaders – that lack control thereof – in favor of a common organizational purpose. 

In this paper, the connection of the sharing economy literature with complexity leadership 

theory contributes to overlaps and transfers in these literature streams that together enable a 

better understanding of leadership and management in such novel types of organizations.  

In consequence, this paper will explore the following research question: How is leadership 

organized in such CAS as the sharing economy which is equally founded on decentralized, 

private resources and on strong formal leadership? 

In addressing the research question, the Philippine organization Gawad Kalinga – a 

movement to end poverty for people in the Philippines through relational sharing of this distinct 

nationwide concern – is applied in an in-depth ethnography. This ethnography represents a 

prototype of a CAS, since additional factors make this case extreme (Yin, 2003). This 

organization has been established in poverty- and crime-stricken settings, has built 
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communities, and developed livelihood through social businesses that involve local 

communities. Resources, interactions and trust relationships are gradually established, 

organized locally and individually, and embedded in a widespread ecosystem of stakeholders. 

We make three contributions to literature: First, we provide insights on a novel leadership 

model in sharing organizations that is socially constructed between a formal leader and the 

crowd. In this way, the framework of such a model and its general use and applicability for 

other cases can be explored. Second, we acknowledge that the sharing economy enhances the 

current understanding of complexity leadership. Connecting both literature streams allows for 

identifying and differentiating leadership behaviors and their relationships in leading and 

managing sharing organizations. Third, we specify the composition of each of these complexity 

leadership behaviors. This granular view facilitates a better understanding of the components 

and their respective dynamics for each complexity leadership behavior, and how they 

individually and jointly contribute to the vital coordination of the organizational purpose. 

The paper is structured as follows: First, the concept of emergence in CAS builds the overall 

research setting. Second, we introduce our research focus on the role of trust for complexity 

leadership and elaborate on the initiating conditions of complex behavior and dynamics, 

specifically on dynamic interaction and trust. Third, we capture social entrepreneurship and the 

sharing economy and their connections to trust in the complexity leadership scope. Fourth, the 

research methods including the setting at Gawad Kalinga are presented. The paper is completed 

by a presentation and discussion of the results, and implications for theory and practice. 

 

4.2 Emergence in Complex Adaptive Systems 

The paradox of many individuals that democratically self-organize resources, interactions and 

tasks on the one hand, and central leadership and formal organization on the other hand, 

represents a major issue revealed through the recently emerging sharing economy.  
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In the pursuit of making sense of this paradox, the concept of emergence provides a solid 

starting point, since in emergence, system-level order arises from the action and repeated 

interaction of interdependent, lower level system participants who pursue change based on local 

knowledge and feedback from others, without intervention by a central component (Chiles, 

Meyer, & Hench, 2004; Lichtenstein & Plowman, 2009; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018).  

Emergence has been studied by management scholars in various contexts of organizational 

change: They have explored emergence within, of and across organizations (Lichtenstein & 

Plowman, 2009). In complexity science, these studies have contributed to a better 

understanding of emergence by shifting the leadership focus toward emergence as central 

feature of CAS (Chiles et al., 2004; Plowman et al., 2007). Therefore, the concept of emergence 

is acknowledged as “a key contribution of complexity to organizational science” (Uhl-Bien & 

Arena, 2018, p. 95). As Plowman et al. (2007, p. 343) stress, “emergence happens in complex 

systems in part, because they are sensitive to initial conditions; that is, a small fluctuation in 

one part of the system can bring unexpected changes to other parts”. 

 

4.2.1 Dynamic Interaction and Trust as Key Initiating Conditions of Complexity 

Leadership 

In order to “enable the emergence of complex behavior and dynamics” (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 

2009), initiating, or enabling, conditions need to be present. These conditions include 

interdependence, heterogeneity, adaptive tension, as well as dynamic interaction and trust 

(Lichtenstein & Plowman, 2009; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 

2007). With enabling conditions being present in a CAS, emergent and adaptive order is 

generated (McKelvey, 2008; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009), i.e., novel, intelligent and coherent 

patterns, structures and properties of change, innovation, adaptation, etc., that arise out of a 
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natural self-generating tendency inherent within the system (Clarke, 2018; Goldstein, 1999, 

2005, 2007; Marion, 1999; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009).  

Interdependence by a shared need enables individuals’ engagement in dynamic interactions 

for a common goal, vision, etc. (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001). Heterogeneity further adds to 

bonding as it implies the differences in individuals’ skills, competencies, experience, 

techniques, etc. (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). These differences enable agents to enlighten 

different views and perspectives and to learn from others in order to see and do things in a novel 

or innovative manner. Adaptive tension embodies pressure on the system to develop through 

challenges, conflicting constraints, the environment or leaders that a system needs to adapt to 

and that agents need to address through complex problem solving (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). 

When it comes to dynamic interaction and trust, reciprocal agent interactions can deliver 

unpredictable results (Lichtenstein & Plowman, 2009). These interactions are nonlinear, i.e., 

rich and meaningful, in that they can generate unpredictably changing, bottom-up, mutually 

supportive outcomes (Plowman et al., 2007), and strengthen interpersonal networks which 

further amplify emergent change (Lichtenstein & Plowman, 2009). This nonlinearity is owed 

to the dynamics of the interacting agents who are capable to learn from their experience and to 

change their behavior toward new and innovative forms based on continuous feedback loops 

(Chiles et al., 2004; Clarke, 2018). Uhl-Bien & Marion (2009) characterize such interactions as 

comprising not only the exchange of intangible and tangible resources but also the focus on 

local processes that involve individuals’ immediate needs. A so-called relational, or adaptive, 

space that reflects a web of relationships built on mutual respect, trust and psychological safety 

in the relationship encourages nonlinear interactions (Edmondson, 1999; Lichtenstein & 

Plowman, 2009; Goldstein, Hazy, & Lichtenstein, 2010).  

Trust is central to emergent interactions in a relational space, since Mayer, Davis, & 

Schoorman (1995, p. 710) state that its importance increases significantly with self-directed, 
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self-organized groups when “control mechanisms are reduced or removed and interaction 

increases”. Trust is acknowledged by Rousseau et al. (1998, p. 395) as “a psychological state 

comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the 

intentions or behavior of another”. Interpersonal trust “derives from repeated interactions over 

time between trustor and trustee” (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 399), while institutional trust 

represents a perceived security through proper impersonal structures (McKnight et al., 1998) 

and facilitates interpersonal trust (Rousseau et al., 1998). According to the common 

understanding of trust, the reduction or removal of formal control and safeguards increases the 

necessity of individuals to accept vulnerability for dynamic and emergent interactions 

(Rousseau et al., 1998). Trust essentially accounts for the stability of social relationships 

(Robinson, 1996). Gambetta (1988, unnumbered foreword) further identifies trust as 

“fundamental ingredient or lubricant, an unavoidable dimension of social interaction”.  

Thus, CAS focuses the human organization on “the relationships among, rather than the 

individual properties of, organizational members” (Bradbury & Lichtenstein, 2000, p. 551). 

Such enabling conditions as dynamic interaction and trust are key elements of complexity 

leadership, as they can be injected on a system. Thus, these conditions that enable emergence 

can be generated by specific leadership behaviors (Lichtenstein & Plowman, 2009).  

Complexity leadership refers to “an emergent event, an outcome of relational interactions 

among agents [in CAS]” (Lichtenstein et al., 2006, p. 2). Complexity leadership focuses more 

on leadership behaviors that facilitate organizational effectiveness instead of controlling 

outcomes (Clarke, 2018). This shift in focus is due to the nonlinear interactions and unexpected 

outcomes that prohibit leaders from predicting outcomes of individuals’ actions. Complexity 

leadership theory differentiates three leadership behaviors: enabling, administrative and 

adaptive. 
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Enabling leadership behavior seeks to enable the adaptive process, i.e., provides the 

structures and processes so that bottom-up coordination is fostered and newly emergent order 

in CAS produced, such as learning, change, transformation, innovation and adaptation 

(Lichtenstein & Plowman, 2009; Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2007; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2017, 2018; 

Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007). These conditions include 

the creation of fluid semistructures which combine elements of both adaptation and formal 

control and, thereby, fulfill fast-paced environments (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995; Uhl-Bien & 

Arena, 2018).  

Enabling leaders enable a relational space which is a network structure that allows agents 

to interact in ways that generate emergence and new adaptive order for a system (Uhl-Bien & 

Arena, 2017). Acknowledging that the cause is bigger than them, enabling leaders balance their 

visibility to catalyze others and their invisibility to mobilize and energize others as they “act 

and then, when the shift begins, [are] disciplined enough to step into the background so the 

movement can emerge” (Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2017, p. 18). An adaptive organization is 

sustainable when its enabling leaders are capable to step aside in order to unleash the capacity 

of many local agents to rise up. Formal leaders are “particularly well-positioned” for this 

enabling leadership function because of their access to resources and authority (Marion, 2012, 

p. 468). 

Enabling leadership serves as the interface that manages the entanglement between both 

formal (administrative) and informal (adaptive) complexity leadership functions, i.e., works to 

consider the formal goals and mission of larger organizational bureaucracies while nurturing 

and enabling their emergent dynamic (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2007; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009).  

Administrative leadership provides top-down, hierarchical control and chains of authority 

by means of a clear mission and structure with “actions of individuals and groups in formal 

managerial roles who plan and coordinate activities to accomplish organizationally-prescribed 
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outcomes in an efficient and effective manner” (Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007, p. 305). 

It complements enabling leadership through its bureaucratic nature that sets the formal 

framework for complex dynamics to operate (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2007).  

Adaptive leadership features leadership in emergent dynamics of interactive exchanges and 

relationships, and reconceptualizes leadership toward a collective dynamic and actions of a 

group, a collaborative change movement, which cannot be structured into individual acts or a 

series of planned events (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2007; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007). It 

is an emergent leadership behavior that “originates in struggles among agents and groups over 

conflicting needs, ideas, or preferences” and “results in movements, alliances of people, ideas, 

or technologies, and cooperative efforts” (Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007, p. 306).  

Thus, both enabling and administrative leadership are essential for complex dynamics to 

occur and bring movements, i.e., adaptive leadership, about (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2007). Uhl-

Bien, Marion, & McKelvey (2007, p. 302) identify the connection of both enabling and 

administrative leadership behaviors as essential to the purpose of complexity leadership in that 

“complexity leadership seeks to understand how enabling leaders can interact with the 

administrative superstructure to both coordinate [emergent,] complex dynamics and enhance 

the overall flexibility of the organization”. 

 

4.2.2 Social Entrepreneurship and the Sharing Economy in the Complexity Leadership 

Scope 

This purpose of complexity leadership is crucial in social entrepreneurship where complex 

dynamics in CAS need to be coordinated on a larger scale, and emergent order reflects change, 

innovation or adaptability regarding such grand challenges and far-reaching nonlinear variables 

as poverty, disease or climate change (Ferraro, Etzion, & Gehman, 2015; Goldstein, Hazy, & 

Silberstang, 2008). These grand challenges are typically complex with unknown solutions.  
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We first aim to provide a better understanding of the social entrepreneurship construct 

before specifying its connections with complexity leadership theory and sharing economy 

literature.  

Saebi, Foss, & Linder (2018, p. 2) provide a comprehensive review of the different 

phenomena, challenges and specific issues addressed in social entrepreneurship research and 

acknowledge it as “burgeoning yet emerging field”, whereas they criticize a lack of common 

understanding of its construct that extends to definitional issues and to a lack of common 

dimensionalization.  

With respect to defining social entrepreneurship and its role in addressing grand challenges, 

Tapsell & Woods (2008) conclude that social entrepreneurship inheres not only an underlying 

drive to create social value but also an activity characterized by change. In this respect, Zahra 

& Wright (2016, p. 614) capture social entrepreneurship as creating companies around 

opportunities derived from societal problems to address particular needs while making a profit. 

Social entrepreneurship reflects complexity through its three levels of analysis, i.e., 

individual, organizational and institutional, which Saebi, Foss, & Linder (2018) develop into a 

multistage, multilevel phenomenon. They address a lack of research in all three dimensions: On 

the individual level, they conclude that research has so far focused on the intention to engage 

in social entrepreneurship than on actual action, i.e., a social venture’s launch or its social value 

creation. On the organizational level, they promote that more research is required which links 

the choice of a social venture model to the appropriate management model. On the institutional 

level, they show that, while research has captured potential effects of social entrepreneurship, 

it lacks specific insights on the actual social impact of social ventures.  

The institutional level is especially relevant with respect to how social businesses tackle 

such grand challenges as poverty. The government and the private sector are either unable or 

unwilling to effectively address such societal challenges (Bornstein, 2007), which reflects both 
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government failure (McMullen, 2011) and market failure (Corner & Ho, 2010). As a result, this 

institutional void (Nicholls, 2008) fosters the emergence of social enterprises (Santos, 2012). 

Kickul & Lyons (2012, p. 5) elaborate on the appropriate role of social businesses which are 

vital to filling this void because of their “agility in adapting to changes” and their power to 

“enable transformation”, i.e., systemic change. Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-Skillern (2006) 

further acknowledge that social entrepreneurship is built on an underlying drive, i.e., a 

necessary dynamic, to be navigated toward social value. Mair & Marti (2006) connect social 

entrepreneurship with social movements literature in that they acknowledge the systemic 

dynamics involved in the pursuit of social change in the system which social entrepreneurs are 

embedded in (also cf. Goldstein, Hazy, & Silberstang, 2008). They suggest to elaborate on the 

properties and purpose of such a system and to clarify social entrepreneurs’ role within it.  

In order to coordinate these complex dynamics in favor of addressing grand challenges, 

enabling leadership behavior is critical for establishing a relational space in the form of social 

networks, or social movements, that engage in rich dynamic interactions and relationships 

based on mutual, interpersonal trust, taking the ultimate form of collaborative change 

movements emerging nonlinearly from interactive exchanges (Goldstein, Hazy, & Silberstang, 

2008; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2017; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007). These interactions and 

relationships are founded on the local exchange (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009), and 

recombination, i.e., sharing, of resources to provide self-organization (Lichtenstein & 

Plowman, 2009). Mair & Reischauer (2017) acknowledge the dynamics of the sharing economy 

which involve processes of market change that encompass CAS and self-organizing networks.  

Laamanen et al. (2018, p. 213) identify the sharing economy’s richness as “emerging 

research stream” which is “still in the pre-paradigmatic discovery stage and has not yet 

converged on a specific set of theories on which to base the empirical analyses”. They define 

the sharing economy as “a socioeconomic ecosystem that commonly uses information 
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technology to connect different stakeholders – individuals, companies, governments, and other 

– to share or access different products and services and to enable collaborative consumption”. 

It empowers people or organizations to self-organize and share their own resources, both 

physical and human, with their peers in sharing communities (e.g., Botsman, 2015; Gerwe & 

Silva, 2018). Belk (2014) understands sharing more fundamentally without financial 

compensation, whereas Benkler (2004b, p. 282) defines sharing economies as “non-price-based 

social relations” which are the primary source of information about, and incentive for, resource 

allocation. 

Sharing economy models range from open and decentralized designs with resources 

controlled by many individual consumers toward closed and centralized designs with resources 

controlled by the platform provider (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Chase, 2015; Munoz & Cohen, 

2017). In decentralized designs, self-organization implies that the boundaries between the user 

and producer roles, i.e., the organizational boundaries, are blurred (Albinsson & Perera, 2018). 

Decentralized sharing economy designs allow for flexible growth that depends on mobilizing 

individuals who provide their own resources than on centralized asset investments (Parker, Van 

Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016), and for network effects on the local level (Sundararajan, 2016).  

While complexity leadership theory captures self-organization, it has so far not captured 

that the “administrative superstructure” (Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007, p. 302) can 

entail the crowd that individually controls and provides private resources which are leveraged 

within the organizational scope. Formal leaders in the sharing economy by themselves cannot 

control the entire organization (Streatfield, 2001), but even depend on individuals’ own 

resources. Thus, in order to coordinate emergent, complex dynamics, i.e., collaborative change 

movements, enabling leaders need to interact with the crowd which takes administrative 

leadership.  
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Users in self-organizing sharing communities can contribute as administrative leaders to 

emerging collaborative change movements for social impact when they engage with others in 

a social manner beyond their transactional needs (Stephany, 2015). Kornberger et al. (2018) 

identify a novel organizational form of the sharing economy that combines features from 

platform organizations and social movements, and thereby introduce the dimension of sharing 

distinct concerns and values in order to address grand challenges. Sharing distinct concerns and 

values “is fundamentally about attachment to people” (Kornberger et al., 2018, p. 330) and 

reflects a relational space of communal and quasi-familial interactions that connect people and 

create feelings of solidarity and bonding (Belk, 2007). In contrast, in transactional sharing 

communities, trust is only assured, or “distributed” (Botsman, 2017), between strangers through 

reputation mechanisms (Gerwe & Silva, 2018; Schor, 2016).  

Overall, in order to address such nonlinear grand challenges as poverty, a decentralized 

sharing economy design is a vital instrument to amplify social impact and the emergence of 

collaborative change movements across organizations locally and bottom-up (Goldstein, Hazy, 

& Silberstang, 2008). It enhances the flexibility of the organization which is opened up by 

mobilizing and leveraging individuals’ own resources. Thus, enabling and administrative 

leadership need to interact in order to coordinate viable conditions for collaborative change 

movements. 

Based on this literature, we aim to empirically explore our research question at the example 

of Gawad Kalinga how leadership is organized in such CAS as the sharing economy which is 

equally founded on decentralized, private resources and strong formal leadership. 
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4.3 Research Methods 

4.3.1 Research Design 

The research design is an exploratory in-depth single-case ethnography (Yin, 2009). It implies 

an immersion of 76 days with a central stationary platform as our main base – including 

personal experiences of three further separate communities – which continuously congregates 

overall four different levels including the focal organization, multiple earlier to later stage social 

businesses with their workshops, the bottom of the pyramid and the ecosystem, as well as 

overall 14 specific kinds of actors clustered into seven different groups ranging from the 

organization founder and management team over multiple social entrepreneurs, 50 families in 

bottom of the pyramid communities ranging from younger to older members, over college 

pupils, teachers, volunteers/interns through to external actors including business, education and 

political partners and other cause-related organizations.  

Hence, the ethnography refers to a unique case – focused on a single social institution 

(Spradley, 1980) – that reflects a specific organizational phenomenon which is worth 

documenting and analyzing (Yin, 2009). Equally, this case examines the contemporary 

phenomenon of a CAS in its real-life context given that the boundaries between this 

phenomenon and its contextual manifestations are not clearly evident (Yin, 1981a). 

With respect to our research question, the research design captures the richness and holism 

of qualitative data “with strong potential for revealing complexity” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, 

p. 10), providing thick descriptions vivid and nested in a real context.  

This case has an embedded design with more than one unit of analysis (Miles & Huberman, 

1994; Yin, 2009). These subunits of analysis include various kinds of individuals with different 

qualities and roles, and entities of varying nature in- or outside the social institution. So, as Yin 

(1981a, p. 62) argues, “a case study is not a data point that represents only a single observation”, 
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implying that single-case designs can provide as valid tests as critical experiments (Stouffer, 

1941, as cited in Yin, 1981b), especially when they are unique (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

This case study allows for an ethnographic approach which is more than a single method 

and has the broader aim of an analytic description of a culture (Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994; 

Fetterman, 2010; Sanday, 1979; Spradley, 2016; Van Maanen, 1979). According to Conklin 

(1968, p. 172, as cited in Van Maanen, 1979), this method implies “a long period of intimate 

study and residence in a well-defined community employing a wide range of observational 

techniques […]  direct participation […]  and a greater emphasis on intensive work with 

informants.”  

Consequently, ethnography research is suitable in our research design, since it not only 

allows to specifically understand the complexity of individual activities and roles of the agents 

and entities involved as well as the complex nature of leadership. This single-case ethnography 

especially helps understand the dynamics within this single setting (Eisenhardt, 1989), i.e., the 

dynamic interactions and processes between these agents and entities which take place in a 

context that Argyris (1979, p. 672) perceives to be “an environment of extreme complexity 

[that] can rarely be attended to as a whole by human beings”. 

As a process, “ethnography means learning from people” (Spradley, 1980, p. 3), which 

implies uneven, usually unforeseen learning in (and out) of the field, “and rests more on a logic 

of discovery and happenstance than a logic of verification and plan” (Van Maanen, 2011, p. 

220). The suitability of this ethnography is amplified when the organization promotes a culture 

of learning from others. This way, ethnographic research is facilitated by the organization’s 

approach and contributes to a most original capture of the studied organization and culture.  

Overall, the ethnographer is a powerful human instrument for data gathering (Fetterman, 

2010) that allows for multiple methods (Sanday, 1979; Van Maanen, 1979), i.e., the opportunity 
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for direct on-site participant observation, for interviews of the persons involved and for a full 

variety of evidence-documents, artifacts and further illustrative materials (Yin, 1981b, 2009).  

 

4.3.2 Identification and Relevance of the Case 

In order to select a suitable social situation for applying ethnography methods, especially 

participant observation, Spradley (1980) identified five criteria: simplicity, accessibility, 

unobtrusiveness, permissibleness and frequently recurring activities. Our single case is focused 

on a single overall social situation where it is easy to enter, to participate freely in the activities, 

and to gather data; it represents a free-entry social situation where participants of any kind are 

encouraged to share, so that the researcher remains unobtrusive in the setting.   

Considering that our setting depicts daily work routines, community life interactions as well 

as regular organizational processes, it is possible to observe frequently recurring activities. 

Similar to Yin’s (2009, p. 50) example of an embedded, or complex, single-case design, our 

case involves the complexity of multiple, yet interrelated units of analysis with dynamic 

interactions: the main unit of analysis being the organization as a whole, while the smallest unit 

is the individual member or external stakeholder, and several intermediary entities as part of or 

outside the organization. This embedded design further captures the uniqueness of this single 

case, since the social institution is based on an inclusive approach bringing together individuals 

and entities that represent these individual units of analysis (Yin, 2009). In this way, the analysis 

of these subunits is mandatory in order to not only enhance the insights into but rather, even 

more importantly, fully understand the single case (Yin, 2009).  

This case is insofar unique (Yin, 2009), as it is framed through the following three 

dimensions. First, this single case comprises widespread microstructures where a locally rooted 

grassroots movement with nationwide spread makes its members, both poor and rich, transform 

toward taking leadership bottom-up as they self-organize and micro-manage local and 
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individual resources, tasks, interactions and trust relationships for the functioning of the 

organization. Specifying the population both constrains extraneous variation and sharpens 

external validity (Eisenhardt, 1989). Second, this case accounts for the macrostructure, i.e., the 

overall organizational scheme (Macrostructure, 2018), which is represented by structural 

leaders who formally set up and control the organization as they provide common values and 

guidelines, given the already self-organizing microstructures. Third, this organization has 

thrived within its radical ecosystem which – on the one hand – is driven by extreme crime, 

poverty, corruption and a lack of basic infrastructure and – on the other hand – brings together 

a variety of engaged external stakeholders, both individuals and entities, that share their 

resources with the organization, its members and associated social businesses. We differentiate 

the individual organizational member from the external stakeholder, as the former’s self-

identity and fate is shared with the organization (Dutton, Worline, Frost, & Lilius, 2006; 

Rafaeli, 1996). 

 

4.3.3 Participants 

We conducted our research at Gawad Kalinga, a Philippine nonprofit, community-based 

movement founded by Antonio “Tony” Meloto in the year 2003. Its vision is to end poverty for 

five million families and create 500,000 social entrepreneurs in the Philippines until the year 

2024. It has established 2,500 communities nationwide and perceives poverty as a social and 

economic challenge that lacks sharing and caring but resources. It promotes an effective and 

efficient use of the available resources by sharing them: “No one is too poor that they cannot 

share” (Graham, 2014, p. 51). Gawad Kalinga shapes a so-called Bayanihan Economy, i.e., 

sharing economy, built on inclusive growth which every Filipino, both rich and poor, is meant 

to contribute to locally and bottom-up in pursuit of building the Philippine economy. 
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Gawad Kalinga has recently striven to implement countryside platforms (Farm Village 

Universities) aimed at creating social business models that provide work and entrepreneurial 

opportunities for local communities, bring together heterogeneous kinds of actors, who learn 

from each other and, consequently, develop a whole generation of entrepreneurs who combine 

optimum profit with the greatest social impact. The organization values, uncovers and leverages 

any individuals’ unique, i.e., human and physical, resources in favor of their own, their 

community’s and Gawad Kalinga’s vision.  

The Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm represents a first out of overall 26 planned Farm 

Village Universities, which also served as our central research setting. The total number of 

people at the Farm amounts to approximately 440. It realizes the overall vision through 

showcasing its established inclusive, multi-stakeholder approach which represents a 

widespread sharing platform including social entrepreneurs, leading global corporations, 

governments and universities worldwide, religious and civic organizations, volunteers, and the 

bottom of the pyramid. Every involved sector commits to Gawad Kalinga’s vision by 

contributing complementary resources. Gawad Kalinga as “bridge of trust” is critical to the 

Bayanihan Economy, since it fosters a culture of working together for a common goal.  

 

4.3.4 Data Collection 

We collected data with Gawad Kalinga in-depth in the field in the Philippines from July to 

September 2015 (Golden-Biddle & Locke, 1993; Van Maanen, 2011). In the preparation phase 

with some prior instrumentation four months ahead of our field research (Miles & Huberman, 

1994), research aspects of Gawad Kalinga were identified and assessed, such as data collection 

starting points, people to connect with and established survey scales, together with organization 

representatives. This preparation process was enhanced by the selection of further secondary 

data, including information material provided by the organization.  
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In the field, we employed three main strategies of data collection which make up our 

ethnographic research: semi-overt participant observation, both informal and semi-structured 

interviews, as well as archival data gathering and documentation.  

Participant observation is the major data-gathering tool of ethnographic research and 

involves total immersion in a culture (Pelto, 1970; Sanday, 1979). First data from this method 

provides the researcher with insights necessary for both preparing other methods, e.g., 

developing interview questions, and further checking and monitoring field information to better 

evaluate data collected from other methods (Pelto, 1970). 

Interviews complement participant observation in that they “explain and put into a larger 

context what the ethnographer sees and experiences” (Fetterman, 2010, p. 47). In informal 

interviews, or conversations, the informant is explaining something to the researcher, which 

implies training the researcher in his culture (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2010). This interviewing 

technique, together with participant observation, not only provides more meaningful and 

interpretable results but is also much less intrusive for the studied population. More formal, 

semi-structured interviews help compare informant responses and contextualize them into 

common group beliefs and themes (Fetterman, 2010). They are suited when trust relationships 

with people in the social situation have developed (Spradley, 1980).  

Archival data’s and documentation’s central use is “to corroborate and augment evidence 

from other sources” (Yin, 2009, p. 103) by providing a stable, unobtrusive, exact and broad 

coverage of many events and settings, names, references and details of an event as well as 

precise and usually quantitative overviews. 

In sum, the variety of data collection strategies allowed us to capture the complexity of the 

interactions, processes and structures and to triangulate multi-faceted insights toward a more 

reliable assessment of drawn inferences (Eisenhardt, 1989; Jick, 1979; Mintzberg, 1979; Yin, 



4. The Paradox of Leading: How Complexity Leadership is Organized in Sharing Economy Models 

88 

1984). The multiple sources of evidence also enhanced construct validity (Yin, 2009). The three 

main data collection strategies are further explained in Table 2 and the following paragraphs. 

 

(i) Participant Observation  

This method involves long-term residence in the social setting where “a researcher takes 

part in the daily activities, rituals, interactions, and events of a group of people as one of the 

means of learning the explicit and tacit aspects of their life routines and their culture” (DeWalt 

& DeWalt, 2010, p. 1). Especially in the initial weeks of our field research, the foremost means 

for collecting data was semi-overt participant observation. 

 

Table 2: Data Collection Strategies, Sources and Output 

Strategy Data Sources Collection Data Used 

Participant Observation  Full and authentic immersion 

& integration into community 

life & work 

 Active engagement and work 

in & with the community 

 Participation in organizational 

events  

 Field trips to three related 

communities 

 Project development with the 

organization  

July – September 2015 

(overall 76 days) 
 Logged observations in 

research journal 

 Voice-recorded field notes 

 102 DIN A4 single- to 

double-spaced pages of 

notes and observations  

 More than 1,400 pictures 

and videos 

 

Interviews  Face-to-face semi-structured 

formal interviews and 

 Informal conversations with 

 Informants of different types 

of actors 

More than 47 hours  133 usable audio files and 

 15 usable video files 

Archival Data  

on Gawad Kalinga 
 Books  

 Research papers 

 Information sheets and 

brochures  

 Organization-related websites 

March 2015 – 

November 2018 

 

 2 books 

 6 research papers 

 25 information sheets, 

brochures, and 

organization-related 

websites 

 

This immersive role as participant observer had twofold benefits: On the one hand, it was 

possible to observe others’ behaviors and activities. On the other hand, this role equally 

encouraged to actively engage in and experience various activities on multiple levels, i.e., from 

a very personal peer-to-peer level to a social business level through to a professional 
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organizational level. Semi-overt participation refers to engaging with the organization as both 

a researcher and participant while making others in this setting aware of that dual role (Whyte, 

1984). The participant observation comprised not only professional and public but also rather 

personal and private situations, for instance sharing dinner with a family (Van Maanen, 2011). 

This truly authentic and empathic immersion into the setting helped build trustful relationships 

and openly share thoughts and experiences with the various people. Initially focusing on 

observing helped us ethnographically immerse into a complex ecosystem of multiple human, 

institutional and organizational actors and groups, as well as into formal and informal 

interactions, processes and structures. 

In our function as participant observer, we generally very closely and attentively observed 

and documented the activities, behaviors and processes throughout the day on a day-to-day-

basis (Golden-Biddle & Locke, 1993). We were integrated into community life, i.e., spent time 

with the families and people, engaged in farming, construction and landscaping activities, and 

worked to help others in any respect, for example with cleaning the kitchen (so-called 

Bayanihan work). We joined and participated in regular speeches held by the Gawad Kalinga 

founder together with Gawad Kalinga social entrepreneurs, managers and volunteers; we also 

ourselves held speeches in front of academic, corporate, institutional and private guests coming 

to the Farm. We were also part of one-day field trips to overall three other, diverse Gawad 

Kalinga communities in and around Manila, and also engaged with the people there. We also 

developed and ourselves worked on projects with Gawad Kalinga, which refer to the 

development of academic and leadership programs. Furthermore, we read books, papers by and 

on the organization and additional material including presentation slides and notes.  

We logged observations in a research journal, voice-recorded notes in the field, took photos 

and videos, and checked the validity of the observations with other data sources, e.g., interviews 
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and conversations, a survey and archival data. Overall, we gathered 102 DIN A4 single- to 

double-spaced pages of notes and observations and over 1,400 pictures and videos. 

 

(ii) Interviews 

Building upon the initial weeks of observation, we created a basic set of questions for the 

interviewees to capture and address the studied context most authentically (Golden-Biddle & 

Locke, 1993). We used semi-structured interviews with informants of the different types of 

actors. The interviews helped gain insights on the interviewees’ various involvements with 

Gawad Kalinga and on their roles in and contributions to the widespread Bayanihan Economy.  

Initially, introductory, broad questions were asked that fostered a general understanding of 

the interviewee and his or her involvement with Gawad Kalinga, e.g., “How does your 

engagement with the organization look like?” (Spradley, 1979). In order to reduce the authors’ 

personal biases (Golden-Biddle & Locke, 1993), however, the further questions were tailored 

to the specific themes that the interviewee brought up through his views and perceptions. More 

thorough and specific questions were asked as the interview progressed by discussing themes 

that needed to be clarified, that appeared to be of major relevance or where the interviewee 

appeared to have unique experience in. For example, more specific questions included “What 

is your dream in your life?” or “What is your social business about?”. The questions, and, 

accordingly, the content of the interviews, varied across the different interview and 

conversation levels, i.e., personal peer-to-peer, social business and organizational level. 

Relevant themes that emerged across interviews, and across different actors and levels, were 

sought to be validated in further interviews (Eisenhardt, 1989; Van Maanen, 1995; Yin, 1984). 

Due to our interest in understanding the Gawad Kalinga system with its interactions, 

processes and structures, and according to the logic of theoretical sampling (Eisenhardt, 1989), 

we interviewed people of very diverse and complementary roles and types of actors in order to 
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contextualize their multi-faceted inputs within organizational processes and structures. We 

interviewed and conversed with people who had been involved with the organization, from very 

recently or briefly through to the long term since its roots in the year 2003. We also sought and 

discussed informants’ critical, rival claims and alternative perspectives (Yin, 2009).  

We thus engaged in rather formal interviews but also further deepened themes in informal 

conversations. The informal character of conversations helped capture personal, authentic and 

honest insights from people in characteristic situations so that insights gathered from the formal 

interviews were complemented and enhanced, and ultimately helped reach theoretical 

saturation (Eisenhardt, 1989; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Lindlof, 1995).  

Formal interviews lasted from a few minutes up to two hours. Informal conversations took 

only a few seconds through to more than two and a half hours. Some few-seconds conversations 

were documented right away in written form only in our research journal in the case of 

unexpected situations with valuable insights or information. Overall, we amassed more than 47 

hours of usable audio and video interview material through 133 usable audio files and 15 usable 

video files. The average duration of recordings amounts to more than 19 minutes. Additionally, 

a multitude of sudden conversations are documented in our research journal only.   

 

(iii) Archival Data 

We analyzed three sources of archival data to gain a greater insight into Gawad Kalinga’s 

complex system. These sources included, but were not limited to a couple of books, research 

papers, and information sheets and brochures with respect to Gawad Kalinga, its organizational 

structures, social businesses, or volunteering. We also gained information from Gawad 

Kalinga-related websites. Books provided major information on the context that underlies the 

foundation of Gawad Kalinga and the ideas of its founder Tony Meloto. Research papers as 

well as information sheets and brochures, such as the Gawad Kalinga Annual Report, shed light 
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on the actual functioning and evolution of the Gawad Kalinga model, specific cases of social 

businesses and areas that drive the organization, such as volunteering. Websites provided 

information on current developments and initiatives at Gawad Kalinga. 

 

4.3.5 Data Analysis/Reduction 

For the purpose of data analysis and reduction, we adopted the methods and processes 

prescribed by Miles & Huberman (1994). We used NVivo as computer-assisted qualitative data 

analysis software (CAQDAS) (Yin, 2009).  

Our research process integrated deductive and pre-structured against inductive and 

emergent research elements (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1994). We followed Miles 

& Huberman’s (1994) concurrent flows of activity in data analysis: data reduction, data display, 

and conclusion drawing/verification.  

Whereas the activities were not done linearly, overall five phases compose our analysis. 

First, based on literature reviews, we had a starting idea of the phenomenon we looked for 

with a set of general research questions and first, initially five a priori themes, i.e., sharing 

economy, trust, social entrepreneurship, ecosystem, and leadership (Yin, 2009). For external 

validity, these theoretical themes provided the domains to which the findings could later be 

generalized. Thus, we developed an initial conceptual framework with our first a priori themes 

prior to our ethnography, while the connections could be specified in the fieldwork by focusing 

and iterating the data collection on these themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Mintzberg, 1979). 

More specific insights emerged inductively from the field as we iterated back and forth between 

the data and emerging insights. This initial framework not only helped us structure which 

aspects will and will not be studied; we could also address two initial research interests: What 

were central features of leadership in the organizational context and social entrepreneurship 

scope? What facets of trust were parts of the sharing interactions between the various actors?  



4. The Paradox of Leading: How Complexity Leadership is Organized in Sharing Economy Models 

93 

In accordance with Miles & Huberman (1994), our initial themes and research interests 

evolved and developed during our fieldwork, as they were revised over the course of the 

research and data analysis by going back and forth between empirical data and insights and 

existing literature. In this respect, capturing extant literature on these themes, the authors 

developed an initial dictionary of the five themes with close theoretical references in order to 

ensure reliability of our study and to provide the basis for a common understanding of these 

themes for the further data reduction. Simultaneously, we mapped and defined a distinctive list 

of the population, i.e., the various stakeholders involved in the empirical setting. Both the theme 

dictionary and the list of actors were further iterated and revised over the data reduction process 

through regular discussions among the authors and coders. 

Second, as pre-coding step, one of the authors immersed in the setting categorized the 

contents of all transcripts according to the five themes. This allowed the authors to gather a first 

overview of the data, a first idea of relevant theoretical aspects and of the potential junctures 

between both data and theory. We processed the data in a matrix coding that connected the 

themes and actors. Moreover, we split up the five themes into preliminary sub-codes by 

specifying construct features from literature on a second construct level, and corresponding 

features from the empirical setting on a third level. We then created a first case narrative early 

in the analytics process that was updated throughout the data reduction as written case study 

report and eventually reviewed by both peers and participants in the case (Yin, 2009). This pre-

coding step fostered an initial, common understanding, and construct validity of the study. 

Third, the first coding round focused on the categorization of the data transcripts according 

to the five themes. For enhanced reliability and in order to better calibrate understandings and 

perspectives, initially four coders – two authors, two independent coders – categorized the same 

five transcripts and discussed their individual results. Then, the four coders individually 

categorized the same 28 transcripts. The authors categorized the 28 transcripts in multiple sets 
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of five to ten transcripts. After every set, the four coders discussed their preliminary outcomes 

in order to together review and further align their individual categorizations for reliability of 

our operations and a solid common understanding. Based on that, the two independent coders 

categorized the remaining 115 transcripts. For further optimizing the calibration, the transcripts 

were equally divided into sets of 10 to 15 transcripts, while again after every set the independent 

coders discussed their outcomes together with the authors.  

Fourth, we focused the categorized data on our two initial research interests, which had 

evolved toward the enabling and administrative leadership behaviors, through a keyword 

analysis in NVivo. We first filtered relevant transcripts, analyzed them and, then, identified and 

clustered distinct emerging patterns. Out of these patterns, we developed a more fine-grained 

conceptual framework to better grasp the dynamics of complexity leadership (see Figure 3). 

We believed that this framework offered a strong contribution to complexity leadership theory 

without doing undue violence to our ethnographic experience (Pratt, 2000). In order to ensure 

that this was actually the case, we did a second, more fine-grained micro-coding round. 

Fifth, in the second coding round, the authors further reduced the data by identifying two 

micro-codes that each manifest enabling or administrative leadership for each core theme: 

These micro-codes were iteratively developed and, accordingly, the final research question 

emerged. With a reduced data set of overall eight micro-codes, the authors identified and 

extracted representative statements from the transcripts. During the micro-coding, which was 

done by one of the authors and two new independent coders, overall 249 statements were each 

assigned to the respective micro-code. One coder was familiar with the organization and its 

leader, whereas the other had himself immersed in the Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm. With 

every iteration of coding predefined sets of statements, the three coders discussed the coding 

outcomes in order to together review them, further calibrate and verify the conclusions drawn. 
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Overall, to ensure reliability, we documented every step of the data analysis, the chain of 

evidence, in a detailed case study protocol (Yin, 2009). We also developed a high-quality case 

study database using Trello from the start (Mills, Durepos, & Wiebe, 2010; Yin, 2009).  

An interrater reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic was individually performed in 

SPSS Statistics for the first coding round (Kappa = 0.80 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.504, 0.848)) 

and the second coding round (Kappa = 0.65 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.504, 0.848)) to determine 

consistency among raters (Landis & Koch, 1977).  

 

4.4 Findings 

Our analysis reveals findings on how both enabling and administrative leadership foster 

complex dynamics at Gawad Kalinga toward ending poverty for five million families in the 

Philippines and building 500,000 social entrepreneurs until the year 2024.  

We acknowledge Gawad Kalinga as CAS with its complexity leadership model extending 

to four levels with specific manifestations of both leadership behaviors on each level: (1) trust, 

(2) sharing economy, (3) social entrepreneurship and (4) ecosystem (see Figure 3). 

On each level, each leadership behavior is assigned a specific manifestation. Administrative 

leadership at Gawad Kalinga reflects the movement of individuals who, with their own 

resources, represent Gawad Kalinga’s backbone and learn to manage, allocate and sustain 

resources in favor of building the Philippines as a nation. Enabling leadership focuses on 

enabling others by providing the conditions for building and growing this movement. 

On the system level, Gawad Kalinga has emerged as sustained social framework of its own 

with a self-reinforcing leadership dynamic that fosters the emergence of social businesses and 

impact. Gawad Kalinga helps replicate this model in regions including Asia, the US, and Africa. 

On the individual level, this model facilitates the conditions for individuals to emerge as 

administrative leaders, and to build and sustain own businesses and future enabling leaders. 
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Figure 3: Complexity Leadership Model for Gawad Kalinga 

 
 

4.4.1 Giving a Credit of Trust and Providing Assurance for Others’ Trust to Emerge 

Our data micro-analysis for trust revealed two leadership behaviors: Learn to trust (focus: self) 

for administrative leadership, and Give a credit of trust and provide assurance first (focus: 

others) for enabling leadership. Both behaviors capture the lack of trust as root cause of poverty, 

and trust building as initial means toward ending poverty (see Figure 4). 

 

(i) Administrative leadership: Learn to trust 

Learn to trust (focus: self) refers to the poor’s leadership by learning to trust institutions 

and the more privileged. As these individuals learn to trust, they connect with and recognize 

the beneficial value of institutions and the more privileged, which is essential for them to 

believe Gawad Kalinga’s mission. In that sense, trust is the primary level for individuals to 

bond with and sustain the Gawad Kalinga movement by their mindset.  
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Figure 4: Complexity Leadership on Trust Level for Gawad Kalinga 

 

Lack of trust in institutions and the privileged. As the Gawad Kalinga founder Tony 

Meloto emphasizes, the Philippines suffers from a systemic loss of trust in both institutions and 

the most educated and privileged as root cause of poverty: 

The root of the problem of poverty  […]  is corruption and the loss of trust in institutions. The loss of trust in 

even the most educated people who happen also to be some of the most corrupt. The loss of trust in many of 

the institutions that are supposed to promote values  […]  there is mistrust on the part of the poor for those who 

are privileged with education and success in business and power in government. (Founder1) 

A government representative admits himself that institutions are perceived negatively: “Some 

people think it's  [the government]  the dark side” (GovRepr1).  

But “genius” of the poor. Yet, the Filipino culture is conducive to building this trust. 

Despite the lack of trust in institutions and the privileged, the Filipino culture is driven by 

general trust in others, acknowledges a Gawad Kalinga community mother: 

When they  [foreigners]  come to the house, we treated them as my son.  We treated them as…not other people.  

So some other interns like to come back here…because we treated them as our family.  […]  Because I trust 

you…that you’re good and that your good behavior to come in my house…good intention.  You will not make 

trouble  […]  or you can make bad here in my house. So, Filipinos have faith and trust to other people….even 

they didn’t know them.  […]  We trust all people.  But if we didn’t trust other people, we didn’t trust you also. 

(CM1) 

Gawad Kalinga calls this general trust the genius of the poor which lies not only “in individual 

brilliance in some area of human activity, but in a supremely positive, humane attitude to life, 
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to its ups and downs, to its unfairness and its opportunities and above all to other people – 

family, neighbor or stranger” (Graham, 2014, p. 128). This genius is leveraged as imperative 

basis for the poor who learn to trust institutions and the privileged through others who help the 

poor trust, regardless whether those others can initially trust the poor: “Trust is important in 

that sense.  That they  [the poor]  can trust you  [those who help the poor trust]” (Mush1). 

 

(ii) Enabling leadership: Give a credit of trust and provide assurance first 

For the poor to learn to trust, enabling leaders need to foster the learning conditions.  

Give a credit of trust and provide assurance first (focus: others) refers to individuals’ 

leadership in initiating a trust relationship with the poor first and top-down by giving a credit 

of trust and providing direct assurance of their trustworthiness. This leadership behavior 

provides the conditions for administrative leaders and their trust to emerge, and therefore 

represents the initial starting point for a trust relationship to subsequently unfold over time.  

Trust others’ potential trustworthiness. This behavior is supported by enabling leaders’ 

expectation that the poor can be trustworthy, although they are currently not. This expectation 

demands a leader’s consistency, fortitude and radical optimism, a social entrepreneur explains:  

Trust is more like having trust in people even though they show you that they're not trustworthy, supposedly.  

But you see beyond that, you don't see how they are now, you see how they can become and that is what you 

want to trust.  I want to trust that you will become someone else.  And I want you to trust that you will become 

someone else because that’s how you're going to change.  So that’s why in this farm we never give up on 

anyone.  We can give a thousand chances to people when they fail or they misbehave because we always 

believe that they can grow and they can change. (FrSoc1) 

The latter statement reflects the interviewee’s ambiguity of trust: He conveys that he does not 

trust the poor in their current but in their future state. At first, this credit of trust appears 

counterintuitive and paradox: It shows a leader who lacks immediate but has potential trust, and 

still expects the poor’s bad behaviors which are further detrimental to their trustworthiness:  

We have to understand that this  [untrustworthy behavior]  doesn't mean that a person doesn't want to change.  

And that’s actually where that person needs the support of Gawad Kalinga to say…Yes, you did something 

wrong.  Yes, you should not be proud of yourself.  But this does not mean that we are going to give up on you.  

Because if we give up on him, he will give up on himself and that’s how he will become a thief again, et cetera. 
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So we still have to show that this is not something that has to be done.  This is still something that is wrong.  

But you have to show also that we trust that that person can become better.  So we give our trust. (FrSoc1) 

However, unless the leader decides to give a credit of trust which enables the poor’s learning 

to trust, there is no basis for trust to emerge on either side of the leader and the poor. This credit 

of trust represents the necessity of a leader’s general decision upfront to consistently enable the 

poor despite their lack of trustworthiness, pointed out by a Philippine social entrepreneur: 

What you do have to recognize first and foremost, I guess, is the decision point from your personal end to start 

saying that I will do this for you, even if you might not respond yet.  Like for example, for the community, 

especially if you enter Bagong Silang  [slum in Manila].  These were people you did not want to trust, because 

they were gang members, they were robbers and all of these things.  They were criminals.  You don't usually 

trust criminals, right?  But Tito  [Tony],  he just made the decision to say that no matter what, I will actually 

work with you. (Mush1) 

Prioritize own trustworthiness over own trust. At first, this leader is uncertain about who 

to trust in slums such as Bagong Silang that serve as “university for criminals in the country” 

(FC3). The enabling leader needs to mitigate his uncertainty and prioritize his own 

trustworthiness toward the poor over his own trust in them, since he can initially at least control 

and influence his own trustworthiness in contrast to others’. A Philippine social entrepreneur 

illustrates this argument and further suggests that demonstrating trustworthiness to others 

depicts a leader’s decent personal qualities:  

You don't say I trust a criminal because really they might just really stab you in the back  […]  What's important 

is that you for yourself are able to say to another person that you can trust me  […]  being trustworthy yourself 

is something that you can decide on. So that’s why, I guess, character is important. (Mush1) 

Extend family. An enabling leader’s upfront decision to serve the poor and to manifest his 

own trustworthiness toward others at Gawad Kalinga is necessarily accompanied by a much 

more intimate decision not only to bond with but to extend his family toward the poor. The 

Gawad Kalinga founder decided to extend his own family as emotional, cognitive attachment 

and compulsory condition for him to be able to sincerely and unconditionally care for the poor: 

“To love them, I had to seriously consider them as family” (Meloto, 2009, p. 29). 
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In this respect, the leader’s extended family means the same close relation as the leader’s 

true, immediate family, as a foundation owner delineates by recapitulating his dialogue with 

the Gawad Kalinga founder:  

[I said]  We  [both the interviewee and Tony Meloto]  miss our family a lot.  […]  How do you deal with it?  

He  [Tony Meloto]  is like, You just extend your family.  Now I’m your blood family.  You extend your family 

to be with the poor  […]  This is your family here at the farm…your extended family. (Foundation1) 

Provide direct assurance. A leaders’ cognitive decision alone to give others a credit of 

trust is not sufficient for other individuals to learn to trust. Rather, in order for the poor to trust 

strangers and for enabling leaders to assure their safety themselves, the latter need to 

demonstrate immediate and ad-hoc assurance of their trustworthiness. This assurance facilitates 

the poor’s disposition to learn to trust. 

In Tony Meloto’s case, he went into the Manila slum Bagong Silang the first time in 1995 

and brought his daughter as immediate assurance of his trustworthiness, i.e., “as a peace 

offering, a gesture of good faith to earn their trust” (Meloto, 2009, p. 18). With his daughter, he 

enhanced his personal trustworthiness and stressed his genuine vulnerability. 

As he himself has emerged to one of the most trusted Filipinos, Tony Meloto provides the 

poor assurance of other leaders’ trustworthiness, as “he carries an aura of trust and integrity, 

you know, and people go, Oh, well, it’s Tito…I gotta listen  […]  it’s building more trust” 

(AC1), states the founder of another Philippine community-based organization.  

As bridge of trust, Gawad Kalinga provides assurance for organization members, e.g., social 

entrepreneurs that aim to bring their social business to further Gawad Kalinga communities:  

The good thing is Gawad Kalinga is already set up in  […]  communities where people have received value 

information where people are aware of what is happening at Gawad Kalinga.  Second, the things that they can 

benefit from are the power of social media, the power of TV.  Because a lot of those GK communities have 

seen us on TV  […]  and they are the ones  […]  like, hey, why don’t you just move into our communities? 

(FC1) 

Assurance can additionally be provided through other Gawad Kalinga community members 

that are brought into another community, states a social entrepreneur: “They will be the ones to 
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basically explain to them what does it mean [sic] to be working with us in terms of expectations, 

in terms of commitment, in terms of workload, in terms of culture of our company” (FC1). 

Overall, enabling leaders’ credit of trust and immediate assurance lead to an initially 

asymmetric, reverse, one-sided and non-reciprocal kind of trust by assurance on the side of the 

poor. As initial condition to building an inclusive Bayanihan Economy with the poor and the 

rich, trustworthy leaders help restore the poor’s lack of trust in institutions and the privileged. 

 

4.4.2 Sharing and Sacrificing First for Others’ Sharing and Sacrificing to Emerge 

With respect to sharing, our data micro-analysis has identified two leadership behaviors: Learn 

to share and sacrifice for administrative leadership, and Continuously share and sacrifice first 

for enabling leadership. Enabling leaders share and sacrifice first and continuously so that 

administrative leaders learn to share and sacrifice as well. With the emergence of mutual 

sharing and sacrificing, the trust relationship develops from a reverse kind of trust (see trust 

level) toward a joint trust relationship over time (see Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5: Complexity Leadership on Sharing Level for Gawad Kalinga 
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(i) Administrative leadership: Learn to share and sacrifice 

Learn to share and sacrifice refers to individuals’ leadership by learning to share and 

sacrifice own resources in order to work together for the common mission. Sacrificing means 

enhanced sharing by exploiting one’s own resources for others to the fullest. The poor become 

administrative leaders in that they, as they learn to share and sacrifice, leverage their own, self-

managed resources with the movement and sustain Gawad Kalinga’s accessible resource 

capacities, and its sharing and sacrificing culture. The necessity of this leadership behavior is 

rooted in the poverty to share, since “in GK we always say that the root cause of poverty is 

really a lack of caring and sharing” (Mush1).  

Lack of working together by sharing and sacrificing. Familial, neighborly or hospitable 

sharing and sacrificing needs to be differentiated from working together by sharing and 

sacrificing. The former act of sharing appears to be generally present in Gawad Kalinga 

communities in contrast to a lack of actually working together, according to a volunteer in a 

particular Gawad Kalinga community: 

When you first arrive at the village you don’t actually know who’s related because they’re all mixed together 

and then when you go to a house they’re all there together…so in some ways, everyone is looking after 

everyone.  So, yeah…that was one of the more subtle things.  When you look in terms of actually doing 

deductive work, they’re not good at…with community spirit. (VUK1) 

But familial and neighborly sharing. Familial and neighborly sharing and sacrificing 

implies that members of Gawad Kalinga communities take responsibility for other families as 

some mothers or fathers are unable to take their responsibilities themselves: “The community 

is pitching in, replacing the duties that their mother would usually have to help cooking, 

checking them for lice, things like that…things that their dad would not think to do” (VUK1). 

This act of familial and neighborly sharing demonstrates caring for others, prevents 

potential conflicts and serves to sustain the relationships in the community. A community 

mother explains that she shares her cooked food with another community mother for these 

purposes:  
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I don't want to feel Tita feel bad that you are here because she is your [assigned mother]  […]  So she didn’t 

give me a reason to be angry because I told them that you are here, that they have some food, then if I have 

[some food] I will give  [to her]  […]  That’s the way you approach the people.  So that you don’t make them 

angry.  […]  That you don’t do bad to each other. So she was happy that I gave her food…Oh, that’s too 

[much], but I’m only one  […]  So I put four fried chicken and a bit of spaghetti and she said…Oh, thank you. 

(CM1) 

Familial sharing and sacrificing is also present according to a Gawad Kalinga social 

entrepreneur who, from his everyday work with community mothers, is “seeing those Filipino 

mothers just everyday sacrificing everything they have just to provide for their kids  […]  She 

will do everything to provide for the tuition” (FC1). 

Hospitable sharing. The Filipinos’ culture and “genius” of the poor becomes further 

evident by their hospitality toward strangers. A French social entrepreneur highlights that even 

in poor slum settings “it’s not holy mole…I mean, people are happy and they are greeting you  

[…]  There’s a kind of poverty, proximity, hospitality” (BP1). At Gawad Kalinga, this 

hospitality translates into Filipino families sharing their life by accommodating guests in their 

house:  

The other interns before they slept here with us  […]  they take a bath, all this...and if they want to…  I give 

them my key and I said oh this is your key, so when I’m not here, so you can knock on my house…then if you 

want, you can come here, if I’m out, you can come to my house. This is part of our love for the interns here. 

(CM1) 

Bayanihan and Padugo. In order to organize working together for the common mission by 

sharing and sacrificing, the Gawad Kalinga members learn to live out the central Gawad 

Kalinga values Bayanihan (sharing) and Padugo (sacrificing).  

Bayanihan represents a Gawad Kalinga core value which is a steady commitment toward 

others by “sharing the load” of the mission (Meloto, 2009, p. 73):  

That’s when we believe that true poverty will end. When we are better together because we help each other 

out: “Bayanihan.  […]  Being a hero for others, or being heroic as well in your approach, in your trying, in 

your failing, in your making mistakes, and doing it every day. (GKIncub1) 

Padugo is another central Gawad Kalinga value that means sacrifice: “Padugo means 

bloodletting, that’s really just trying to sacrifice your own resources” (Mush1).  

Both values are the backbone for fulfilling the Gawad Kalinga mission, since Gawad 

Kalinga’s own resources are limited and need to be complemented by individuals working 
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together. The following two examples illustrate how the Gawad Kalinga members learn and 

practice both Bayanihan and Padugo in favor of Gawad Kalinga’s mission as they initially 

work for their own house and eventually, as soon as they are not poor anymore, help others in 

need. 

First, in the community-building projects, the prospective residents build the houses 

together, i.e., bring in their so-called sweat equity to pay the houses forward: 

The families cannot provide financially for their houses but they have arms, legs and they can work for it.  So 

they can build the houses together.  So what happened is Bayanihan.  […]  Not knowing which one is going 

to be theirs.  It's only when the houses are completed that we have some sort of a lottery.  Like a raffle.  House 

number three will go to this family.  […]  So you’ve created some sense of solidarity already.  They have 

been helping one another building the houses.  So that’s community spirit.  Then each of the families still 

owe a certain number of hours to the community.  Meaning being a volunteer  […]  for the cleanliness, 

Kalinisan, being a volunteer for the farming, for the landscaping.  So those are how we've been able to bring 

the cost down in this village. (FC3) 

Families can only become a house recipient after completing 27 values formation sessions. 

Second, the so-called Bayani Challenge – an annual event for building livelihood as a 

national movement across the Philippines – emphasizes the local and bottom-up impact of 

previously poor people who had been helped themselves and now help others in need: 

So he  [Tony Meloto]  said this Bayani Challenge, 300 new communities, one million volunteers.  […]  they 

had gotten 1.75 million volunteers.  […]  Tito Tony said, You know how we got them?  We built 2,500 

communities and about a quarter million homes…250,000 homes…about a million people.  And they were the 

ones that volunteered in large numbers. So the poor…who are no longer poor…they’re living in 

communities…they’re living lives of dignity and safety and many of them have jobs now in the communities.  

And what do they want to do?  They want to help lift other people out of poverty, which is why I call him 

“Mother Teresa 3.0”. (Foundation2) 

The Gawad Kalinga values represent the core of the organization in that “every staff member 

and everyone I’ve talked to has come back to the mission, has come back to being a values-

driven organization”, acknowledges an external NGO representative (VolRepr1). The Gawad 

Kalinga founder Tony Meloto acknowledges the need for continuously building this culture: 

“Everyone wants to feed me.  Anywhere I go people want to feed you.  Even the poor.  Any 

house I enter there, I can get food for free.  It's a culture you build” (Founder3). 
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(ii) Enabling leadership: Continuously share and sacrifice first 

Enabling leadership provides the conditions for others’ learning to share and sacrifice.  

Continuously share and sacrifice first refers to individuals’ leadership in first and 

continuously sharing with and sacrificing for the poor. Based on this enabling leadership 

behavior, the poor as sharing and sacrificing administrative leaders emerge, and mutual sharing 

and sacrificing between both leaders ultimately promote a joint trust relationship.  

Continuous power of presence. Proactively sharing and sacrificing any kind of own 

resources, both tangible and intangible, is inherent to the so-called power of presence which 

represents a radical overall commitment toward others, the Gawad Kalinga founder explains: 

I realized that what was really lacking in the lives of the poor is presence…the power of presence…  […]  So 

what they need here is my presence more than whatever I can say or what I can do.  Like my presence is to 

them just the same that You will not be abandoned.  Somebody believes in them.  Somebody will help them, 

make them  [sic]  dreams come true, if they work hard for it.  So I just come here because when they see me, 

they feel secure…because they’re so used to being abandoned. (Founder5) 

A social entrepreneur underlines that this presence highlights a leader’s immersion and empathy 

for others which appreciates the poor’s worth and provides them psychological safety: 

If you stop going there  [to a community]  for a while, people will think you don’t care anymore and they will 

think GK doesn’t care anymore about us, so why would we still continue?  We don’t mean anything…we don’t 

matter.  And that’s the thing we try to battle.  You guys matter.  You guys have needs.  You guys have family 

and I know all the names of your kids and I know all your family and I know your needs. (FC1) 

The poor’s self-worth increases and their dignity is lifted when present enabling leaders not 

only coach but show humility as they learn from them, as the Gawad Kalinga founder 

emphasizes: “You know really…that you can learn from even the poor  […]  So your presence 

tells them you're worth something and when you learn from them, you say that you have value” 

(Founder6). Thus, these leaders are “not leading by talk but by example” (Foundation3), “taking 

the time out of  [their]  lives to get to know you” (Foundation5) as they are present and share 

and sacrifice first and continuously. This power of presence connects with Gawad Kalinga’s 

value Walang Iwanan – never leave anyone behind: “Tito Tony talks about never give up on 

people  […]  never give up…because people have given up on them before” (Foundation6). 
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The leader’s commitment is reciprocated by the emerging administrative leaders: “If you 

show your commitment to them, they will give you a commitment back” (FC1). 

Uncover perceived limits and help others fully leverage resources. In order to help 

others leverage their resources to the fullest, a psychologist contends:  

You need to identify what is the limiting belief that is holding them back.  And then…it’s a process  […]  

because success I really believe is two things.  The why,  […]  the mind, and the how, the strategy.  Success is 

80 percent about the why.  Getting through to how they think and 20 percent about the how, the strategy, to get 

from A to B. (Psych1) 

With respect to the strategy, the Gawad Kalinga founder has, throughout his presence, 

continuously provided challenging conditions and tension. These have confronted the poor with 

their own perceived limits which they had to overcome by themselves. As a result, the poor 

learn to go beyond their perceived limits, learn to leverage their true potential and commit to 

share and sacrifice with every new challenge:  

Tito Tony loves events because  […]  it rallies a community for something like  […]  oh in three months we 

will have the president come over.  S. would say, “What! He's coming here! There's no electricity, there's no 

water!”  […]  he does that all the time and it's like…what…no way that’s gonna happen…we will never get 

him here.  It happens and for some reason, everybody comes together.  So I think he's very good at challenging 

and that’s why every day was different because that’s…any time he would come up with something different. 

(GovRepr1) 

Yet, the poor have not been on their own in this process because Tony Meloto has combined 

challenging demands and fatherly presence and charisma: “It was stern and strength but very 

forgiving, very fatherly, very…it was like family.  So you do get challenged a lot but you felt 

that…at least for me, I felt like it was always the right challenge” (GovRepr1). Also the extreme 

conditions under which Gawad Kalinga has operated have selected those that overcome their 

limits, explains a former Gawad Kalinga team member: “people who were committed in the 

sense, were the ones who stayed.  So the ones who can keep on coming back” (GovRepr1). 

Making them learn to share and sacrifice, enabling leaders help build administrative leaders’ 

character, the Gawad Kalinga founder stresses:  

I push them for character  […]  I push for people who are the first to come and the last to leave. Who will not 

even eat, just as long as they can get the job done…who are willing to come on Sundays to school. It’s a 24/7 

commitment. (Founder7) 
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He suggests “important now is grit.  […]  never give up because we’re a country of quitters” 

(Founder8).  

Emerging joint trust relationship. The emerging mutual sharing and sacrificing promote 

the actual building of trust by a joint relationship. 

On the side of the poor, trust in enabling leaders is fostered by enabling leaders’ degree of 

sharing and sacrificing, argues a social entrepreneur:  

Some of the SEs  [social entrepreneurs]  would say, Well, when I’m not here my community partner doesn’t 

work.  But can you ask them, How often are you here?  […]  How do you expect them to work seven days if 

you’re only here one day?  How can they trust you?  What type of credibility, what type of leadership do you 

have if you’re not here? (FC1) 

Continuous sharing and sacrificing gives these leaders credibility: “Credibility…you need 

credibility.  People need to see you get blisters on your hands” (Foundation3). A social 

entrepreneur explains that, as he is present, he builds his trustworthiness continuously:  

First thing I also do is if I get another community,  […]  I will play basketball with the men every single day if 

I stay there just to make sure I build up relationship with them.  I build that trust before we engage any of the 

communities with the mothers. (FC1) 

On the side of enabling leaders, based on the firstly reverse kind of trust, they gradually 

build trust in the poor, the emerging administrative leaders: “The decision to actually share first 

comes before building the trust again.  The  [social entrepreneur’s]  trust eventually comes” 

(Mush1). Building this relationship reaches a level of mutual mentoring and partnership 

(GovRepr1), a social entrepreneur confirms:  

It’s not necessarily me teaching them something or them teaching me something,  […]  we learn things from 

one another.  […]  they make sure they point it out if ever I was not present or if ever I was not consistent.  

They would point it out and I would be careful for them…for the next time.  And in the same way, they would 

have knowledge whenever they do good stuff or  […]  when it is not good. (FC1) 

Overall, the focus on the sharing level is on the emergence of mutual sharing and sacrificing 

interactions that build trust over time as part of an increasingly joint relationship. 
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4.4.3 Building a Social Organization for Work and Entrepreneurial Opportunities to 

Emerge 

Social entrepreneurship as further level extends the relational focus on both trust and sharing 

levels by an institutional focus. On this level, our data micro-analysis has identified two 

leadership behaviors: Develop own work and entrepreneurial opportunities for administrative 

leadership, and Build a social organization for enabling leadership. Enabling leaders 

institutionalize their leadership by building up their own social organization, while 

administrative leaders develop work and entrepreneurial opportunities (see Figure 6). 

 

(i) Administrative leadership: Develop own work and entrepreneurial opportunities 

Develop own work and entrepreneurial opportunities refers to individuals’ leadership by 

practicing and enhancing their work and entrepreneurial opportunities as part of a social 

organization. The poor become administrative leaders when they manage formal organizational 

tasks, leverage their personal competencies and grow their overall managerial impact within 

the social organization over time. The poor need to be differentiated into those, especially the 

younger Filipinos, who develop entrepreneurial opportunities as aspiring enabling leaders, and 

those who develop and enhance their work opportunities as employees. 

Gawad Kalinga addresses individuals’ poverty to aspire to exert their full potential, 

especially one that could exert a significant beneficial impact on the community or Filipino 

nation: “I believe that the poor stay poor because  […]  they lack the capacity to dream” (GD1). 

Lack of faith in own potential. This poverty applies to both the most and less educated.  

The most educated people’s “greatest dream  […]  is to go out of this country. The greatest 

dream of our brightest students and graduates is to work for a multinational” (GKIncub1). The 

less educated do not aspire to change their situation themselves and rely on enabling leaders’ 

help, as a volunteer depicts the case of a remote Gawad Kalinga community:  
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They just don’t take the extra step and move this to something that could be productive for everyone and they 

could gain from it.  They just don’t see the gain immediately for them  […]  Here, they can’t think far enough 

to plant seeds and water them and take care of them and then they’ll gain from it.  […]  It’s too far in the future.  

Kids going to school?  So what if they miss a day?  […]  it doesn’t impact them now  […]  they’re very “in the 

moment” mindset  […]  I want them to be independent but someone needs to give them a bit of a push  […]  

You have the potential to do this. (VUK1) 

This lacking capacity to exert their full potential is grounded in individuals limiting their 

aspirations to their environment and background, regardless of their own potential: “Sadly a lot 

of people in the province can't dream anymore.  If you ask them…What do you want to do with 

your life?...At most, they will answer you…they want to become a tricycle driver” (FC4). 

The act of accepting but changing their low life standard themselves reflects individuals’ 

lacking confidence in their own potential, a psychologist explains:  

The two biggest problems in development across the world is the people feel two emotions. They feel worthless 

and they feel powerless to change anything and therefore they accept the horrific low-standard of quality life. 

Horrific, low-standard of excellence. The horrific suicide of potential. (Psych1) 

Employee mentality. Not aspiring to exert a beneficial local or national impact has been 

grounded in an employee mentality, as such statements as by the Head of the Gawad Kalinga 

Enchanted Farm (“We were raised to become employees”, HFC1) and Tony Meloto illustrate 

(“That’s our basic problem.  Three-hundred-fifty years as slaves.  You are just a laborer.  You 

just respect orders.  You don’t account.  So when the boss leaves, you don’t work”, Founder9). 

Learn to aspire as nation builders. While young Filipinos are considered the future nation 

builders who build prosperous Philippines through their own businesses, they need to learn and 

grow their work and entrepreneurial opportunities first: “Now, our kids here, if you were to 

measure them now on their ability to run a business in SEED  [Gawad Kalinga college], they’re 

not there yet. But they are learning, they are growing” (GKIncub1). They are learning and 

growing through their work in Gawad Kalinga social businesses, a social entrepreneur explains:  

There are two boys and one girl.  And they are at the farm with me every morning at 6:30 and they basically 

are learning, just like me, how to improve what we’re doing because it's still far from being perfect.  […]  So 

that’s how I'm involved with the kids of the community because one of the kids of the three interns from our 

school is actually a kid of the community.  So I mean his parents are beneficiaries of Gawad Kalinga.  And the 

two others live in a very, very poor house with a very, very poor background.  […]  They are  […]  very 

dedicated and very hard workers and especially eager to learn. (FrSoc2) 
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This learning process manifests itself as these prospective nation builders emerge as leaders 

who take their opportunity to build the nation very seriously: “Some of our students who are 

emerging leaders become too serious about being able to deliver” (Founder7). As the Gawad 

Kalinga founder points out, “they will be successful and also not only think of themselves but 

provide opportunities for other people” (Founder4). 

 

Figure 6: Complexity Leadership on Social Entrepreneurship Level for Gawad Kalinga 

 

Take and increase employee responsibilities. The social businesses rely on Gawad 

Kalinga community members to provide work expertise to develop and sustain the businesses. 

Leveraging their work expertise means that these members take meaningful responsibilities as 

employees, so that “no one leaves Bulacan  […]  They walk two minutes to their work instead 
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of  [travelling]  four hours back and forth  [to and from Manila]” (GKIncub1). These work 

conditions overall increase employees’ “quality of life but  [lower]  cost of living” (GKIncub1). 

Apart from working as employees who execute work orders, community members take 

increased work responsibilities as legitimate micro-managers who bring in and take care of 

essential core resources and tasks, a social entrepreneur from the chicken industry illustrates:  

I started a few months ago with one farmer  […]  He didn't go to grade school  […]  he had to raise his family  

[…]  He started  […]  harvesting the rice and doing all those jobs when he was 12 and he is now 25 and I'm 

just 22.  So, I'm not his boss, we’re working together.  I bring what I know and he brings what he knows.  He's 

been raising chickens in his backyard since he was a kid.  So he knows how to read the chicken.  He knows 

how to know when they're hungry, when we have to change the food we give them, et cetera. (FrSoc2) 

They even share on the business level, for example in case of temporary human resource 

shortages in social businesses, they temporarily join to share their expertise, reports a social 

entrepreneur (“They made it happen”, TP1).  

Still, community members’ work maintains an administrative nature, since, according to a 

social entrepreneur, “they will always update me and they will always check with me” (FC1). 

 

(ii) Enabling leadership: Build a social organization 

Build a social organization refers to individuals who institutionalize their leadership by 

building their social organization in order for administrative leaders to develop their work and 

entrepreneurial opportunities. The Gawad Kalinga founder and social entrepreneurs enable 

others through Gawad Kalinga and their social businesses. Although their enabling impact 

generally pertains to both aspiring entrepreneurs and social business employees, the founder 

mainly enables social entrepreneurs who again mainly enable social business employees. 

Operationalize the founder’s grand vision. The initial condition for social entrepreneurs 

to thrive is Tony Meloto’s clear grand vision that guides them in their doing. Setting a grand 

vision at Gawad Kalinga has involved both consistency and the specification of this long-term 

vision into short-term, operational goals, while his vision displays flexibility in that it has 

invited others’ alternative suggestions that still serve the same purpose:  
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Setting a clear vision.  He  [Tony Meloto]  was very consistent with the long-term.  Admittedly it was a struggle 

for many people coping with day-to-day or let’s say, short-term goals because it shifted almost every week.  

[…]  Always, his only request is…”If you don't like the way I think we do it, come up with an alternative or 

come up with a suggestion.  I don't really have to know how you do it for example but if it gets to where we 

want to go, then why not. (GovRepr1) 

The social entrepreneurs are encouraged to have their personal vision for their social businesses 

and connect theirs to the grand vision: “So as what Tito Tony always reminds us  [of]…always 

have a vision, personal vision that is tied up to a bigger one” (Mush1). 

A grand vision, short-term goals and individual visions helped consistently decentralize 

control and development at Gawad Kalinga, for instance, the Gawad Kalinga management team 

led the community-building programs on its own without the founder’s activity: “Tito Tony 

trusted the management team of GK to make them do implementing of the housing programs 

and the other development programs on their own without him there regularly” (GovRepr1). 

Through his operationalized grand vision that combines short-term goals and many personal 

visions, Tony Meloto enables the entire organization to have both a local and national impact. 

A clear personal vision operationalized into tangible structures that prove the vision’s feasibility 

are required so that Gawad Kalinga members become aware of the purpose and their significant 

role in it:  

If you want to change mindsets, if you want people just to join you in your movement, first of all you have to 

be very clear with your vision.  But to show them really that the vision will come true, show them proof that it 

can actually happen. (Mush1) 

Show-and-tell strategy. The Gawad Kalinga founder has promoted the notion Build and 

They Will Come which resembles building a physical proof-of-concept as instrument to 

visualize emergent progress and thereby gain others’ commitment: “building the structures was 

actually very critical in changing the mindset as well” (Mush1). 

Build and They Will Come follows Gawad Kalinga’s so-called show-and-tell strategy which 

implies “Practice first, preach later” (Meloto, 2009, p. 54). In this respect, dreaming for the 

country is not sufficient but needs to translate into action: “Dream big, but have the courage to 
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do what is required of you every day…do big as well” (GKIncub1). The Gawad Kalinga 

founder enables individuals to take action with already very early or inadequate solutions:  

In the Philippines, you have so many smart people…they talk and talk and talk and they know how the world 

should go or who should be there or what but I ask them…What have you done?  Show me your platform.  

Show me…and you know no matter how inadequate it is, I would love it.  If it's all talk, let’s not talk. 

(Founder11) 

In order for the poor to enhance their perceived limited capacity to exert their full potential, the 

Gawad Kalinga founder encourages them to build the means to end their own and others’ 

poverty by themselves – first in Gawad Kalinga’s community-building projects. The self-

constructed houses serve as first proof-of-concepts that uncover individuals’ potential to 

actively address and solve their problems themselves: “show a proof of concept first” (Mush1). 

Building the Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm equally served as proof-of-concept to several 

today’s social entrepreneurs, confirms an involved social entrepreneur:  

We had to do it  […]  just to prove to us, everyone here, because when we started we were all thinking  […]  

Tito are you really telling us that people will visit us here?  […]  But, with all the TM fashion with doing 

things…He was just…No, no, we will build and they will come. (Mush1) 

This proof-of-concept made them learn proactivity in addressing challenges:  

If you wanted to do something here  […]  in the Philippines that’s not yet here, let’s not wait for others to give 

it to us, we have to do it ourselves.  It's a very important learning for all of us.  It also changed our minds of 

what we can actually achieve as a very young, aspiring people. (Mush1) 

Design the Farm as idea laboratory. Showing proof-of-concept also relates to 

implementing novel business ideas. Tony Meloto underlines dynamic experimentation as 

essential to the development of ideas, products and businesses which has been possible at the 

Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm, a first livelihood showcase model with social businesses:  

You're building this Farm Village University that will attract more and more people to develop products.  Then 

we will experiment.  We will use this as a laboratory for whatever ideas that people have, because people are 

saying so much land that is wasted.  Then what are you doing about it. (Founder6) 

Early solutions entail that “we all learn in the process  […]  we want everybody to learn.  […]  

we learn by doing” (FrSoc2) and gain experience from mistakes, e.g., “the plants are mature 

already  […]  and they are ready for harvest and then our equipment is not yet done” (EO1).  
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The School for Experiential and Entrepreneurial Development (SEED) is also part of the Farm. 

It provides the curriculum for young students to develop their entrepreneurial competencies:  

We also have to build the curriculum. That’s why SEED is there. Because we need to also understand what  

[…]  we need to provide to mold the hearts, hands and minds of future changemakers and leaders. And in 

relation to that would also be to build a movement of entrepreneurs, people who will actually aspire to 

becoming entrepreneurs while they are young and they’re ready to really define a career path for them. 

(GKIncub1) 

Design a social business incubation program. Finally, social entrepreneurs thrive through 

a social business incubation program. To enable social entrepreneurs to experiment with their 

ideas, Tony Meloto took ownership for developing the appropriate conditions: 

He started focusing on special projects like this one.  And then that special project became mainstream in the 

sense that it's now a firm-established program within the GK family.  […]  at some point he said, “If I'm just 

there, people…things will just be the same, so it might be better for me to just do something else also.” He was 

very interested in social enterprise and that’s just how he transitioned  [GK].  Very organically. (GovRepr1) 

This incubation program supports aspiring social entrepreneurs, the Head of social business 

incubation explains:  

To take it  [their idea]  to the next step by creating prototypes, creating business models, creating a strategy  

[…]  our role is to mentor and to build people up  […]  Because if we were to wait for the entrepreneurs to 

come in, then it would take us a long time and we wouldn’t be able to end poverty. (GKIncub1) 

Institutionalize sharing. For social entrepreneurs and businesses to thrive, they need to 

share resources with other social entrepreneurs and businesses on an institutional level.  

Gawad Kalinga’s Head of social business incubation explains that institutionalized sharing 

comes with hybrid business models that have common value chains for social entrepreneurs to 

access common resources together; e.g., dairy businesses all rely on but can only together afford 

a refrigerated van by sharing the cost and use. Hence, social businesses are interdependent:  

We enable to work together and to share resources that will otherwise not be accessible to us if we had done it 

on our own.  […]  It’s really dealing with the fragmented industries that we have but working together to fill 

in the gaps in  […]  the value chain and also being able to compete globally. Because if you have these resources 

and equipment  […]  you’d be able to now create higher quality products  […]  we know that individually our 

enterprises would not succeed. Because we don’t have the financial capacity for it.  […]  we had to find hybrid 

models and look for common value chains and then build up what would actually be there, dairy for example. 

(GKIncub1) 

Institutionalized sharing inheres a familial support system where “[there is] first the business 

side but just having your friends there telling you don't give up, there has to be a solution there, 
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completely changes your perspective of things” (Mush1). By this kind of sharing, “the risk [of 

starting a business] is brought down significantly” (EO1). 

Leverage local resources. Social entrepreneurs enable their employees by sourcing and 

leveraging employees’ local resources “including sewing” (FC4). They develop businesses and 

products by means of these resources, for example “garments, making bags, making dresses” 

(FC4). Sourcing this abundance of local resources, which includes “indigenous materials like 

canvas, jute” (RA1), “lemongrass, pandang, sweet potato leaves” (GKIncub1), immediately 

increases the local employment opportunities, so that unless both human and natural resources 

are sourced locally, “it [a product] doesn’t have any social impact” (Founder11). 

Treat as community partners. Social entrepreneurs treat their employees as community 

partners so that they together navigate the social business: 

In all definition of social entrepreneurship, we don’t want to be the type of business owner that is disconnected 

from the production needs…like to be always just giving direction, just giving a production schedule.  We like 

to be more hands-on and since we see them as community partners and not laborers, I want to consult 

them…and I consult them as much as I can.  I want them to own it.  I want them to act as if it was their own 

company.  And now, it is…because they are shareholders, so it is their own company  [they own 30%]. (FC1) 

Social entrepreneurs assign their employees as “team leaders” (FC1) that micro-manage their 

own teams that they not only take ownership but responsibility and accountability for.  

Social businesses are developed as social entrepreneurs connect “what is the genius that is 

in our communities with the genius that is in us  [entrepreneurs]” (GKIncub1):  

And it was only when we encountered this drink and worked with her that we utilized our own skills and talents 

and melded it with hers so that we created something that actually was competitive in the market. (GKIncub1) 

By involving the community partners, social entrepreneurs ultimately break their “cycle of 

poverty” and end poverty “because they  [the community partners]  don’t see themselves as 

poor anymore, they have dignity, they have a house, they have income” (GKIncub1). 

Practice Gawad Kalinga values. The social entrepreneurs navigate their business with the 

help of these values so that a social entrepreneur stresses that “I want to make sure that the 

culture of the company is always connected to Gawad Kalinga values” (FC1).  
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These values help the social entrepreneurs guide their employees to increase their work 

responsibilities as team leaders. A social entrepreneur describes that he can only give his 

employees freedom in their decisions by consistently conveying the Gawad Kalinga values:  

They take ownership to it…if they are the ones to pick the system they want to do, then you make them 

accountable.  […]  it ended up to a point where I said, You know what?  Just pick your team leader.  Pick your 

team members.  Pick the person that will cut.  Pick the person that will do the hand-stitch.  And so whenever 

they would come back to me and say, But this person doesn’t cut well, I’d say, Well, you chose that person.  

You chose that person so that you’re accountable for it.  You chose that person…you make sure she doesn’t 

fail.  You engage that person.  You make sure you don’t give up on her because I’m not giving up on you. (FC1) 

This collective focus on Gawad Kalinga values allows for less formal control and enables 

Gawad Kalinga members, both social entrepreneurs and employees, to have more freedom for 

creativity, the Gawad Kalinga academic director states:  

Everybody really knows what the principles are…the values…where we are going.  You can basically go in 

any direction.  Like, you don’t risk of losing track because you know people know where they’re going  […]  

you don’t have to control them. (AcaD1) 

Institutionalize own trustworthiness and trust. By building their own social 

organization, both the Gawad Kalinga founder and the social entrepreneurs have 

institutionalized their trustworthiness, and accordingly enhanced their joint trust relationships 

on a higher trust level. Building an organization that puts others first ultimately validates a 

social entrepreneur’s trustworthiness and commitment, suggests a social entrepreneur:  

I had to gain his [Tony Meloto’s] trust.  […]  “Plush and Play” is a big way for me to gain his trust.  Because 

before, he always would say, Oh, you always want to do things your way.  And so eventually, this is my way 

to do the things.  This is my space  [...]  And I was [eager] to show him that it is not talking…I am actually 

doing things, right?  Tito Tony is not someone you can convince with words but with actions  […]  And so 

now it’s really…we can have like different types of discussion, to  […]  a family kind of relationship. (FC1) 

Another social entrepreneur confirms that building his trustworthiness is a process that depends 

on fulfilling his purpose which is “to provide jobs for you  [the employees]  […]  If you still 

can't trust me on that end, I still have to prove myself” (Mush1). In this process, “They  [the 

employees]  feel loyal to you as long as you are consistent  […]  whenever you change your 

plan, you change your idea…this is where it’s becoming challenging” (FC1). 

Besides their trustworthiness, social entrepreneurs also institutionalize their trust through 

their own business, since they, as the Head of social business incubation puts it, need to “have 
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the bias for collaboration and trust to be able to actually see these hybrid models” (GKIncub1), 

e.g., give fellow social entrepreneurs a credit of trust and share resources with them in order to 

leverage “these models that will shorten the incubation period of enterprises”. 

Generally, with the emergence of social entrepreneurs and businesses, work opportunities 

are provided which contribute to institutionalizing social entrepreneurs’ trustworthiness.  

 

4.4.4 Including External Stakeholders for an Inclusive Ecosystem to Emerge 

The ecosystem level extends the previous levels beyond Gawad Kalinga’s boundaries.  

On this level, we find two leadership behaviors: Learn to contribute externally to the 

organization for administrative leadership, and Build an inclusive ecosystem for enabling 

leadership. Social entrepreneurs at Gawad Kalinga expand their leadership with external 

stakeholders in order to build the Bayanihan Economy for inclusive growth (see Figure 7).  

 

(i) Administrative leadership: Learn to contribute externally to the organization 

Learn to contribute externally to the organization refers to external stakeholders’ leadership 

by learning to leverage own resources for Gawad Kalinga and its social businesses.  

Lack of connection and working together. Gawad Kalinga’s external stakeholders have 

lacked an involvement with the poor and vice versa: “The rich are disconnected with the poor. 

The poor only go to the rich to either beg or steal. The government is scared of the private 

sector. The private sector is scared of government” (GKIncub1). Also, social entrepreneurs 

have developed their business and industry on their own without actively seeking partners, 

explains a mushroom social entrepreneur: “I have met  [people]  in the industry that are very 

exclusive.  They want to grow the mushrooms themselves.  […]  process it themselves.  They 

want to sell to the market themselves.  The whole industry line, they want to do” (Mush1). 
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The Gawad Kalinga founder argues that external stakeholders’ care for others is important 

to an inclusive economy: “So we realize that it is surrender of ego, surrender of selfish interest 

and that this is necessary towards building a more inclusive economy” (Founder1). 

Synergize same objectives. External stakeholders share the same objectives with Gawad 

Kalinga and can create synergy effects with its mission, such as political partners: 

The overlap is in the same objective.  Let’s create more jobs.  Let’s build more businesses.  Let’s sustain these 

livelihoods.  […]  Increase access to training, mentorship, knowledge  […]  Or someone to talk to on a regular 

basis.  […]  access to capital.  Make it easier for businesses to access capital.  […]  access to markets  […]  

You figure out first what the market wants and what the market needs and that’s when you come up with a 

product.  […]  cost of doing business.  […]  Our office is trying to do that by working on competition. 

(GovRepr1) 

Furthermore, external partners are from the education and research sector and see themselves 

as “a link.  […]  whether it's finding new distribution partners or designing student experiences 

or getting linked up to the university networks in North America or in Europe” (AcaRepr1). 

Other cause-related organizations seek to partner in order to complement their own work 

with Gawad Kalinga’s model, a NGO representative explains: “We try and find partners and 

create a portfolio of organizations already doing that work  [running programs]  and find a way 

that we can deploy volunteers to help them do that  [work]” (VolRepr2). 

Contribute to building markets. Business partners aim to leverage Gawad Kalinga’s 

population for establishing markets, according to a businessman from the dairy industry: 

For us it can increase both the throughput of our product and the training process into the larger untrained, 

uneducated population and in a sense it pushes upstream quicker.  Rather than have our own organization, we 

work with allies.  My belief is that by using the GK globally or across the region we can duplicate more and 

more GK based cooperatives and work that way into the traditional political cooperatives and, therefore, we 

can have a very diverse source of milk, we can generate partners in production and processing as well. (BP1) 

However, it is essential to enable these partnerships for a Bayanihan Economy to emerge. 

 

(ii) Enabling leadership: Build an inclusive ecosystem 

Build an inclusive ecosystem refers to individuals’ leadership in facilitating a Bayanihan 

Economy for inclusive growth that leverages external stakeholders’ various inputs.  



4. The Paradox of Leading: How Complexity Leadership is Organized in Sharing Economy Models 

119 

Establish Gawad Kalinga Enchanted Farm as platform. The role of the Gawad Kalinga 

Enchanted Farm as “platform for collaboration” (FC2) is shown by the Gawad Kalinga founder:  

So we have created this platform at the bottom of the pyramid.  But we also have been able to do this because 

we were able to attract those who have been privileged with education, with success in business and even with 

power in government to join us in our own hub for social entrepreneurs that are working hard to create inclusive 

growth in the emerging economy of Asia, especially the Philippines.  […]  this massive movement of the spirit 

for nation building that we have created in the Philippines, which is also now starting to make an impact in 

Indonesia, in Papua New Guinea and in other parts of the world. (Founder1) 

Social entrepreneurs benefit from this platform established by Gawad Kalinga and its founder: 

“GK?  They give us access to land, access to network  […]  if I account for the person with the 

most influence in the world that I know, that’s Tito Tony  […]  he allows us to meet different 

people” (Travel1). Hence, social entrepreneurs can leverage the Farm to grow their ecosystem: 

“Enchanted Farm which I try to make the landing site for mushroom technology so we can have 

a showcase here  […]  That we can have farmers in the immediate area and even in our 

community take part in” (Mush1).  

This inclusive ecosystem at the Enchanted Farm is being replicated across 25 other hubs in 

the Philippines and, hence, expands the curriculum and builds the movement (GKIncub1). 

Corporate social investment. Stakeholders including corporations are attracted through 

Gawad Kalinga’s economic value with its movement as growing market, argues Tony Meloto: 

“So when you have a movement with one million people living in your communities and over 

a million volunteers, that’s a big market” (Founder12). This movement is a sustainable market 

in that the Gawad Kalinga members show Gawad Kalinga their continuous commitment: “The 

movement means you make the platform attractive and inclusive.  And people are willing to 

work and people are willing to align themselves with your vision and your values” (Founder6). 

Therefore, the founder’s concept of corporate social investment implies that stakeholders now 

invest in Gawad Kalinga to invest in their future customers who are now poor but building their 

welfare:  
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People promote your products. So anyone who becomes rich in the next ten years, they will be the first  [who 

buy partner products]  […]  So many poor people now trying Human Nature  [a social business]  will buy cars, 

small cars. So that’s building markets. (Founder6) 

Market-driven approach. Gawad Kalinga social entrepreneurs aim to build markets and 

industries. As a social entrepreneur in the chicken industry shows, the development of 

cooperatives fosters co-creation of market quality and standards, and a sustainable market: 

If you want to be able to deliver in Manila, a product that is consistent, we need to have a common breed.  We 

need to have similar quality in all the chickens we produce.  So basically what we’re putting up first of all is a 

cooperative.  A cooperative that will develop up a breed of chickens.  That will develop a science in making 

our own feeds, our own medicines, and then we can contract with small-scale farmers all around. (FrSoc2) 

This market-driven approach is conditioned by a social business template that is replicable: “A 

movement says  […]  I will also learn from what others are doing and if I perfect this template, 

I'm going to replicate this all over” (Founder6). 

 

Figure 7: Complexity Leadership on Ecosystem Level for Gawad Kalinga 
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Emerging sharing economy. These conditions overall foster the emergence of a Bayanihan 

Economy for inclusive growth that is conducive to building markets and industries with external 

stakeholders, as a mushroom social entrepreneur exemplifies:   

The way I want to do it, is to start inspiring others to be part of it.  […]  I want to encourage them to enter it.  

[…]  I want to share it with others.  Like the training facility, for example the growing part.  Very clearly for 

me, I don't want to grow my mushrooms.  I may have my own mushroom farm, but it's fine for me, that it's just 

very small.  […]  I want farmers to grow it.  So that’s the idea that you want to share it and build the industry 

together up with others, because I think we can have a stronger chance of building an industry up. (Mush1) 

Gawad Kalinga as bridge of trust in the ecosystem. Gawad Kalinga, its founder and 

social entrepreneurs serve as immediate assurance in the ecosystem that connects the internal 

and external stakeholders. Each of them is acknowledged as overarching bridge of trust: “For 

us to really be the bridge of trust between the vast majority of our people who are in poverty 

standing and in need of opportunity and those who control wealth and power” (Founder1). 

Overall, the ecosystem level focuses on external stakeholders which contribute to the 

organization, while Gawad Kalinga, its founder and entrepreneurs act as ecosystem catalyzer. 

 

4.5 Discussion 

Our paper investigates complexity leadership within open and complex sharing systems.  

Based on our four theoretical core themes and the data gathered through our ethnographic 

study at Gawad Kalinga (also cf. appendix B for further illustrative data), we have developed a 

complexity leadership model for Gawad Kalinga with manifestations of both enabling and 

administrative leadership on each of the four identified levels. In the following sections, the 

findings for this qualitative model will be discussed. 

 

4.5.1 Formal Leadership and Emergent Leadership Dynamics 

When it comes to the organization of Gawad Kalinga’s complexity leadership model, the 

coexistence of both formal and emergent leadership appears paradox at first. This initial 

paradox is rooted in the traditional understanding of formal leadership as a single formal 
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instance that organizes and controls the entire organization, while emergent leadership implies 

a dynamic and decentralized emergence of leadership taken by many within the organization. 

In the Gawad Kalinga model, both formal and emergent leadership are complementary to 

each other. Both leadership behaviors are necessary for the Gawad Kalinga model to function. 

Combining both formal and emergent leadership for the Gawad Kalinga model to function is 

simultaneously important and challenging given the extreme conditions under which Gawad 

Kalinga operates: while its model is built and relies on enabling the poor as prospective nation 

builders that learn to address and overcome their poverty by themselves, it thereby depends on 

the poor who lack administrative leadership unless they are enabled to take this role. Thus, in 

contrast to Streatfield’s (2001) paradox of control that assumes a formal leader’s lack of full 

control regarding organizational resources, Gawad Kalinga’s Bayanihan Economy for inclusive 

growth not only leverages individuals’ private resources for the organizational cause but also 

needs to build its own backbone and movement, i.e., the poor as administrative leaders, first. 

Formal leadership at Gawad Kalinga promotes a values-driven organization as the structural 

foundation through a clear and consistent framework with values and rules formation such as 

Bayanihan and Padugo, and a grand vision that is specified into short-term goals.  

Still, formal leadership also needs to be enabling in that it provides the conditions, i.e., 

nonlinear interactions, for emergent leadership. The extreme conditions under which Gawad 

Kalinga operates underline the significance of enabling leadership for emergent leadership, as 

the former implies a leader’s consistent and initially paradoxical and counterintuitive activities 

to overcome major barriers to emergent leadership, such as giving a credit of trust despite the 

poor’s current lack of trustworthiness. Accordingly, the poor can only learn to trust, to share 

and sacrifice and to develop their work and entrepreneurial opportunities as community partners 

through enabling leaders who initiate and continuously build a trust relationship with the poor 

over time. Enabling leadership is vital in promoting emergent leadership bottom-up and locally, 
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since building trust requires an enabling leader to be continuously present in a local setting so 

that he is able to dynamically influence and steer the local dynamics for emergent leadership.  

In order to accomplish Gawad Kalinga’s objectives of ending poverty for five million 

families and of building 500,000 social entrepreneurs until the year 2024, both the local and 

bottom-up dynamic and Gawad Kalinga’s top-down structural framework are imperative.  

This local and bottom-up dynamic is essential because it requires formal, enabling 

leadership to continuously and dynamically distribute and decentralize leadership duties across 

the Philippines. As the Gawad Kalinga case shows, the founder acts as primary formal, enabling 

leader who decentralizes leadership by providing the conditions for social entrepreneurs to 

thrive who as enabling leaders locally support the poor – emerging administrative leaders –, 

and enable aspiring social entrepreneurs to build their entrepreneurial expertise who again 

eventually exert their enabling impact for further administrative leaders, e.g., employees, to 

emerge, etc. So formal, enabling leadership not only allows for distributing and decentralizing 

leadership but also promotes a cascading and self-reinforcing leadership dynamic.  

Yet, formal leadership also ensures the overall consistency of local and bottom-up structures 

and processes in favor of Gawad Kalinga’s mission through its clear and consistent top-down 

structural framework based on its grand vision, personal visions, short-term goals, and values. 

Proposition 1: In order to accomplish a common organizational purpose, both formal 

and emergent leadership interact with each other. 

 

4.5.2 Trust as Initial Condition of Complexity Leadership 

Our findings indicate a central role of trust in Gawad Kalinga’s complexity leadership model. 

A credit of trust that fosters trust by assurance represents the key act of enabling leadership 

in the complexity leadership model and, therefore, the initial condition for the further three 

complexity leadership levels to unfold (see Figure 3). This enabling act of seeking to faithfully 



4. The Paradox of Leading: How Complexity Leadership is Organized in Sharing Economy Models 

124 

connect with others, although paradoxical and counterintuitive, overcomes the obvious 

discrepancy of others’ lacking trustworthiness and their significant role in Gawad Kalinga’s 

mission of building the Philippines as a nation. Thus, the Gawad Kalinga movement, i.e., the 

entire Gawad Kalinga model, can only emerge by overcoming this discrepancy first – the model 

would fail otherwise. The necessity to do this through a credit of trust demonstrates the essential 

meaning of relationships for Gawad Kalinga, initialized by enabling leaders and subsequently 

adopted by administrative leaders.  

However, for trust by assurance, trust is artificial and assured by means of a direct symbol, 

whether it is a reputable person or Gawad Kalinga. This assurance is an initially vital means for 

enabling leaders to connect with emerging administrative leaders by a reverse, one-sided kind 

of trust: The latter learn to trust, whereas enabling leaders assure their own trustworthiness, and 

in effect their own safety given the extreme conditions in slums where they need to cope with 

a lot of different individuals, including criminals. Consequently, this assured trust builds the 

basis for the emergence of joint trust relationships. 

Proposition 2: Sharing interactions emerge through two consecutive phases: First, 

formal leaders give emergent leaders a credit of trust. Second, emergent leaders respond 

with trust. 

 

4.5.3 Building a Trust Relationship Through Sharing and Social Entrepreneurship 

Interpersonal trust emerges in three different forms in Gawad Kalinga’s complexity leadership 

model: trust by assurance, trust by relationship and trust by reputation.  

The emergence of these interpersonal trust forms reveals that the Gawad Kalinga movement 

is overall founded on a strong group phenomenon which is rooted in a collective and 

interdependent personal bonding, and in individual, intimate trust relationships. 
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Based on trust by assurance as one-sided kind of trust, sharing and sacrificing serve as a 

means of building joint interpersonal trust relationships. Social entrepreneurship represents the 

instrument to extend trust by relationship toward trust by reputation on an institutional level. 

The joint trust by reputation is further enhanced on the institutional level, by sharing between 

the social entrepreneurs, and expanding on the ecosystem level. 

As far as building a joint interpersonal trust relationship is concerned, individuals share and 

sacrifice for trust. Sharing and sacrificing condition the emergence of a joint trust relationship. 

In comparison, trust by assurance implies that trust is the initial enabler for sharing, so that 

individuals are immediately assured to trust in order to share. 

Building trust by reputation at Gawad Kalinga reflects an advanced interpersonal trust level. 

This understanding comes with Gawad Kalinga’s show-and-tell strategy (Build and They Will 

Come) that prioritizes taking action and developing physical proofs-of-concept. As social 

entrepreneurs develop their own social businesses, they institutionalize their trustworthiness 

and build their reputation as they move from having a mere purpose toward actually 

demonstrating a suitable physical proof of it. This progress enhances social entrepreneurs’ 

personal trustworthiness and reputation through their own social business which, as it exerts a 

beneficial impact on the Gawad Kalinga community, makes the community members see and 

experience their purpose. In this way, social entrepreneurs can ultimately validate their purpose 

so that the beneficiaries and community partners can trust the social entrepreneur, his purpose, 

intentions and behaviors in favor of the common goal and mission on an even higher trust level.  

Proposition 3: Joint trust relationships emerge through continuous sharing 

interactions. 

Proposition 4: Trust by reputation is conditioned by an already existing joint trust 

relationship between individuals and a prospective social entrepreneur. Trust by 
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reputation is developed by a social entrepreneur who creates a social business that 

addresses individuals’ needs. 

 

4.5.4 Complexity Leadership Filling the Institutional Void 

As Gawad Kalinga strives to end poverty for an entire nation and build 500,000 social 

entrepreneurs in a nation-building process by the year 2024, it acknowledges the lacking 

capacity of government as institution to take on this responsibility for the nation. In particular, 

Gawad Kalinga has established a social system, the Bayanihan Economy for inclusive growth, 

which is independent from and substitutes for the deficiencies of government. It takes the 

function of the state for a common purpose.  

Most significantly, Gawad Kalinga’s state function excels through its complexity leadership 

model which builds a self-reinforcing Bayanihan Economy of heterogeneous administrative 

leaders and prospective enabling leaders, whose important individual competencies in building 

the Philippines as a nation, are equally appreciated. In this respect, Gawad Kalinga addresses 

local needs, leverages local resources and expertise together with community partners, and 

thereby fosters local welfare, change and sustainable transformation. Gawad Kalinga’s filling 

of the institutional void ultimately restores individuals’ original mistrust in institutions. This 

complexity leadership model consequently provokes the question whether government with its 

bureaucratic limits would generally be capable of taking over this institutional role similarly. 

Proposition 5: Complexity leadership can substitute for and expand institutional 

duties.  
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4.6 Implications for Theory and Practice 

Based on our findings, we can draw implications for theory and practice. 

On the theoretical level, we identify implications for complexity leadership theory, as well 

as for trust, sharing and social entrepreneurship literature. 

For complexity leadership theory, we specify the relationship of, the dynamic interaction 

and vital co-existence between enabling leadership and administrative leadership. According to 

our research, enabling leadership provides the conditions that directly foster emergent order on 

the side of administrative leadership. In response to Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey (2007, p. 

302), specifying the manifestations of both enabling and administrative leadership on each of 

the four granular levels helps better understand the interactions of enabling leaders and the 

administrative superstructure to coordinate adaptive leadership and enhance the organization’s 

overall flexibility. Most importantly, Gawad Kalinga’s complexity leadership model conveys 

an enhanced dynamic between the levels so that each granular level provides emergent order 

that again influences the respective superior level.  

In this respect, we also echo Wellman’s (2017) call for new leadership models that 

acknowledge that leadership is socially constructed between the members of a group and is 

shaped by the group context. Furthermore, in response to Tourish (2018), this enhanced 

dynamic provides first insights on the complexity by which leadership itself emerges and how 

leaders are themselves constructed over time. Moreover, our research extends complexity 

leadership theory by trust as initial condition for complexity leadership. Consequently, 

complexity leadership is not only strengthened but initially conditioned by trust.  

The three forms of interpersonal trust provide novel insights for the trust literature. Our 

research depicts a multilevel and emergent interpersonal trust model. This model indicates the 

process of building trust, which is owed to the dynamic interaction throughout the complexity 

leadership levels. These three interpersonal trust forms emerge with more advanced relationship 
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levels which are fostered through sharing and social entrepreneurship. This model allows for 

inferences regarding inferior or superior degrees of trust and an optimal state of trust. Our 

complexity leadership research connects with trust research by Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman 

(1995) in that the nonlinear, self-organized interactions increase the importance of trust. 

The sharing economy literature benefits from our research, since our complexity leadership 

model captures the process of multilevel, emergent forms of sharing by dynamic interactions. 

Also, our model facilitates insights on how an actor’s influences others’ particular behavior.  

In addition, our research further explicates the functions and reciprocal ties of trust and 

sharing in dynamic interactions. The function of sharing differs from initial to advanced states 

of trust relationships: Sharing is transactional with trust by assurance in the initial state, which 

resembles trust between strangers and immediate trustworthiness in commercial sharing 

economy models (Botsman, 2017; Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Sharing becomes increasingly 

relational with trust by relationship and by reputation, which coincides with social sharing 

economy models and Belk’s (2010) understanding of familial and neighborly sharing. 

Social entrepreneurship literature is extended by the delineated dynamic interactions that 

build social businesses and social entrepreneurs. Regarding Saebi, Foss, & Linder’s (2018) 

differentiation of social entrepreneurship research into the individual, organizational and 

institutional level, our research provides implications on all three levels and depicts them as 

closely intertwined. On the individual level, we show how social entrepreneurs emerge as 

enabling leaders and how they create social value locally, bottom-up and nationwide. On the 

organizational level, we point out how social business models are managed and how the 

management models emerge, based on nonlinear interactions and relational sharing, 

respectively, between enabling and administrative leaders that are conducive to building and 

managing social businesses. On the institutional level, we illustrate how social entrepreneurs, 

as they partner with the poor and enable the emergence of prospective social entrepreneurs, 
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foster very specific local welfare and a sustainable, cascading and self-reinforcing leadership 

dynamic that aims at beneficially improving an entire nation. 

On the practical level, we identify the following implications: 

For firms, our dynamic leadership model captures firm leaders who distribute and 

decentralize leadership as they enable managers and employees to leverage and build their 

leadership expertise and responsibilities. They increase their managers’ and employees’ 

commitment when they help them fully leverage their resources by giving them ownership and 

creative space to experiment, decide and innovate, e.g., in agile project teams or as corporate 

entrepreneurs. Under these conditions, managers learn to accomplish challenging 

responsibilities. Building interpersonal trust further establishes an interdependent group 

phenomenon as solid backbone for building and sustaining the organization together.  

As far as implications for social entrepreneurs are concerned, our research informs the 

complexity and the relational space by which social entrepreneurs and social businesses emerge 

and enable the conditions for sustainable transformation and innovation that are conducive to 

addressing such grand challenges as poverty on a larger scale. In this way, social businesses 

take the important responsibility to build novel social systems founded on complexity 

leadership that fill institutional voids.  

Also family firms can fill such institutional voids as entrepreneurs leverage family ties that 

partially substitute for political ties as a means of compensating for gaps in the institutional 

infrastructure (Ge, Carney, & Kellermanns, 2018). 

Finally, our research conveys implications for grand challenges, e.g., the refugee situation 

with about 70 million people worldwide who have been forced from home, among them more 

than 25 million refugees (UNHCR, 2018). Our complexity leadership model shows that such 

challenges primarily need to be addressed bottom-up through local grassroots initiatives which 

enable disadvantaged individuals in their home country or in their refuge to eventually address 
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their problems and overcome their poverty themselves. These individuals rely on enabling 

leaders, such as entrepreneurs. These leaders show leadership by proactively building 

interpersonal relationships with the disadvantaged through continuous physical and local 

presence, a radical commitment and empathy toward them – regardless of the other’s initial 

trustworthiness. They value the disadvantaged, give them identity and enable work 

responsibilities and entrepreneurial opportunities that help uncover, leverage and enhance their 

actual capabilities, competencies and leadership qualities. In order to establish vital structural 

conditions that sustain and foster such enabling of emerging learning and transformation, 

enabling leaders need to partner with political, business, academic and other cause-related 

stakeholders. 

 

4.7 Conclusion, Limitations and Future Research Directions 

This paper provides the first study that qualitatively connects and explores the overlaps and 

transfers between the recently emerging phenomenon of the sharing economy with complexity 

leadership theory. By leveraging this literature and connecting it with extant trust and social 

entrepreneurship research, we especially aimed to make sense of the apparent leadership 

paradox in sharing economy models that resources are decentralized and controlled privately 

by individuals, whereas these models also rely on strong formal leadership.  

Our research of the Philippine movement Gawad Kalinga reflects a complex and self-

organizing social system and develops a complexity leadership model which is composed of 

two distinct and complementary complexity leadership behaviors, i.e., enabling and 

administrative, and specifies respective manifestations and nonlinear interactions for and 

between trust, sharing, social entrepreneurship and ecosystem.  

Our study is limited in the following respects: Our single-case ethnography, while inhering 

multiple heterogeneous levels, is limited to a single organization and to a single Asian country, 
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the Philippines. Therefore, it remains unclear to what extent the findings of this extreme case 

can be generalized and applied to other cultures, in other Asian, African and in Western 

countries and economies. While we aimed to comprehensively capture the dynamics inherent 

to complexity leadership in the sharing economy, we are aware that the underlying dynamics, 

relationships and effects still need to be further specified.  

Future research could therefore more deeply investigate the composition and dynamics of 

and interactions between enabling and administrative leadership as well as indirect or implicit 

factors and effects that have not been captured yet but equally contribute to or inhibit 

emergence. The short- and long-term outcomes and consequences of this complexity leadership 

model could also provide an interesting research avenue. A subsequent ethnography at Gawad 

Kalinga, or longitudinal studies could strengthen and enhance this emerging research field. 
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5. General Discussion 

5.1 Summary of Findings 

In this dissertation, we have studied the sharing economy on the organizational, individual and 

system level. In this respect, we have gathered important insights on the design, the functioning 

and the dynamics of sharing economy models.  

In sum, each project provides major findings that enhance research and provide promising 

starting points for further research on the sharing economy.  

On the organizational level, the three established sharing economy models Product Service 

System, Collaborative Lifestyle and Redistribution Market are leveraged as basis upon which 

distinct design options within the respective sharing economy model are specified from the 

literature. As a result, a characteristics-based framework, the Sharing Economy Spectrum, is 

developed which integrates the central design options for sharing economy models along a 

range of either completely decentralized/open or centralized/closed structure- and market-

related aspects.  

The design options capture (i) the control and organization of resources, (ii) the contracting, 

(iii) trust, (iv) motives for engagement, as well as (v) identification with the shared resources. 

Based on the literature review, five prevailing configurations are derived: the Product Service 

System has a profit focus and is based on either centralized or decentralized resource 

organization. The Redistribution Market model represents a social focus with decentralized 

resource organization. Ultimately, the Collaborative Lifestyle model indicates a decentralized 

resource organization with either a profit or social focus. 

On the individual level, a regression model derived from extant literature captures as 

independent variables the trust constructs (i) trust in organization builders, (ii) trust in all other 

community members, and (iii) trust in institutions, as well as resource endowment as 
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moderation variable, and as dependent variables (i) expected individual benefits and (ii) 

expected community benefits from sharing.  

Our study reports that trust in organization builders fosters higher expectations toward 

individual and community benefits, whereas the moderation variable resource endowment, i.e., 

individuals’ higher resource endowment, shifts the expectations toward community benefits. 

Trust in all other community members fosters higher expected individual and community 

benefits, while individuals’ lower resource endowment shifts the expectations toward 

individual benefits. Finally, individuals’ trust in institutions only shows significance through 

higher resource endowment with expectations toward individual benefits. 

On the system level, the central outcome is a complexity leadership model which constitutes 

Gawad Kalinga’s particular social sharing economy model and resolves the leadership paradox. 

On overall four levels, the respective manifestations of both enabling and administrative 

leadership are specified with respect to trust, sharing, social entrepreneurship and ecosystem. 

We find that both leadership behaviors are complementary to and dependent on each other. 

Enabling leadership fosters the conditions as it enables others by (i) giving a credit of trust and 

providing direct assurance first, (ii) continuously sharing and sacrificing first, (iii) building a 

social organization, and (iv) building an inclusive ecosystem.  

Regarding administrative leadership, individuals emerge as administrative leaders who 

compose and represent the organization’s underlying movement, and provide their own, private 

resources within the organizational scope for the common purpose. They emerge as they focus 

on (i) learning to trust, (ii) learning to share and sacrifice, (iii) developing one’s own work and 

entrepreneurial opportunities, and (iv) learning to contribute externally to an organization. 
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5.2 Implications for Theory 

Based on the three research projects, this dissertation provides theoretical implications for 

sharing economy, trust, resource-focused and social entrepreneurship research. 

With respect to the sharing economy literature, this dissertation depicts the sharing economy 

as multilevel construct structured into organizational, individual and system levels. The 

dissertation equally underlines the complexity of sharing economy models in that these explicit 

structures, designs, processes and formal behaviors which compose and influence sharing 

economy models are complemented on the micro level by such factors as individual resource 

endowments, trust levels and relationships, as well as dynamic interactions and emergent 

leadership. These factors are central to the functioning, outcomes and sustainability of sharing 

economy models. This dissertation especially underscores the major role and influence of trust 

as both initiating and facilitating condition for sharing economy models and outcomes. 

Furthermore, the empirical evidence not only adds to sharing economy literature on social 

sharing economy models, but also derives opportunities and implications for commercial 

sharing economy models with respect to complexity leadership, management and trust. 

As far as implications for trust research are concerned, this dissertation provides a 

differentiated view on the varying trust constructs, how they are embedded within 

organizational structures, and how individuals’ respective trust levels individually impact 

organizational outcomes. Apart from that, this dissertation also explicates the emergence and 

evolution of trust constructs along individual and organizational levels in the sharing and social 

entrepreneurship context. This emergence of trust allows to differentiate, to measure and to put 

in relation the respective value of individual trust constructs. 

When it comes to resource-focused research, the nature and value-creating role of resources 

in novel and emerging firm-crowd models is pointed out. Specifically, the distinguished capture 

and significance of individuals’ own, private resources within such models for common value 
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creation reveal the complementary resource structures that constitute emerging firm-crowd 

models and thereby enhance current resource-focused research. 

Finally, this dissertation provides implications for social entrepreneurship research. It 

delineates the amplified and sustainable local and bottom-up impact of social entrepreneurship 

that addresses grand challenges. This novel extent of impact is founded on trust relationships 

and collaborative movements which mobilize and leverage individuals’ resources in dynamic 

and decentralized sharing interactions.  

 

5.3 Implications for Practice 

This dissertation equally offers practical implications for business managers and social 

entrepreneurs, respectively. 

First of all, this dissertation promotes implications for business leaders and managers that 

aim at opening up their business model toward external resources and the crowd. In order to 

find the optimal setup regarding their firm-crowd model, the design options integrated within 

the Sharing Economy Spectrum provide a helpful orientation on how to design and mix the 

appropriate configuration of the respective business model along a range from decentralization 

to centralization. However, considering the strong relevance of the individuals who contribute 

and share their own resources within the organizational scope, business leaders need to actively 

foster the conditions that encourage, enable and build up individuals’ sharing activities. This 

enabling leadership can be generally guided by the complexity leadership model that includes, 

for instance, building trust relationships first. Business leaders also need to show empathy as 

they identify the appropriate participant and community segment for their business purpose by 

gathering insights on individuals’ trust levels, their needs, preferences, expected outcomes and 

motives that may condition their participation. In this way, business leaders can design business 

models which optimally capture, address and align this segment with the organization’s 
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commercial or social purposes. Besides external contributions, business leaders can also 

leverage the complexity leadership model in order to enable their managers’ and employees’ 

commitment inside the organization and help them build up their experience, competencies and 

leadership qualities by granting them ownership and freedom in their own decisions and for 

their own projects, teams and responsibilities. This enabling leadership requires business 

leaders to build interpersonal trust first as basis for subsequent professional interactions.  

Second, in addition to the implications that address business leaders and managers in 

general, this dissertation specifically implies for business managers in the sharing economy that 

they not only capture the relevant design options but continuously position and iterate their own 

organizational designs in the Sharing Economy Spectrum. They can also leverage this Spectrum 

to make sharing economy models comparable in order to get a better grasp of the market.  

Third and finally, based on the previous insights, this dissertation also entails important 

implications for social entrepreneurs and business leaders that aim at addressing grand societal 

and environmental challenges such as poverty and the global refugee situation. For them, this 

dissertation conveys that social sharing economy models can build movements that generate 

most beneficial, self-sustaining and self-reinforcing impact when leaders proactively and 

continuously enable and build up those in need to eventually address their own needs, overcome 

their challenges themselves and emerge toward enabling others as well.  

 

5.4 Conclusion and Future Research Directions 

This dissertation offers a comprehensive and multilevel overview and appraisal of the sharing 

economy as novel organizational system with specific insights on the organizational, individual 

and system level. On the organizational level, it acknowledges the individual designs of sharing 

economy models by conceptualizing design options which are traded off along a range from 

decentralization to centralization. On the individual level, a quantitative study provides 
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evidence on the distinguished role of individuals with respect to the influence of their individual 

resource endowments and trust levels on their expectations regarding beneficiaries in sharing 

economy models. On the system level, a qualitative study sheds light on the complexity of 

sharing economy models which uncovers a leadership paradox that is addressed by 

complementary leadership behaviors that together lead and manage these models toward 

common organizational purposes. 

Finally, this dissertation provides promising future research directions regarding the 

emerging phenomena of the sharing economy. While the dissertation has enhanced research on 

the sharing economy through various related literature streams and theories including open and 

user innovation, resource-focused research, trust, social entrepreneurship and complexity 

leadership, future research is needed that leverages the outcomes of this dissertation as starting 

points to further converge sharing economy research on a specific and commonly accepted set 

of theories and literature.  

Consequently, such future research further fosters the consistent understanding of the 

sharing economy, its models, its participants and communities, as well as its complexity. In this 

way, also the erosion of the sharing economy as term can be properly addressed. Furthermore, 

the various roles, influences and dynamics of individuals and communities in the sharing 

economy need to be further clarified by future research. We equally need to put emphasis on 

the power of social sharing economy models in addressing grand societal and environmental 

challenges. Future research on social sharing economy models not only needs to further 

acknowledge these role models for far-reaching and sustainable impact and transformation but 

to further explore the significance of complementary leadership behaviors, interpersonal trust 

relationships, nonlinear interactions, empathy and movement which constitute and drive these 

models. 
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APPENDIX A: Questionnaire 

A. Trust 

 

Past Trusting Behavior 

Please choose one answer for each question: 

1. How often do you lend money to other people?  

☐ More than once a week ☐ About once a week ☐ About once a month ☐ Once a year or less 

2. How often do you lend personal possessions to other people (e.g., tools, clothes, basketball, etc.)? 

☐ More than once a week ☐ About once a week ☐ About once a month ☐ Once a year or less 

3. How often do you intentionally leave your door unlocked at home (when nobody is home)? 

☐ More than once a week ☐ About once a week ☐ About once a month ☐ Once a year or less 

4. Have you or someone close to you recently lost a personal item (e.g., bag, clothes, wallet, etc.)? 

☐ Never ☐ Not in several years ☐ Within 1-2 years  ☐ Within the last 6 months 

5. Have you ever unexpectedly received something from someone you never knew before, e.g., things, time, money, etc.? 

☐ Yes ☐ No 

6. Personal income shouldn’t be determined by work - all people should get what they need 

☐ Strongly Disagree ☐ Somewhat Disagree ☐ Somewhat Agree ☐ Strongly Agree 

7. You can’t count on strangers anymore 

☐ Strongly Disagree ☐ Somewhat Disagree ☐ Somewhat Agree ☐ Strongly Agree 

8. Others can trust me 

☐ Strongly Disagree ☐ Somewhat Disagree ☐ Somewhat Agree ☐ Strongly Agree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

General Trust 

Please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements: 

Statement 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. Most people are basically honest ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

2. Most people are trustworthy ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

3. Most people are basically good and kind ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

4. Most people have faith in others ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

5. I am trusting others ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

6. Most people will give back the trust when they are 

trusted by others 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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Interpersonal Trust 

 

Please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements: 

Statement Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 

1. In general, you can trust people ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

2. Today, you can’t rely on anybody ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

3. How much do you trust strangers you meet for the first time? 

Please choose one answer of the four statements: 

☐ No trust at all ☐ Little trust (I would ask him to look after my water bottle) ☐ Quite a bit of trust (I would ask him to 

look after my bicycle)  

☐ A lot of trust (I would ask him to look after my wallet) 

4. When dealing with strangers, it’s better to be cautious before trusting them 

Please choose one answer of the four statements: 

☐ Strongly Disagree ☐ Somewhat Disagree ☐ Somewhat Agree  ☐ Strongly Agree 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 

159 

Trust in People 

1. Would you say that most of the time, people try to be helpful, or that they are mostly just looking out for themselves? 

Please choose one of the two statements: 

☐ Try to be helpful ☐ Look out for themselves 

2. Do you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got the chance or would they try to be fair? 

Please choose one of the two statements: 

☐ Take advantage ☐ Try to be fair 
 

B. Demographics 

1. How are you related to GK?  _________________________ 

2. What is your gender? ☐ Female      ☐ Male  3. What is your age?  ____________________ years 

4. Which skills do you have?  ☐ Farming ☐ Technical (e.g., installation, IT) ☐ Professional Management 

(Select all skills which apply)  ☐ Household ☐ Entrepreneurship/Business  ☐ Service (e.g., cooking, selling) 

    ☐ Landscaping ☐ Professional Teaching  ☐ Handwork (e.g., knitting) 

    ☐ Other: ______________________ 

5. How long have you been with GK so far?  _______0.16_____________ years 

6. What position do you have?  ☐ Small Business Owner (e.g., Sari Sari) ☐ Employee  ☐ Housewife 

☐ Student/Pupil   ☐ Unemployed  ☐ Entrepreneur 

☐ Professional Manager  ☐ Self-employed (e.g., Tricycle) ☐ Volunteer/Intern  

 ☐ Worker    ☐ Retired   ☐ Other: __________ 

 

 

5. How much trust do you have in...  

Please indicate how much you trust in the following actors: 

 No trust at all Little trust Quite a bit of trust A lot of trust 

… government 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… public authorities (e.g., mayor) 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… Tony Meloto 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… Gawad Kalinga (GK) 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

... large companies (e.g., Shell) 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… church 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… social entrepreneurs 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

... schools and the educational system 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… GK community members 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… volunteers and interns 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

... your own family 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

... neighbors 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

... friends 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

... strangers 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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C. Contribution to Sharing Model 

1. Which things do you personally possess at GK? 

Please indicate how much you possess of the things below at GK. The comments in “(…)” help you with your choice. 

 None at all Not very much Some Quite a lot Very much 

1. Money 

☐ 

(No money) 

☐ 

(Money just enough to 

live) 

☐ 

(Money to support daily 

life) 

☐ 

(Money to live in 

comfort) 

☐ 

(Money for luxury) 

2. House/Living Space 

☐ 

(No living space) 

☐ 

(5 and more people in a 

house) 

☐ 

(3-4 people in a house) 

☐ 

(2-3 people in a house) 

☐ 

(1-2 people in a 

house) 

3. Free Time for Others 

☐ 

(No time) 

☐ 

(One or few hours a 

week) 

☐ 

(10 hours a week) 

☐ 

(20 hours a week) 

☐ 

(Always, if needed 

more than 40 hours a 

week) 

 None at all Not very much Some Quite a lot Very much 

4. Work Experience 

☐ 

(No work) 

☐ 

(Work once a week or 

less) 

☐ 

(Work a few days a 

week) 

☐ 

(Work most days of the 

week) 

☐ 

(Work every day) 

5. Items (e.g., phone, 

clothes, bucket, etc.) ☐ 

(No items) 

☐ 

(Basic items just 

enough to live) 

☐ 

(Items which just 

support daily life) 

☐ 

(Items which give 

comfort) 

☐ 

(Luxury items) 

6. Food 

☐ 

(Never enough food) 

☐ 

(Some food but often 

hungry) 

☐ 

(Basic food) 

☐ 

(Lots of food) 

☐ 

(More food than I can 

eat and use myself) 

7. Land/Facilities 

☐ 

(No land/facilities) 

☐ 

(Less than 25 square 

meters) 

☐ 

(25 to 50 square 

meters) 

☐ 

(51 to 100 square 

meters) 

☐ 

(More than 100 

square meters) 

8. Vehicle ☐ 

(No vehicle) 

☐ 

(1 vehicle) 

☐ 

(2 vehicles) 

☐ 

(3 vehicles) 

☐ 

(More than 3 vehicles)

 

2. I possess something else:  ______________________________________ 

 

3. How often do you actually share things which you possess at GK? 

Please indicate how often you share the following things at GK: 

 Almost every day 
Once or twice a 

week 

A few times a 

month 

Once a month or 

less 
Never 

1. Money ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

2. House/Living Space ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

3. Free Time for Others ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

4. Work Experience ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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5. Items ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

6. Food ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

7. Land ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

8. Vehicle ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

9. Something else: 

………………………………. 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

4. The way the GK team operates made me feel that… 

I would like to know what you think about the work of GK. Please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree 
Neither Agree nor 

Disagree 
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 

… they are experts in 

this organization 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… they know what 

they are doing 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… they are competent ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

... they are skilled ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

 

 

 

5. Community Trust 

Please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 

1. I trust GK people to 

know things I don't know 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

2. I would make an 

important decision based 

on advice from GK 

people 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

3. GK people have high 

integrity 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

D. Outcome of Sharing Model 

1. What should be the benefit of the GK movement for its members? 

Please indicate how important the following things are: 

 
Not at all important 

Somewhat 

important 
Important Very important 

Extremely 

important 

To earn money ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

To use things and 

resources from 

other people 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

To care for other 

people 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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To get things which 

are not used by 

others anymore 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

To use things and 

resources from GK 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

2. It is important that the GK movement provides benefits… 

Please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements: 

 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree 

Neither Agree nor 

Disagree 
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 

… for me ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… for my own 

family and friends 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… for all of us GK 

people 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

3. The control of what we are doing at GK should be… 

Please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements: 

 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree 

Neither Agree nor 

Disagree 
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 

... with GK ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… with all of us 

people 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

… with a mixture of 

GK and us people 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

4. How do you feel about things you get from others? 

Please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements: 

 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree 

Neither Agree nor 

Disagree 
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree 

I want to use the 

things from others 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

I want to give things 

back as soon as I do 

not need them 

anymore 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

I want to own and 

keep the things 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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APPENDIX B: Illustrative Data for Complexity Leadership Levels at Gawad Kalinga 

Core Theme Micro-Code Illustrative Data 

Trust Administrative leadership:  

Learn to trust 

“there is something that I’ve seen from those mothers in the communities here.  They are really faithful.” (FC1) 

“So I guess relations are complicated because there’s that fundamental distrust that was bred further because of the way that we 

ruled and the actions of the military here, which kind of continues today behind the scenes.” (Foundation2) 

“Collaboration cannot happen without trust” (GKIncub1) 

“But it’s another thing that if they even trust us to believe that this is what is going to happen next.” (GKIncub1) 

“On the good side of that, there's actually good people who can be trusted.“ (SEED1) 

“a certain amount of trust that they [the community members] give” (EE1) 

“But we do have some problems with trust, to be honest with you, in regard to the community“ (EO1) 

”We do believe that we live in a country where the rich [don’t trust] the poor and the poor don't trust the rich.  And in between 

there's no one.  So that’s the challenge.  Because there is a disconnection between the people living in the city and people in 

the province. There's a disconnection between people living in the Fort [in Taguig City, Metro Manila], Ayala [in Makati, 

Metro Manila] and [another part in Metro Manila] exclusive subdivision, and the rest of Manila.“ (FC2) 

“We trust them that they come here with a good intent.  […]  We trust them to come here in our houses with good intent” (CM1) 

“I mean trust in that sense, is important.  But in the context that people can trust you first.” (Mush1) 

Enabling leadership:  

Give a credit of trust and provide 

assurance first 

“The quest of trust in this farm is a very crucial point.  That for me is very specific to the way Gawad Kalinga is seeing management 

and the way we relate to people.  So you have to believe, you have to understand that more-or-less one-third of the men that 

live in this community used to be criminals or used to communist rebels, thieves, murders, et cetera.  Among the farmers I 

work with, some have this background.  So we know that trust is a very sensitive point here.“ (FrSoc1) 

“not important that you [as enabling leader] can trust them [the poor] now” (Mush1) 

“allowing them to trust you” (Psych1) 

“it's just really a matter of saying to yourself and deciding first and foremost that even if I can't trust you yet and even if you might 

eventually still go back to your old ways, I will still decide to work with you because that’s what needs to be done.” (Mush1) 
“No one will trust you if you are just an incubator head and not a friend, or a brother.” (GKIncub1) 

“But the thing is, you have to be trustworthy first and foremost just to prove to them that they can trust you and so they change 

their minds eventually.” (Mush1) 

“Trust this person at all times” (GKIncub1) 

“By giving our trust, we may have that kind of misadventure at the beginning, but slowly when they feel this trust, it builds them 

up also to change themselves.” (FrSoc1) 

“I don’t trust you [the community kids] to bring them [the pucks] back.” (Foundation7) 

“develop trust between each other as you encounter and face adversities and you triumph over them together” (EO1) 
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“the true investment happened in the fact that we never saw each other different but always made sure that we saw each other as 

family, we saw each other as partners in this. (GKIncub1) 

“Once I forgot my hat, just my hat on the table in the farm.  I found it a few days later on the head of one of the farmers of another 

area that by definition is maybe the one I trust less in this farm.  So I said, “Oh […] is that my hat you have on your head?” He 

said, “No, that’s not your hat.” I said, “Okay.” No need to fight for that.  It's not my hat, that’s what he says.  Two days later, 

I found my hat on the table with my name written on it.  So he returned it but never told me he returned.  Afterward he just 

said, “Oh […], did you find your hat?” I said, “Yes, I found my hat.  Thank you.” And that’s all.  That’s how it works. And 

here he feels that…he knows I know he stole the hat but he also knows that, he feels very shameful about this, so he returned 

it.  And now, maybe I can trust him a little bit more and he knows that also.” (FrSoc1) 

Sharing Economy Administrative leadership:  

Learn to share and sacrifice 

“And together you move the world forward; that’s what “Bayanihan” means for me and for us in GK.” (GKIncub1) 

“when they built a lot of houses before with themselves, their own blood, sweat and tears…even their own money…they called it 

padugo.” (Mush1) 

“I do think that this part of the work at GK wouldn’t have been possible without the Filipino culture, so… […] Well, like 

community building […] working together.  It’s really like very deeply grounded in the Filipino culture.“ (AcaD1). 

 “Like say for example, when Typhoon Haiyan hit Visayas, we had a lot of people from GK communities practically begging their 

leaders to have them join the builds because they kept saying that you have been blessed by GK and we want to be able to 

share that blessing now.” (Mush1) 

“Like just going here was actually a very difficult thing to do.  Because whenever it rained, the soil here is actually the clay-kind 

of soil and actually when you stepped on it, it builds up on your soles and it really, really…your shoes become heavy and 

eventually your shoes break down.  Whenever we’re here, if it rains, we have to…like in five minutes we have to just get out 

already with our cars because if we don't, the soil gets too muddy and we can get stuck here.  So even going inside.  So we've 

had before, our buses get stuck, the same road outside gets…they get stuck there and people have to walk in because the buses 

can't move anymore because of the mud.” (Mush1) 

“All the families will build the houses together.” (FC3) 

“And so each one has a role to play but they learn from each other.  So there are roles but some overlap which is really good 

because you watch out for each other all the better.” (GovRepr1) 

“the way I see it up to now, it’s still a very similar, flat organization where the relationships are  […]  I am not in any way more 

powerful than the entrepreneurs and vice versa.  We all have a stake at this.  Of course, we all look up to Tito Tony but even 

he would say he's very open to new things.” (GovRepr1) 

Enabling leadership:  

Continuously share and sacrifice 

first 

“It is not like police…it is not staying behind them to make sure they do the work.  It is just [Inaudible] in the journey of becoming 

a productive citizen in whatever things we do.  And it has been working in a lot of GK villages.” (FC1) 

Volunteer: “I learned so much from them.” – Founder: “[That’s fine]…precisely…and that’s humbling.  That’s humbling and 

that’s exactly the thing, they learn from you.  You give value to them.  Here is a foreigner […] who comes here and sweats out 

with us.  I mean, you don't understand how low the self-esteem of the poor is.” (Founder6) 
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“true transformation happens when the person who does the change is himself changed as well. So if you are here believing that 

you are making a change for the community, it does not truly happen if you yourself are not transformed. If you are not 

transformed, it means you were not involved enough, that means you were not connected enough, that means you were not 

immersed enough, that means you did not treat the community as your own, and you did not treat the community as family, 

and you did not give your life to the mission” (GKIncub1) 

“People that will help you even though they don't know you yet.  That’s what I really, really like about the Philippines.“ (SEED1) 

“the greatest impact that an influencer, a coach, a facilitator, or teacher can have is to get to their [the poors’] thinking.  It’s a 

journey […] to see how do they see the world and how they see themselves.  And a lot of times I get there by identifying, well 

first of all, what are their limiting beliefs.” (Psych1) 

“And he asked you to come up with a garden here and he would ask you to do something else and then we have to figure out how 

to do both and that’s how he challenges you.  Of course, he will probably be pissed if you don't do anything right but he’ll 

understand that we will be very [thoughtful] about that.” (GovRepr1) 

“At the beginning we were like…okay, whoever wants to journey with us…whoever was willing to come to the farm early in the 

morning and was willing to wake up very early every day, because back then we didn't really sleep here a lot because, one, 

was I had to go back for Tito Tony’s schedule or there was really not a lot of facilities here for sleeping for example and so it 

was a sacrifice for many people who weren’t part…I mean we were all required to come here but I mean having volunteers for 

example who would come regularly and then I think that was the culling process.  If you know what I mean.” (GovRepr1) 

“For me personally, this road is in part about what Tito Tony gifted me by saying, Go clean up the trash dump, in so many words.” 

(Foundation3) 

“one of the first things you have to do is meet their leaders in this community because each of the Gawad Kalinga communities 

are organized.  Inside, there are leaders and there are people that […] are respected in the community.  So, as much as possible, 

first you deal with that person…and plan it early.” (FC1) 

“We will not give up. You can make a lot of mistakes and you can learn from them” (Founder8) 

“One of the first things you do is just go there without anything to ask.  You just go there first and spend time with them.  […]  If 

I’m going to scale up in another village, I’m going to start going there like six months before we start doing 

anything…especially up to a certain extent or you can get into trouble when you just work with the […]  mothers.  And the 

men, they don’t know you…then you can get into a situation where, What the hell is this 26-year-old, young French guy doing 

with my wife when I’m in Manila and when I’m working?” (FC1) 

“share the life” (GKIncub1) 

“it was a struggle to come  […]  You have to invest your time, you have to invest some energies, some cost even because we didn't 

really pay for everybody” (GovRepr1) 

“because of my experience here I have actually grown to be a person who would not actually, basically give up solving something.  

It's really by experience here, has taught me that every problem will have a solution and that we will be able to achieve 
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something only if we never give up.  And so those kinds of things I learned only because these people never gave up on me as 

well.  And even when they needed me as well, I was also there.” (Mush1) 

“they themselves are not just only thinking of their own survival but they are willing to work hard to sacrifice even their love life, 

to wake up early.” (Founder4) 

“even more importantly, learning to grow together as people because I think there's a better growing experience in being able to 

connect with the person you hated and finding out that they are not so bad after all.  You also learn something about yourself 

after that, that mindset was actually wrong.  I should not judge people who are like this and so…I guess it's something that also 

I learned working here.” (Mush1) 

“We would discuss so many different things with Tito Tony, especially when we travel, because…up to a certain extent we can 

understand each other […] in the way we see the world and the way we think.  We have some similarities that we have 

discovered and so, yeah, there’s a big trust.  Whenever he would need me, I would always be there for GK.  I will always be 

there for the farm and now he’s also doing the same for me.  Whatever I would need, he would…he would be like a mentor…he 

would be like a spiritual father and like someone to be present…like he committed to join us in our launch in [Toy Kingdom].” 

(FC1) 

Social 

Entrepreneurship 

Administrative leadership:  

Develop own work and 

entrepreneurial opportunities 

“no one wanted to go here. Because everybody knew [tagalog] there are wild [people], but now the wild speak French. So there’s 

nothing to be scared of. Then all those former NPAs [New People’s Army rebels], they did not go away.  They are still here.  

They are the ones that are taking care of the fruits and vegetables  […]  But if you don't trust me, you can ask them to remove 

their t-shirt.  Because with all their tattoos, you can read what their past was, what their life was.” (FC3) 

“when we asked people, Why are the greenhouses…why are their weeds there…why is no one looking after them?...they all give 

different reasons.  Some say it’s because of the water…some say people are lazy…some say because no one worked there.” 

(VUK1) 

“We always find excuses when things go wrong.  So I’m tired of excuses.” (Founder10) 

“our poverty paralyzes us so that we don’t achieve our full potential as a nation, that’s poverty. And that’s something that is in 

every one of us.” (GKIncub1)  

“so they were building communities left and right.  More and more, people in the management team were hearing all these 

concerns, like yes we have a house but we can't feed ourselves sustainably.  So there was a lot of requests to build a livelihood 

program.” (GovRepr1) 

“And of course, if you relocate people here in Bulacan, [tagalog: explains that those people in the GK community need work so 

that they don’t need to get back and forth the long way to Manila].  If you go back to Manila, 200 pesos, it's two hours to go, 

two hours to come back, 100 pesos, 100 pesos to come back.  It's already 200 pesos.  Also if they eat in Manila, 50 pesos.  So 

even if they earn 500 pesos out of Manila when they come back here, 250 pesos only and they wasted four hours in traffic.” 

(FC3) 

”So all our families, most of our mothers are working for the kitchen.  So they are the ones to prepare the food that you can have 

for lunch later.  They also work for the Kalinisan, so they are the ones cleaning our beds here. We have 300 beds. So they are 
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taking care of our different groups in the Farm. And the other half of the mothers are making the toys.  I will show you later 

the toy-making area.  And when it comes to the men, half of them are involved in the construction.  This is still an in-

development area, so we are building more places and the other half is involved in agriculture.  And none of the kids are out 

of school.“ (FC3) 

“So the mothers are actually doing the toys from their houses.  They only do the machine here in the workshop but they do the 

cutting, they do the stuffing and the hand stitching inside their houses.” (FC4) 

“Our historical past, our history, has really damaged how we view ourselves that even though we have millions of hectares of land, 

we think that we’re poor. Even though we have the greatest marine-biodiversity, the greatest (one of the most fertile land in 

the world), we still believe that we need to get our products from abroad. Out of that, we can create chocolate, we can create 

coffee, we can create our own dairy products. But we believe that we can’t do it, because we have been brainwashed that we 

are not good enough. And we have been duped to believe that everything that is not from us is better. So the only limitation 

that we have here, the reason why we’re poor is because we have seen ourselves as poverty-shaken, we see ourselves as being 

incapable of ending our own suffering. And that’s why we continue to suffer to this day, as a country, as a nation, because we 

have lost our soul.” (GKIncub1) 

 “who are hungry not to become a tricycle driver like their fathers  […]  but people who will be the best.” (Founder8) 

“30% of the business is owned by the community” (GKIncub1) 

“They have to spend 200 Pesos a day for transportation [to go to work], when here it’s free. They can eat with their families, they 

don’t need to commute, they have fresh air, they have organic vegetables.” (GKIncub1) 

“one of the measurements of GK in ending the poverty of the people is that they start thinking that they can solve their own 

problems and they can contribute to the solutions of problems of other people.” (Mush1) 

“So why do you charge you for dreaming?” (FC4) 

Enabling leadership:  

Build a social organization 

“And then X’s story is actually very interesting.  When he went here and Tito Tony promised him Silicon Valley and here it's all 

grass and he said…Tito where’s Silicon Valley and we’re telling you…No you will build it.  You have to build it.” (Mush1) 

“I guess it's also build and you can change like the mindset of people.” (Mush1) 

“there will people who will be coming here with bigger and bigger ideas. I just want to show that I can build it.  That is as simple 

as my goal is.” (Founder6) 

“I want people to be more professional, to be more efficient, to be more accountable.” (Founder10) 

“We have to fasten the process and actually build the entrepreneurs up. From wherever they begin, wherever they are, we have to 

take them to where they need to be to become the kind of nation builders that they are required to be. So if we were to wait for 

people to get to this level now, we would, by 2024, still only have a handful.” (GKIncub1) 

“The entrepreneurs were given free reign to do what they want but at the same time we had to impose certain rules.  Like for 

example…we’ll take you in if you work with us in certain events for example or you make sure that there is a social impact in 

the future or in a certain amount of time.  Let’s say by X months you should be able to reach certain milestones for example.” 

(GovRepr1) 
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“And I presented this to Tito Tony piece by piece, you know?  Because he’s still about, Don’t talk to me about it.  Do it.“ 

(Foundation2) 

“in each micromanagement level, we try to keep that social component.  No matter how many pieces are produced, no matter how 

many people we’d need, I will still find a way for them to work from their houses and to give more responsibilities to the team 

leaders.” (FC1) 

 “You picked it.  So, before I would choose a certain person to become a team member, I would say, Oh, this person, we’ll hire 

her and she’s going to work on your team.  Then every time the team leader would complain about that person, so I was always 

bringing it back to the values of GK…like “no one left behind”…the patience that I have with you, you should have the same 

patience with the following person.” (FC1) 

“That’s what he [Tony Meloto] said, I want Americans because they have a can-do spirit.  Bring me more Americans.  We shouldn’t 

go and play it safe.” (Foundation6) 

“I remember when I was a kid and if you asked me what I wanted to do with my life…I thought would become an astronaut.  It 

did not happen but at least I was dreaming.  So one of the things we want to make sure is that they don't lose the capacity to 

dream.  Dreaming is free.  No one is going to charge you for dreaming.” (FC4) 

“if there’s a place for a start-up to start, it is here.  […]  Without this [sharing], if you start from scratch, alone, compared to starting 

with GK, then the risk is really, really lesser here in GK.  Yeah…sharing…we share from suppliers, lists, contacts…we even 

share and consult with each other on how things are to be done in our operations.  And we get also referrals on where to sell, 

how to sell, you know…and we learn experiences.” (EO1) 

“Because  […]  for a thing [an idea] that is too good to be true, it's always untrustworthy.” (Mush1) 

“And up until the point that I reach that, it will be very difficult for me to convince you. […]  Like trying to show that I really 

mean it when I tell you this.” (Mush1) 

“Tito Tony just trusts me and says, Okay, I’ll send you there.  I’m going to send you to that country and you’ll be the one to talk 

about Gawad Kalinga.  I’m going to send you to that place and you’ll talk about Gawad Kalinga.“ (FC1) 

Ecosystem Administrative leadership:  

Learn to contribute externally to 

the organization 

“So a very similar thrust in the sense that we want more entrepreneurs.  We want to build…create more jobs and make the 

livelihood of more communities really sustainable.  The way we see it from the outside, so it's great that there are communities 

like GK with a platform and they're already organized.  Because that makes it easier for other players to work with them. Sadly, 

government has to work with all sorts of communities where there's no community organizer and that’s quite a challenge and 

that’s much more challenging also.  Not to say that GK communities aren’t challenging in and of themselves. […]  And in 

many ways the functions that you want to promote are also the same, which is make it easy to do business.  Because it's so 

damn hard to do business here.” (GovRepr1) 

“So, the Philippines is a little bit different.  It is the only country where we only have one partner organization right now […]  But 

we are really looking to operate I think primarily for GK because it is so aligned with what we do.” (VolRepr1) 

 “those who have…who are the most privileged are so absent from their [the poor’s] lives.” (Founder5) 

“the abandonment of the poor by the most educated” (Founder2) 
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“we’re poor because we keep leaving the poor behind.” (GKIncub1) 

“we were connected.  It was just really cut off.  Because we didn't really talk anymore, I forgot about you.  That’s what happens 

with people in the community, that’s what happens with the poor. We forget them.“ (Mush1) 

Enabling leadership:  

Build an inclusive ecosystem 

“And how can we support this.  It is simply for the people who have the competencies to help us because it is only when we attract 

solidarity that we can really build a massive platform and we want to be fueled by kindness.  But we also would like our 

compassion to attract competence and for us to build science and systems and great structures that provides sustainability and 

scale” (Founder1) 

“the movement is the market.  So the bigger your movement, the bigger your market is.” (Founder6) 

“So this is actually one of the major value adds in the industry of our social enterprises as well. Because you’re part of an ecosystem 

and because it’s very difficult to start your own business on your own.” (GKIncub1) 

“So it’s more of trying to create an understanding, an agreement with other entrepreneurs that we have to build the industry up.” 

(Mush1) 

“How can we connect the kids in the province with the kids in the city?  How can we connect Ateneo and La Salle, I don’t know 

if any of you is familiar with Ateneo and La Salle.” (FC2) 

“Bring together the poor that don't trust the politicians and the rich that don't trust either one.  Nobody trusts, so how are we going 

to get them together to do this?” (Foundation3) 


